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FULL COMMITTEE BUSINESS MEETING:
MARK-UP OF SEVERAL BILLS AND
POSTAL-NAMING MEASURES

Tuesday, February 6, 2024

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James Comer [Chair-
man of the Committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Comer, Jordan, Turner, Gosar, Foxx,
Grothman, Cloud, Palmer, Higgins, Sessions, Biggs, Mace,
LaTurner, Fallon, Donalds, Perry, Timmons, Burchett, Greene,
McClain, Boebert, Luna, Burlison, Waltz, Raskin, Norton, Lynch,
Connolly, Krishnamoorthi, Khanna, Mfume, Porter, Bush, Gomez,
Brown, Stansbury, Garcia, Frost, Lee, Casar, Crockett, Goldman,
Moskowitz, and Tlaib.

Chairman COMER. The Committee will please come to order. A
quorum is present.

Without objection, the Chair is authorized to declare a recess at
any time.

Pursuant to Committee Rule 5(b) and House Rule VI, Clause 2,
the Chair may postpone further proceedings today on the question
of approving any measure or matter or adopting an amendment on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and nays are ordered.

Today, we will use an electronic system for recorded votes on
amendments and passage of the bills before the Committee. I will
discuss this process prior to any recorded votes, but for awareness,
my intention is to hold the first vote open for a bit longer than the
following votes just to allow Members to arrive and get familiar
with the new system. When using the electronic voting, Members
must be in their seat in the hearing room to cast a vote. Members
are not allowed to remove their voting remote from the room. Once
voting begins, Members will be able to select “yes” or “no” or
“present” for each vote. A Member may change their vote at any
time prior to the closing of the vote by the clerk, but once a vote
is recorded by a Member, they may not un-record their vote from
the record.

Of course, should any technical issues arise, which I do not an-
ticipate as I have tested the system, we will immediately transition
to a traditional roll call. This new system will allow the Committee
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to dispense with votes quickly, so it is important that Members ar-
rive on time to vote and do not leave the room during the vote se-
ries. Any procedural or motion-related votes during today’s markup
will be dispensed with by a traditional roll call vote.

Mr. CoNNOLLY. Mr. Chair, a question on that?

Chairman COMER. Yes.

Mr. ConNOLLY. If somebody is, you know, going back and forth
to another Committee and so forth, and they come in the door to
try to make the vote, will they be recognized verbally, or are they
going to now be required——

Chairman COMER. I think we have to vote by this, right? We
have to vote because it will pop up on the screen.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Got it. Got it.

Chairman COMER. Everybody has to vote.

Mr. ConNoLLY. Thank you.

Chairman COMER. Is that OK? All right.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 6283, the Delinking Rev-
](;nlllle from Unfair Gouging Act. The clerk will please designate the

ill.

The CLERK. H.R. 6283, the Delinking Revenue from Unfair
Gouging Act, a bill to improve services provided by pharmacy ben-
efit managers.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the bill should be consid-
ered as read and open for amendment at any point. Without objec-
tion, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. The clerk will please des-
ignate the amendment.

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute offered
to H.R. 6283, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read, and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I recognize myself for 5 minutes for a state-
ment on the bill and amendment.

Rarely a day goes by that I do not hear from constituents con-
cerned about the high cost of prescription drugs. I am pleased that
today we have an opportunity to both address and lead this issue
which is so important to many Americans. H.R. 6283, the
Delinking Revenue from Unfair Gouging or Drug Act will make
much-needed changes to the pharmacy benefit market. Consoli-
dating PBMs are supposed to help negotiations and reduce the cost
of prescription drugs for patients. I might add, the consolidation of
pharmacy benefit managers, or PBMs, that the industry has left us
with just three PBMs controlling 80 percent of the market.

Instead of reducing the cost of prescription drugs for patients,
some PBMs have leveraged their control of the prescription drug
market to control drug prices, rebates, pharmacy reimbursements,
insurers, pharmacy networks, and formularies for financial gain.
PBMs currently operate as middlemen between health insurers,
drug manufacturers, and pharmacies in an unnecessarily complex
prescription drug supply chain. In doing so, some PBMs have in-
creased the overall cost of prescription drugs and hurt consumer
choice. Furthermore, by skimming discounts meant for local phar-
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macies, certain PBM practices drive up prescription drug prices for
patients. Some PBMs have been found civilly liable for these prac-
tices.

That is why we are here today, to consider part of the DRUG Act
to help curb these practices. We are specifically considering Sub-
section (d), which would ensure that PBMs contracting with car-
riers that provide Federal health benefit plans are prevented from
engaging in many of these harmful practices. This legislation would
ensure that covered PBM revenues are limited to fair market value
service fees and would prohibit PBMs from charging health plans
more than what they ultimately pay to pharmacies. The bill also
prevents a PBM from steering beneficiaries toward pharmacies
owned by the PBM, ensuring a consumer can go to the pharmacy
of their choice. Finally, Subsection (d) of this legislation provides
enforcement authorities for the subsection of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, including the ability to collect $10,000 daily
civil penalty for noncompliance.

My amendment in the nature of a substitute offers necessary
technical edits and expands on the legislation by allowing OPM to
deposit any collected monetary penalties into the FEHB fund. I am
pleased the Committee is considering such important legislation to
rein in these PBMs and curb these abusive practices. This legisla-
tion is supported by several organizations, including the National
Federation of Federal Employees, the Association of National Ac-
tive and Retired Federal Employees, the National Association of
Manufacturers, the Community Oncology Alliance, Transparency-
Rx, the PBM Accountability Project, the Association of Accessible
Medicines, AffirmedRx, Patients Rising Now, and the Bio-
technology Innovation Organization. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this very important and bipartisan bill. I now yield to the
Ranking Member for his opening statement.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to commend
you and the Oversight Republicans for joining with us, the Over-
sight Democrats, this Congress in exploring ways to increase Amer-
icans’ access to affordable medication. We held two bipartisan hear-
ings last year to evaluate how certain pharmacy benefit managers’,
or PBM¢’, practices may harm patients’ timely and affordable ac-
cess to medicine, hurt independent pharmacies, and restrict pro-
vider care. The bill we are discussing today is intended to
buildupon these efforts and solve some of the problems we identi-
fied, but it is difficult to fully solve a problem before we completely
understand it.

Our hearings last year made clear that, above all else, PBMs are
operating in a black box. Both Congress and the public need a lot
more clarity into how PBMs operate and how their practices might
operate in conjunction with other actors in the prescription drug
market, including Big Pharma, to make it harder for patients to
get the care that they needed at an affordable cost. Last Congress,
Oversight Democrats published our findings from a 3-year inves-
tigation into drug manufacturers that revealed how Big Pharma
engaged in anticompetitive behavior to keep drug prices artificially
high and specifically targeted the U.S. prescription drug market for
price increases. The findings from this report allowed congressional
Democrats and President Biden to address these concerns in the
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historic Inflation Reduction Act, including by allowing Medicare to
negotiate prices for some of the most expensive drugs in the coun-
try directly with manufacturers so Big Pharma can no longer ex-
ploit American taxpayers and patients.

This has allowed us to dramatically reduce prescription drug
prices for certain drugs. For example, for insulin, I had constitu-
ents who were spending $1,000 a month on their insulin shots as
diabetics, and now that is capped at $35 a month in the Medicare
program. And at the same time, we saved the taxpayers billions of
dollars by letting the market work in allowing the government to
negotiate with Big Pharma for lower prices. Unfortunately, there is
not a similarly comprehensive report on PBM behavior or an ap-
proach to the problem. Without a thorough understanding of how
PBMs operate, I worry we cannot know to what extent this bill will
actually address the problems it tries to solve.

That is why I plan to introduce a few amendments designed to
help health plans and the Federal Government better understand
the industry and PBMs’ potentially misaligned incentives by estab-
lishing effective reporting and disclosure mechanisms for PBMs.
Bringing sunshine in the system will enable Congress to craft and
implement effective solutions. I believe these amendments are nec-
essary to effectively address what we have come to learn about
PBMs’ role in the healthcare system. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Before I recognize
Dr. Foxx, I ask unanimous consent to enter the following letters of
support into the record: a letter from OneOncology, a letter from
Pharma, a letter from the National Association of Manufacturers,
a letter from the Association for Accessible Medicines and
Biosimilars Council, two letters from Transparency-Rx, a letter
from the PBM Accountability Project, a letter from AffirmedRx,
and a letter from Community Oncology Alliance.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes Dr. Foxx from
North Carolina for 5 minutes.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Chairman
Comer, we share an interest in effective management of the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits, FEHB Program, and in delivering
the best low-cost healthcare possible to Americans. I chair the
Committee on Education and the Workforce, of which you are a
member, and we have spent this Congress focused intently on im-
proving transparency in healthcare and addressing the practices of
pharmacy benefit managers, PBMs, in order to deliver lower
healthcare costs to patients and plans. That is why I am proud of
the House’s broad bipartisan support for the Lower Costs, More
Transparency Act—legislation that will give employers the infor-
mation they need to make informed healthcare purchasing deci-
sions on behalf of their employees, and I look forward to continuing
to work with our Senate colleagues to enact it this year.

As a conservative, I am always hesitant to invoke the powers of
the Federal Government, particularly to intervene in private busi-
nesses’ ability to design their own contracts and determine fair
compensation for their services. Overreach is all too easy, and I am
particularly concerned with such interventions in the commercial
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healthcare market. Congress does have a unique responsibility to
ensure the FEHB Program delivers the highest quality and lowest
costs for Federal workers. Tweaks to that program can reveal the
consequences of proposals that some may desire to expand more
widely. That is precisely what is before us today, the application
of H.R. 6283, the Delinking Revenue from Unfair Gouging Act, or
the DRUG Act, to the FEHB Program.

The bill applies three significant changes to contracting for pre-
scription drugs by FEHB plans: delinking, a spread pricing ban,
and an anti-steering provision. Delinking is intended to ensure that
there is no incentive for a PBM to select a higher list price drug
in lieu of a lower net price drug. We want to ensure that PBMs
share the same incentives to deliver the lowest net cost to the
plans they serve. We also must ensure bureaucrats do not have too
much authority to dictate how PBMs can be compensated. It is par-
ticularly important to tread carefully on spread pricing and on
anti-steering provisions that may take away plan sponsors’ ability
to lower cost. Employers who act as fiduciaries and benefit pro-
viders for their employees deserve to have a full array of tools
available to design their plans to benefit patients and keep pre-
miums low.

All of these changes are motivated by good intentions, but it is
extremely important to move cautiously and avoid unintended con-
sequences. While I am aware that the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment has stated that these reforms may reduce drug spending and
premiums in the FEHB Program, I believe it is important that the
Congressional Budget Office share its analysis of the full financial
impact of the legislation in short order. It is also very important
that as this language applicable to FEHB is considered, there are
additional efforts to ensure the text is perfected to address poten-
tial areas of improvement.

I am aware that there is too little free about the healthcare mar-
ket in America. My North Star is restoring free market incentives
and ensuring that the employer-sponsored healthcare so many
Americans value is on a stable foundation for the future. Out of a
willingness to work with Chairman Comer on giving a trial to these
policies in the unique FEHB market, I am voting today to support
H.R. 6283. T am open to additional good faith discussions with all
stakeholders on each of the three pillars of this legislation but be-
lieve significant more study is necessary before any consideration
of similar reforms in the commercial market.

It is vital that Congress enact PBM transparency legislation, the
Lower Costs, More Transparency Act, into law now so that we can
see the benefits of that data flow to patients and employers while
revealing what additional action is needed. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for the time, and I yield back.

Chairman COMER. Thank you. Do any other Members wish to
speak on the bill? Yes, Mr.

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

Chairman CoMER. OK. We have still got some discussion on the
bill first. The Chair recognizes Mr. Burlison from Missouri for 5
minutes.

Mr. BURLISON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank
you for holding this markup today, and we have a lot of issues that
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are facing American people, and the high cost of prescription drugs
is certainly something that is worth tackling. However, I respect-
fully disagree on this bill that targeting PBM practices is the way
to drive down costs and expand consumer choice.

We all want to lower prescription drug prices, but the devil is in
the details. First, in the delinking—Subsection (d) of this bill adds
to the Federal Employee Health Benefits Act a new section that
would implement delinking policies. Delinking is essentially the
government stepping in and delinking what PBMs are allowed to
charge from the list price to the net price, and while this sounds
good on paper and may feel good in the short term, it only serves
to increase premiums and raise costs for the patient.

Senator Rand Paul recently commented on a Senate drug pricing
bill that included delinking provisions, explaining, “Like so many
misguided policies in Washington, this bill may actually raise drug
prices. If that happens, just imagine the outcry for a single-payer
healthcare system with government price controls. Maybe that is
exactly what the left is betting on, that if drug companies have free
rein, the American people will get fed up fast and demand a social-
ist paradise. Let us hope that they do not get their wish,” and I
certainly hope they do not get their wish either.

Regarding the process and the cost, I have some concerns with
the process as well as the potential cost of the bill. We have had
two PBM hearings in this Committee already this year, and at no
point did we hear from many of the groups that are going to be in-
volved, many of the stakeholders. Why are we marking up a policy
about which we have not had actual public discussion with the
stakeholders involved and the Federal agencies that might be im-
pacted? Regarding the CBO, we have not seen, as was mentioned,
a CBO score of this language. It has not scored this, and what is
complicating the matter is that there are 800,000 postal retirees
who will be shifting to Medicare Part D this year, and the question
is, has CBO scored how this language will impact the cost for those
retirees?

Additionally, the bill targeting PBMs’ involvement in the public
sector is counterproductive, in my opinion. For example, the De-
partment of Labor’s Inspector General found that the Agency spent
an extra $321 million over a 5-year period on prescription drugs be-
cause they did not use a PBM. Free markets simply work better.
PBMs use their economies of scale to drive down costs. In the same
way that Walmart, as we all know, does a great job of selling bulk
things, but they do so at the benefit of the consumer by driving
down costs. PBMs are paid based on performance. If they effec-
tively secure savings from drug companies, they are paid more.
And that is a good thing. The buying power of a PBM is one of the
only remaining checks on drug companies’ unlimited pricing power.
It is why you are seeing all of the ads that are being paid for by
pharma targeting PBMs and supporting this bill. I would suggest
that if we are looking for solutions to combat skyrocketing drug
costs that we take a look at what our drug manufacturers are
doing.

And at the end of the day, I had the exact same opinion as prob-
ably most of the Members are going to vote today. I originally used
to think that PBMs were part of the problem, and after serving on
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the very board for an entire state, the state of Missouri, who had
to purchase the insurance for the lives of over 100,000 people, my
attitude changed. And I look at this, and I think if I had been
handcuffed in this way of negotiating with what I had to negotiate
with, with the different insurance carriers and the pharmacy ben-
efit managers, the only result would be an increase in premium
prices for the lives of the insured people that I was purchasing in-
surance for. And so respectfully, I will be voting against the bill.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Seeing that no
other Members want to speak on the underlying bill, I now recog-
nize our Ranking Member for an amendment.

Mr. RAskIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank the
gentleman from Missouri for his thoughtful comments on that. This
proposed amendment to the bill would help ensure that PBM re-
forms are working as intended by increasing transparency

Chairman COMER. We need to call for the amendment.

Mr. RASKIN. Oh. I am sorry.

Chairman CoMER. Will the clerk distribute the amendment to all
Members?

[Pause.]

Chairman COMER. And will the clerk designate the amendment?

The CLERK. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute to H.R. 6283, as offered by Mr. Raskin of Maryland.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read.

I reserve a point of order.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman from Maryland is recognized
for 5 minutes to explain his amendment.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. The purpose of the
amendment is to make sure that the PBM reforms work as in-
tended by increasing transparency around their business models.
The amendment would require PBMs and health plans to disclose
relevant information to Federal Employee Health Benefits Program
carriers, FEHB Program carriers, as determined by OPM. OPM
would determine which information would help the carriers nego-
tiate the best healthcare coverage and prescription drug costs for
Federal employees and promulgate reporting requirements through
the Federal rulemaking process.

Chairman Comer, I think you and I agree that if PBMs are work-
ing as intended, they serve an important role in negotiating lower
drug costs and ensuring patients can get the medications they
need. And I think we also agree that we have a drug affordability
and accessibility crisis in the country, and the current way PBMs
operate is playing a role in exacerbating it. But despite this Com-
mittee’s efforts to engage on the subject and hold substantive hear-
ings, Congress and Americans still do not have a complete under-
standing of how PBM practices operate and how they may be con-
tributing to high prescription drug costs and reduced accessibility
to medication.

I have in my possession a fact sheet from the sponsoring office,
Representative Miller-Meeks, of the DRUG Act. And while I com-
mend the legislative motivations behind the bill, it is unclear how
much evidence there is to support claims that the bill will “increase
coverage of lower cost alternatives, including generics and
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biosimilars, and generate savings for employers and plan spon-
sors.” I share those goals, and I want to be sure that the bill will
actually achieve them, but it is hard to be sure that the changes
proposed will accomplish those objectives if the features of PBM op-
erations remain shrouded in secrecy and darkness.

Although we have heard that practices, like rebate negotiation
and spread pricing, may increase costs for patients while enriching
PBMs, without an understanding of the remuneration PBMs may
obtain from rebates, fees, and other discounts and from practices
like spread pricing, we do not have complete insight into the ways
in which PBM practices may be a contributing factor of our drug
affordability crisis. It is clear we need increased transparency with-
in the PBM market to make sure Congress and the people under-
stand the role they play in our very needlessly complex healthcare
system.

With this understanding, Congress can enact more effective pol-
icy solutions. In fact, in a memo requested by the sponsor of this
bill, Ellis Health Policy, specifically said combining delinking, as
this bill would do, along with greater transparency, which is the
purpose of my amendment, we would be generating additional sav-
ings and reducing premiums, and this should be a bipartisan com-
mitment. In fact, the Lower Costs, More Transparency Act that
was passed by the House in December with bipartisan support in-
cluded significant reporting requirements for health plans and
PBMs meant to shed light on the inner workings of the PBMs, but
that bill did not apply to the Federal Health Benefits Program.

My amendment to this bill models the House-passed language in
the Lower Costs, More Transparency Act and would require PBMs
to report similar information to carriers that participate in the Fed-
eral Health Benefits Program as determined by OPM. For example,
the Lower Costs, More Transparency Act requires PBMs to report
information related to PBM spending on drugs dispensed to pa-
tients, the amount reimbursed by PBMs to pharmacies for dis-
pensing those drugs, and the remuneration received by the PBM
from drug manufacturers. By having a better understanding of
PBMs within the healthcare supply chain, FEHB carriers will be
better informed to ensure that patients will end up coming out on
top. I urge my colleagues to support the amendment. I yield back
to you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Would the Rank-
ing Member engage in a friendly colloquy?

Mr. RASKIN. Yes, by all means.

Chairman COMER. I appreciate the Ranking Member’s proposal
to bring greater PBM transparency to the Federal Employees
Health Benefit market. I have long been a supporter of PBM trans-
parency and believe it is one of the best ways we can reduce the
cost of prescription drugs for all of our constituents. Transparency
was a central proposed solution during the hearings this Com-
mittee has held on the impact of PBMs on prescription drug prices.
State attorneys general in Ohio, Oklahoma, Utah, Texas, and oth-
ers have filed lawsuits and opened investigations into the anti-
competitive practices of PBMs. State legislatures across the coun-
try have passed legislation preventing some of their anticompeti-
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tive practices and requiring transparency in pricing and contracts,
and I know that Kentucky did that.

Finally, the dam is breaking here in the Nation’s Capital. While
I have some concerns that the Ranking Member’s amendment
would cause confusion rather than transparency, I appreciate his
proposal and agree with the goals. So, I would commit to working
with the Ranking Member to draft comprehensive PBM trans-
parency within the FEHB, if he were willing to withdraw the
amendment and engage with my staff on drafting a separate stand-
alone bill to address that.

Mr. RASKIN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is acceptable
to me. I withdraw the amendment, and I look forward to working
with you on that comprehensive transparency legislation.

Chairman COMER. Thank you. We will begin talks at the conclu-
sion of this hearing. Thank you. Does any other Member wish to
be recognized for the purpose of an amendment? Ms. Crockett? Oh,
for what purpose does Mr. Lynch seek recognition?

1 1\/11{1‘. LyNcH. Mr. Chairman, I believe I have an amendment at the
esk.

Chairman COMER. The clerk will distribute the amendment to all
Members.

[Pause.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will designate the amendment.

The CLERK. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute to H.R. 6283, as offered by Mr. Lynch of Massachusetts.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read.

I reserve a point of order.

Chairman COMER. Representative Lynch is recognized for 5 min-
utes to explain his amendment.

Mr. LyNCcH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the Ranking
Member. It is good to be working on something where I think there
is general agreement between Republicans and Democrats. It is re-
freshing.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would allow the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Office of Personnel Management to have full access to
information relating to contracts entered into by pharmacy benefit
managers, PBMs. The data would include company-wide rebate re-
ceipt agent reports, information and methodology used to calculate
and allocate rebates, information on average wholesale price, dis-
pensing fees paid, and any methodologies used to calculate addi-
tional administrative and service fees. Including data from all con-
tracts entered into by PBMs will highlight any discrepancies or un-
fair practices between the Federal Employees Health Benefit
Plan—FEHBP—and other contracts. If the Federal Employee
Health Benefit Plan has a contract that is higher than others, this
amendment will give the IG the ability to review that data. To this,
transparency is essential to ensuring proper oversight of these
PBMs.

I formerly chaired the Subcommittee on the Federal Workforce,
where we conducted an extensive investigation into the role of
these pharmacy benefit managers in prescription drug pricing
under the Federal Employees Health Benefit Program. The
FEHBP—again, I hate to use these acronyms because people do not
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understand what they mean—the Federal Employee Health Benefit
Plan is the largest employer-sponsored group health insurance pro-
gram in the world. It covers about 8 million Federal employees, re-
tirees, former employees, and their family members. It is widely
considered the gold standard when it comes to affordable health in-
surance.

For example, in our investigation, we learned that pharmacy
benefit managers and drug store combinations that manage 80 per-
cent of the benefits within the FEHBP was offering its own generic
discount program. And under that generic discount program, any
person walking in off the street could sign up for only $9.99 and
gain access to hundreds of generic drugs. In contrast, we found
that a Federal employee enrollee and the Federal Government, be-
cause we are helping contribute to this, were paying much, much
more for most of the drugs on that general discount list, in some
cases, $200 more for the exact same drug.

So, get this. A Federal employee with insurance paid for by
themselves and the Federal Government on the copay would be
better off taking their insurance card, sticking it in their shoe, and
walking in off the street and saying I would like to purchase a
$9.99 discount program. As a stranger without insurance, they
would be charged less than they would be charged if they walked
in with full insurance coverage under FEHBP. It was astounding.
So, additional oversight and transparency in PBMs’ contracting is
one area where we can find bipartisan agreement. I look forward
to adopting this amendment and continuing to work together as
Democrats and Republicans to help Federal employees, and the
American public, who are also being ripped off by these PBMs. 1
yield back. Thank you.

Mr. MrUME. Would the sponsor yield for just a moment?

Mr. LyNcH. I would.

Mr. MruME. I am trying to get some sense as to why you might
think that this variance exists. I mean, is this a subjective opinion?
Clearly, it is not objective if people who are Federal employees are
paying that much more.

Mr. LyncH. Right. So, what we actually did, we actually went to
court. You know, the Federal Government and FEHBP went to
court against the PBM because we wanted to see the discount ar-
rangements that they had. They fought us tooth and nail, and the
court in that case agreed. They agreed that it was a proprietary
item—their discount process. So, we were blocked by PBMs from
getting information that would allow us to protect not only Federal
employees, but also just the American public that might be dealing
with a PBM as part of their insurance program.

So, the PBMs are boosting the price of prescription drugs and
putting the difference in their pocket. They are making tremendous
amounts of money by this scam. And when we passed the Afford-
able Care Act, it automatically made a lot of people eligible for pro-
grams that were not eligible before, but they are being ripped off
as well, so it was a windfall for these PBMs, right?

Mr. KrRiISHNAMOORTHI. Would the sponsor take another question?

Mr. LYNCH. Sure.

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. So, do you believe, Congressman Lynch,
that for those without insurance or who do not have the ability to
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pay, that PBMs decided they would give them something that was
perhaps more akin to their own costs, but for Federal employees,
they decided to rip us off?

Mr. LYNCH. Let me put it this way. They ripped off the Federal
employees big time, and they ripped off people who had less ability,
they ripped them off a little bit less.

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. OK.

Mr. LYNCH. Yes. Well, they ripped everybody off.

Mr. MFUME. I thank the gentleman for his amendment. It is so
much in line with the testimony that this Committee has heard
over and over again about PBMs. I yield back.

Mr. LYNCH. Thank you.

Mr. MFUME. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LynNcH. Thank you. I yield back. Thank you for your cour-
tesy, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. I recognize myself.
First, let me say I appreciate Representative Lynch’s sincere effort
to support the overall objective of the purpose of the bill, and it is
refreshing that this Committee can have a substantive piece of bi-
partisan legislation that I believe addresses waste, fraud, and
abuse in the Federal Government, which is what our Committee is
supposed to be focused on.

Transparency in the PBM market is vital to ensuring the cost of
prescription drugs to go down. However, the proposed amendment
far exceeds the scope of the Federal Employees Health Benefit Pro-
gram—our jurisdiction within this bill—and would likely cause sig-
nificant contracting issues for OPM. Whereas the underlying bill is
intended to stop certain PBM practices within the FEHB program,
the proposed amendment will require any PBM contracting with
the OPM to provide data and information for every contract that
PBM has with any company, even if that information has nothing
to do with the Federal Employees Health Benefit Program. This re-
quirement would unnecessarily burden OPM with data it does not
need to fulfill the requirements of this particular bill. And given
the differences between healthcare programs across the Nation,
this data could create more confusion within the market. For these
reasons, I respectfully oppose the amendment offered by my col-
league, Mr. Lynch.

Do any other Members wish to speak on the Lynch amendment?
The chair recognizes the Ranking Member.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank the
distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts for this excellent ef-
fort to ensure that PBMs negotiate the best costs and real coverage
for patients and his unwavering commitment to increasing Federal
workers’ affordable access to healthcare.

I strongly support the amendment, which would require PBMs to
report key data points to the Office of Inspector General of OPM.
It would provide OPM OIG with increased resources to improve au-
dits of FEHB carrier contracts and ensure that the PBMs engage
in reasonable conduct that puts the healthcare of Federal employ-
ees over the reckless pursuit of profits or rip-offs, as the gentleman
so eloquently put it. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back—oh,
and I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts.
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Mr. LyNcH. Thank you very much, Mr. Ranking Member. So,
here is the thing. As I mentioned, not only are Federal employees
being ripped off, but the general public is being ripped off. And the
way we drafted this is, it would give the ability to work on behalf
of both groups, right? If we just restrict it to FEHBP, which is
what the Chairman is saying the bill requires, then we do address
that narrower issue, and it is 8 million people, so it is not insignifi-
cant. I recognize that. But we got 330 million people in this coun-
try, and we could be helping everyone, and so my inclination would
be to stand firm on protecting everyone.

However, if you tell me I sort of have a lifeboat problem, where
if we let too many people in and the boat sinks, then I have got
another thing to think about, but in first instance, I would like to
protect everybody. I think PBMs are ripping off everybody, and we
ought to stop them from ripping off everybody. I guess it is the par-
liamentarian saying that this is outside the scope of the—OK. OK.
OK. Mr. Chairman, well, I would yield back to the Ranking Mem-
ber, and he can redeploy his

Mr. RASKIN. Yes, I am happy to yield to my friend, Mr. Mfume,
from Baltimore.

Mr. MFUME. Yes. I just have a parliamentary inquiry. If the gen-
tleman wanted to amend his amendment to be in line with what
the Chairman of the Committee spoke about, is that admissible
today? I mean, can we do that?

Chairman COMER. We can get back with staff and resubmit it in
that manner.

Mr. MFUME. And I am not trying to get in front of the sponsor,
but I am just saying I hear him loud and clear, and I heard you,
Mr. Chairman. So, if there

Chairman COMER. Yes. We agree with what he is saying. It is
jusii about the jurisdiction. Our jurisdiction just applies to the Fed-
era

Mr. MFUME. Right.

Chairman COMER [continuing]. Employees Health Benefit Plan.

Mr. RASKIN. And I would like to yield back to Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman for the clarification. I do have
a further amendment that pulls it back. I have the language here.
I could offer that as a substitute amendment, but it would now
vifork just to protect the 8 million Federal employees and their fam-
ilies.

Chairman COMER. That is great. You would have to withdraw
the current amendment, and then we would have to have the clerk
report this next one.

Mr. LyNcH. OK. If that is allowable, I would do that. I move to
withdraw that and to resubmit this revised amendment.

Chairman COMER. OK. The clerk will distribute the second
Lynch amendment to all Members. OK.

Mr. MrUME. Is it a unanimous consent request? That way we
could move quickly.

Chairman COMER. Yes. We are going to have to distribute this
so everyone can look at it, so we will briefly suspend while the pro-
posed amendment is being distributed.

Mr. MFUME. And, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that it is distrib-
uted over here also. I did not get the last two.
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Chairman COMER. Very well. My friend from Maryland will have
plenty of time this weekend to read lots of bills since we will not
be watching our quarterback play in the Super Bowl.

Mr. MFUME. No, the Ravens will be at home.

[Pause.]

Chairman COMER. The Committee is back in order. Mr. Lynch,
would you like to formally withdraw your amendment?

Mr. LYNCH. I would. I would like to withdraw the amendment
and just note that we have, in progress, an amended——

Chairman COMER. Absolutely.

Mr. LYNCH [continuing]. Version of that amendment that will be
offered a little later in the hearing.

Chairman COMER. Absolutely.

Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The Lynch Amendment Number 1 has been
withdrawn.

For what purpose does the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
Krishnamoorthi, seek recognition?

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer an
amendment to the amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
6283.

Chairman COMER. The clerk will distribute the amendment to all
Members.

[Pause.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will designate the amendment.

The CLERK. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute to H.R. 6283, as offered by Mr. Krishnamoorthi of Illi-
nois.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read.

I reserve a point of order.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman from Illinoi is recognized for 5
minutes to explain his amendment.

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank Chairman Comer as well as Ranking Member Raskin and
their staffs for assistance with this amendment. I am so pleased
that we could do this on a bipartisan basis.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would strengthen pharmacy ben-
efit manager, or PBM, transparency by requiring the Director of
the Office of Personnel Management to report on services provided
by a health benefits plan or a PBM by posting on a public website
annually. Information would include aggregate dollar amounts of
rebates, administrative fees, and post-claim adjudication payments
collected. Information would also include aggregate retained rebate
percentages across all contractual relationships for each PBM man-
aging prescription drug coverage for a plan under the Federal Em-
ployee Health Benefit Plan. I thank my Republican colleagues as
well as my Democratic ones for working to require PBM trans-
parency in a bipartisan fashion. I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. I recognize myself
to speak in support of this amendment. The rapidly rising cost of
prescription drugs have forced patients to choose between life-
saving medications and putting food on the table. H.R. 6283 is de-
signed to decrease the cost of prescription drugs by removing com-
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plicated incentives for PBMs which push higher drug costs onto pa-
tients. This amendment strengthens the transparency require-
ments on PBMs in the Federal Employees Health Benefit Program
by requiring aggregate reporting of rebates, fees, and retroactive
clawbacks. Furthermore, this amendment will help ensure OPM
has the information needed to keep costs and premiums down. For
these reasons, I support the amendment offered by my colleague,
Mr. Krishnamoorthi from Illinois.

Do any other Members wish to speak on the amendment?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Seeing none, all those in favor, signify by say-
ing aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it,
and the amendment is agreed to.

Do any other Members wish to be recognized? The Chair recog-
nizes Ms. Crockett for 5 minutes.

Ms. CROCKETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have an amendment
at the desk.

Chairman CoMER. Will the clerk please report the amendment?

The CLERK. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute to H.R. 6283, as offered by Ms. Crockett of Texas.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read.

I reserve a point of order.

Chairman COMER. The gentlelady from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes to explain her amendment.

Ms. CROCKETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As Members of the
Oversight Committee, it is our job to examine the issues and in-
crease transparency and oversight on problems facing the Amer-
ican people. And once we do, we can develop tools and legislative
solutions to address these problems. I agree we need to ensure
PBMs do not take advantage of their role or power to force compa-
nies, pharmacies, or beneficiaries to pay higher prices just to ben-
efit themselves. We also need to make sure that how we change
how the PBMs operate will actually result in price decreases for
those needing lifesaving medications and increase reimbursement
rates for our local independent pharmacies.

I am offering this amendment today because before restructuring
our healthcare system, it is imperative that we understand the
complete role PBMs and others play in the larger drug market sys-
tem. My amendment is simple but an essential step to ensure we
have the necessary information and data to make sure PBMs are
doing their job to decrease drug cost, and what Congress must do
with entities, like Big Pharma, that do the same.

We need to examine what particular barriers to entry exist in the
PBM market to make it more competitive and bring prices down.
We need to examine how frequently PBMs are steering to phar-
macies that are vertically integrated at the expense of independent
pharmacies. We need to examine if PBMs are forcing nonvertically
integrated pharmacies to pay more compared to those that are
vertically integrated, and how pervasive this is and how damning
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its effects are on our community pharmacists. We also need to ex-
amine whether forcing flat fees on PBMs will achieve this goal of
bringing down drug costs compared to other solutions like capping
revenue percentages. In short, we need more answers, and we need
to know whether these proposed changes will actually result in sav-
ings.

By requiring a certification by OPM that the changes in this bill
will result in lower premiums, and by directing the Government
Accountability Office to publish a report with this information, as
well as recommend legislative actions for lowering prescription
drug prices for carriers and covered individuals, improving lower
cost and better competition in the pharmaceutical supply chain,
and developing PBM transparency requirements, we will be ex-
tremely well equipped to achieve our common goal of lowering drug
costs and making sure Big Pharma is not taking advantage of the
little guys. And with that, I will

Chairman COMER. The gentlelady yields back. I now recognize
myself to speak in opposition of this amendment. I have long sup-
ported efforts to examine the PBM industry and its impacts on pa-
tients, premiums, healthcare costs, and pharmacies. I have also
called for improving transparency in PBM practices and reforms to
reduce the price of prescription drugs. However, I am unable to
support this amendment because it would condition the bill’s imple-
mentation on a certification unique to Federal practice, enabling an
unelected bureaucrat to determine whether they want to imple-
ment the will of Congress.

The DRUG Act is important because we need Congress to step
up, take action to inspire real change to address the problems of
rising prescription drug costs, not allow an unelected bureaucrat to
dictate policy outcomes. For these reasons, I respectfully oppose the
amendment offered by Ms. Crockett from Texas.

Do any other Members wish to speak on the Crockett Amend-
ment?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Seeing none, all those in favor of the Crockett
Amendment signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[Chorus of noes]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the noes have
it—

Ms. CROCKETT. Mr. Chairman——

Chairman COMER [continuing]. And the amendment is not agreed
to.

Ms. CROCKETT [continuing]. I would ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered. As previously an-
nounced, further proceedings on the question will be postponed,
and we are going to suspend for a moment as we try to finalize the
proposed Lynch Amendment.

[Pause.]

Chairman COMER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Massachusetts seek recognition?

Mr. LyNcH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and the Ranking Member
and Mr. Mfume.
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Chairman COMER. Do you have an amendment at the desk?

Mr. LyNcH. I do have a revised amendment at the desk. Thank
you.

Chairman COMER. I think we have distributed the revised
amendment.

Will the clerk designate the amendment?

The CLERK. Amendment Number 2 to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute to H.R. 6283, as offered by Mr. Lynch of Massa-
chusetts.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read.

I reserve a point of order.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes to explain his amendment.

Mr. LYyNcH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My amendment would
allow the Inspector General of the Office of Personnel Management
full access to information relating to contracts entered into by the
Federal Employee Health Benefit Plan and PBMs, so this is nar-
rower than the original amendment. The data would include, as de-
scribed before, reports and methodology used to calculate and allo-
cate rebates, information on average wholesale prices, et cetera.
And after making those edits suggested by the Majority, the
amendment includes data from FEHBP contracts entered into by
PBMs. This will highlight any discrepancies within the FEHBP,
and this transparency is essential, I think, to ensuring the proper
oversight of those PBMs.

I do want to thank the gentleman from Maryland, Mr. Mfume,
for his assistance in this, and also Mr. Krishnamoorthi, as well as
the Ranking Member and the Chairman and Majority and Minority
staff. Thank you. I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. I recognize myself.
I support this amendment. I think this is proof of good faith effort
by this Committee in a bipartisan manner to address one of the
biggest challenges that I think both sides of the aisle agree we
have in America, and that is the rising cost of prescription drugs.
So, this is a great example of our sincere commitment to work to-
gether on this issue, to move forward, for this Committee to lead
on this issue, and I will support the Lynch Amendment.

Do any other Members wish to speak on the amendment?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Seeing none, the question is on the Lynch
Amendment.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it,
and the Lynch Amendment is agreed to.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 7219, Information Qual-
ity Assurance Act of 2023. The clerk will please designate the bill.
A The CrLERkK. H.R. 7219, the Information Quality Assurance

ct

Chairman CoMER. OK. I apologize. We are going to back up. All
right. OK. Let us start all over.
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Our next item for consideration is H.R. 7219, the Information
Quality Assurance Act of 2023. The clerk will please designate the
bill.

The CLERK. H.R. 7219, the Information Quality Assurance Act of
2023, a bill to require agencies to rely on the best, reasonably
available scientific, technical, demographic, economical, financial,
and statistical information to support new rules and guidance.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the bill should be consid-
ered as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. The clerk will please des-
ignate the amendment.

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
7219, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read, and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and the amendment.

I am pleased to support this bill, the Information Quality Assur-
ance Act. Each year thousands of regulations are imposed as an
added burden on the American public. The Code of Federal Regula-
tions in which these rules are housed spans 243 volumes that con-
tain over 180,000 single-spaced pages. Agency guidance explaining
these regulations to the public likely spans millions more pages. If
we must have rules imposed by Federal regulatory agencies, we
should, at the very least, ensure that regulatory agencies rely on
the best-available information.

Unfortunately, agencies do not rely on the best-available infor-
mation to create the regulation. Year after year, the Federal courts
are clogged with litigation brought by regulated parties, who point
out that Federal agencies have acted based on flawed information.
Over the years, Congress has tried to improve this situation. In
2000, Congress enacted the Information Quality Act, which charged
the Office of Management and Budget and each Federal agency to
adopt guidelines to assure agencies relied on high-quality informa-
tion. In 2015, Congress enacted the Foundations of Evidence-Based
Policymaking Act, expanding on the Information Quality Act to fur-
ther ensure agencies use high-quality information. Still, year after
year, disputes arise over whether regulators are basing their deci-
sions on the best quality information available. Every year, courts
strike down agency rules that do not rely on adequate information.
Every year, agency guidance that does not rely on the best informa-
tion forces regulated parties down pathways that do not make
sense.

The Information Quality Assurance Act takes several major but
straightforward steps to solve that problem. For the first time, it
requires that the information on which agencies rest their rules
and guidance be the best, reasonably available information. It also
includes several additional terms to make sure agencies are finally
held to that standard. This legislation will improve the quality of
agency decision-making, improve the acceptability of new rules and
guidance, and avoid the need for many disputes over agencies use
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of information to go to court. I urge my colleagues to support this
bipartisan bill, and I thank Representatives McClain and Porter for
their introduction of this important bipartisan legislation. I now
yield to the Ranking Member for his statement.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. The Informa-
tion Quality Assurance Act is bipartisan legislation introduced by
our colleagues, Representatives Porter and McClain. It would re-
quire the Director of OMB to update guidance issued under the In-
formation Quality Act. That guidance is more than 20 years old
now, and much work has been done by Congress and the executive
branch on these issues in the meantime.

The Evidence-Based Policymaking Act, the DATA Act, and Open
Government Act are just a few of a generation of new laws requir-
ing updated guidance. Updated guidance would help agencies to
better ensure the quality of information and evidence used in pro-
mulgating rules. The new guidance would ensure that the best,
reasonably available scientific, demographic, economic, financial, or
statistical information is relied on in the regulatory process. The
bill continues the practices of the Information Quality Act that
allow for public input on the information submitted and mecha-
nisms for OMB to report any complaints to Congress.

I would like to thank the Majority for working closely with the
Minority and the Administration in crafting this bill. It is a good,
solid, bipartisan result, and I fully support it. I yield back to you,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. Do any Members seek recognition? The chair
recognizes Ms. Porter from California.

Ms. PORTER. Having quality information can be the difference be-
tween making a great decision and a terrible decision, and as a sin-
gle mom, I spend a lot of time at stores making decisions about
what to buy for my three kids. With two teenage boys in the house,
it often feels like the cupboards get emptied faster than I can fill
them up. When I am shopping for my family, I rely on the best
available information to decide what to buy. I look at ingredients
to see if there are any irritating chemicals in the shampoo. I check
out the price tags and the price per ounce so I can figure out which
brand of laundry detergent is going to wash all of those loads of
dirty clothes. When I need to pick up more olive oil, I inspect the
bottle to see where it was made and if it has any quality certifi-
cations. Imagine what kinds of decisions I might make if I had bad
information. I might accidentally buy itchy shampoo, pricy laundry
detergent, and rip-off olive oil. I always make better decisions when
I have the best information in front of me.

As decision-makers, Federal agencies are no different. If we want
the best outcomes, we need Federal agencies to use the best infor-
mation. The Information Quality Assurance Act would require Fed-
eral agencies to rely on the best, reasonably available scientific,
technical, demographic, economic, and statistical information and
evidence in their rules and guidance. Just like Americans want the
best information when they are shoppers and decision-makers,
Americans want to have confidence that Federal agencies are mak-
ing informed decisions based on the best data.

This bill helps provide that certainty, but this legislation does
not just expect Americans to take the government’s word that it is
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relying on the best-available information. Federal agencies would
also be required to publish their rulemaking guidelines on their
websites for all Americans to be able to read for themselves. Addi-
tionally, agencies would have to disclose the methods and data that
they relied on to produce their guidelines. This level of trans-
parency will allow the public to understand how Federal agencies
develop their rules and to verify that they relied on the best avail-
able information.

As a former professor, I always had to explain my methods and
my sources for anything that I published to have credibility. Allow-
ing others to check for errors, review the quality of data, and high-
light any assumptions, made my research stronger, and the same
will be true for our Federal Government. I am proud to support the
Information Quality Assurance Act, and I thank my Republican col-
league and friend, Congresswoman McClain, for leading this com-
monsense bipartisan legislation with me. I yield back.

Chairman CoMER. The gentlelady yields back. We are going to
suspend for 2 minutes, while Mrs. McClain, the sponsor of the bill,
rushes back.

[Pause.]

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes the gentlelady from
Michigan, the sponsor of the bill, Mrs. McClain, for 5 minutes.

Mrs. McCLAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am proud to be the
sponsor of H.R. 7219, the Information Quality Assurance Act of
2024. I thank the Chairman, Mr. Comer, for bringing this bill up
for the Committee’s consideration today, and I thank Rep. Porter
for partnering with me on this important piece of legislation.
Thank you.

From my time in business, I can tell you the American employers
and workers cannot afford for the Federal Government to impose
new regulations and guidances on them that are misinformed and
backed by bad data regulations that only harm the American peo-
ple. They needlessly drain employers’ resources, kills jobs, and cede
economic victory to Americans and all other competitors, such as
China. The same can be said of ill-informed and ill-conceived agen-
cy guidance.

When an agency’s guidance on how to conform to Federal stat-
utes and rules rests on flawed information, it risks sending regu-
lated parties and the resources down the rabbit holes just to avoid
the threat of misguided agency enforcement actions. One of the
most important ways we can make sure the Federal Government
does not use ill-informed regulations and guidance is also one of
the simplest. It requires Federal regulators to base new regulations
and guidance on the best, reasonably available information.

My act requires three really simple things. First and foremost,
it requires the agencies to use the best data possible in drafting the
regulations. This includes data on the impacts the regulations
would have on the American people. Second, it requires the agen-
cies to make public in a timely fashion, any model, methodology,
or source of scientific, technical, demographic, economics, or statis-
tical information upon which it intends to utilize in its rulemaking.
Third, it makes sure the public has a chance to question whether
that information is the best that is reasonably available. With just
these three simple commonsense reforms, we can make sure the
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Federal regulatory system avoids a mountain of mistakes that
would unfairly burden the American people. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this bill, and I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Chairman COMER. The gentlelady yields back. Do any other
Members wish to be heard on the McClain Amendment?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Before we call for the vote, I might add that
both Chairman McClain and Ranking Member Porter are in charge
of the Economic Growth, Energy Policy and Regulatory Affairs Sub-
committee and this is legislation that has come out of their work—
I am sorry—the Healthcare and Financial Services Subcommittee,
and this is the product of several Subcommittee hearings.

All those in favor of the McClain Amendment, signify by saying
aye.

The question is now on the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.
The amendment is agreed to.

The question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 7219, as amend-
ed.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those oppose signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it,
and the bill is ordered favorably reported.

Mr. HiGGINS. Mr. Chairman? I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HiGGINS. I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered. As previously an-
nounced, further proceedings on the question will be postponed.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 262, the All Economic
Regulations are Transparent. The clerk will please designate the
bill.

The CLERK. H.R. 262, the All Economic Regulations are Trans-
parent, a bill to establish various reporting requirements with re-
spect to Federal agency rulemaking.

Chairman CoOMER. Without objection, the bill shall be considered
as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. The clerk will please des-
ignate the amendment.

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute offered
to H.R. 262, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read, and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.
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Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and the amendment.

The Federal regulatory system is estimated to impose over $3
trillion in annual costs on the American economy. To make matters
worse, Federal regulators are constantly adding to this cost by
pumping out thousands of new rules every year. The weight of
these rules falls hard on hardworking Americans. The least the
Federal Government can do is give fair notice of what new rules
are planned, how much they are likely to cost, and when they are
expected to be imposed. The Federal Government is already re-
quired to publish its agenda for all new rulemakings twice each
year. This agenda, known as the unified agenda of regulatory and
deregulatory actions, is intended to provide the advance notice reg-
ulated parties need.

In practice, however, multiple administrations have failed to
publish these agendas in a timely manner. In 2012, for example,
the Obama Administration delayed the publication of its unified
agenda, which was chock full of new major rules until after the
2012 Presidential election. This allowed President Obama to hide
the ball from voters and denied them the opportunity to hold him
accountable for these new burdens. The Biden Administration has
repeated the Obama playbook, failing multiple times to publish
timely unified agendas, including by delaying publication until
after the 2022 midterm elections. Moreover, the unified agenda has
never been required to inform regulated parties in meaningful de-
tail about how much new rules truly are expected to cost. That cost
information is necessary for employers and households to plan
their affairs and investments.

This legislation, the ALERT Act, fixes these problems. H.R. 262
requires the Federal Government to publish online the information
traditionally required to be included in the unified agenda, plus
new specific information about how much each new rule will cost.
To keep members of the public informed in real time, the bill re-
quires this information to be updated online on a rolling monthly
basis. And to fix the problem of administrations hiding the ball by
failing to publish their agendas on time, it requires each new rule
to have appeared in the online unified agenda for 6 consecutive
months before it can take effect. In the digital age, this is all fea-
sible, it is all fair, and it is, in fact, all overdue.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill and the amendment that
I will offer in the nature of a substitute, which conforms the text
of this legislation to the text which last passed during the House
during the 115th Congress. This legislation is supported by the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Business. I thank Representative
Good for reintroducing this important legislation. I now yield to the
Ranking Member for his statement.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. H.R. 262, the ALERT
Act, is yet another attack on the regulatory protections that safe-
guard the health and the security of the American people and the
strength of our economy. In the name of increasing transparency,
ironically, the bill imposes duplicative and burdensome new report-
ing requirements on Federal agencies that actually undermine
transparency by showcasing the costs of Federal regulations, while
hiding the corresponding benefits. This is transparently one-sided
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and pernicious. If, for example, we focus only on the cost of compli-
ance with Clean Air Act rules, which is somewhere around $523
billion over a 20-year period, we miss the corresponding and obvi-
ous benefits realized for the American people, which are estimated
at around $50 trillion.

Committee Democrats recognize the game that is being played
here. If you were to decide on whether to buy a house based only
on the costs of the house and not looking at what the benefits of
the house are to you, the whole world would be homeless. Com-
mittee Democrats strongly support real transparency and real clar-
ity in the rulemaking process and must, therefore, oppose H.R. 262
because it would force agencies to completely distort the real mean-
ing and the complete impact of regulations adopted by agencies. In-
deed, the whole reason the agencies are authorized to promulgate
regulations is because of the underlying benefits, which would be
suppressed and hidden by this legislation.

H.R. 262 would also prevent many important regulations from
taking effect until OIRA has posted a slew of largely redundant in-
formation on the internet, for an at least 6-month period. The Coa-
lition for Sensible Safeguards, an alliance of more than 180 sci-
entific research, labor, good government, faith, community, health,
environmental, and public interest groups, sent us a letter, Mr.
Chairman, raising this concern. They wrote, “As a result of this re-
quirement, the benefits of critically needed regulations, whether
measured in lives saved, environmental damage averted, or money
saved, would be put on hold unnecessarily for 6 months or longer.”
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to submit their letter to
the record.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. RASKIN. Another basic flaw of H.R. 262 is the fact that it
does not provide the public with any significantly new or useful in-
formation. The reporting it requires would be generally duplicative
of information made available by Executive Order 12866, which di-
rects Federal rulemaking agencies to prepare agendas of all rules
under development or review. Federal agencies already meet this
requirement through the semi-annual production of the unified
agenda of regulatory and deregulatory actions.

OMB also provides annual reports to Congress on the costs and
benefits of Federal regulations pursuant to the regulatory Right to
Know Act. The bill would also force Federal agencies to replicate
much of the information already publicly available on Regula-
tions.gov. And with a narrow, unworkable implementation dead-
lines that would require agencies to shift limited resources away
from existing workflows, we hardly do a favor for governmental ef-
ficiency and clarity by simply duplicating and multiplying the num-
ber of times that the same information has to be produced.

Republicans have made no effort to address concerns that the bill
threatens to curtail the ability of agencies to execute their statu-
tory responsibilities. If they are interested in real solutions to ad-
vance the transparency and effectiveness of Federal regulations, I
encourage them to engage with the Biden Administration’s ongoing
work to modernize the regulatory process. As it is, they appear
more concerned with regulating Americans’ individual rights and
freedoms, inserting themselves into the private lives of women and
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their healthcare and their pregnancies, making it harder for Ameri-
cans to exercise the right to vote, and banning books and fact-based
curricula from schools and libraries. I urge my colleagues to oppose
these efforts to curtail the freedoms of Americans and to oppose
this bill, and I yield back to you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Before I recognize
Mr. Gosar for 5 minutes, I ask unanimous consent to enter this let-
ter of support for the ALERT Act from the National Small Business
Association into the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Gosar from Ari-
zona for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOSAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Agencies already list the
rule’s potential benefits in the notice of proposed rulemaking, or
the NPRM. Under the ALERT Act, industries, employers, employ-
ees, manufacturers, and stakeholders affected by a proposed rule
would have a clearer idea of the potential cost of a rule compliance
with the necessary lead time to address it. If agencies are promul-
gating standards that require billions of dollars in compliance cost,
it is only fair that those who have to foot the bill for these costs
are given time to adjust for these new requirements.

Agencies also should be granting the public ample notice to re-
spond to rules that could cause the economy billions of dollars.
Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act and Executive Order 12866,
agencies are required to post the regulatory plans in April and Oc-
tober in what is commonly referred to as the unified agenda. How-
ever, there are no effective means to enforce timely publication. For
example, President Obama posted the unified agenda for 2012 in
December, conveniently after the November elections. The Biden
Administration has failed to meet its own deadlines multiple times.
The ALERT Act provides a solution for these demonstrated admin-
istrative failures by tying Federal regulatory action to trans-
parency.

We have put so many onerous regulations on small business or
businesses across this country, and the Federal Government has no
idea what it does to comply. And they do not comply, and so we
have got to have some lead time in order to see how these affect
our economy, see how they affect businesses. We ought to be re-
warding businesses, not hamper them. With that I yield back, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Do any other
Members wish to speak on the bill?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The question is now on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

All those in favor of the Good bill, signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.
The amendment is agreed to.

dThe question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 262, as amend-
ed.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.
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[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.

Mr. GosAR. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Gosar.

Mr. GOsAR. I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered. As previously an-
nounced, further proceedings on the question will be postponed.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 5798, the Protecting Our
Nation’s Capital Emergency Act of 2023. The clerk will please des-
ignate the bill.

The CLERK. H.R. 5798, the Protecting Our Nation’s Capital
Emergency Act of 2023, a bill to restore the right to negotiate mat-
ters pertaining to the discipline of law enforcement officers of the
District of Columbia through collective bargaining; to restore the
statute of limitations for bringing disciplinary cases against mem-
bers or civilian employees of the Metropolitan Police Department of
the District of Columbia.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the bill shall be considered
as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. The clerk will please des-
ignate the amendment.

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
5798, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read, and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and the amendment.

The men and women of the Metropolitan Police Department
serve their community every day to keep the District safe and se-
cure. In doing so, the department routinely places themselves in
dangerous situations to protect others, and yet progressive policies
from the Washington, D.C. Council continue to hamstring district
police officers and needlessly place them in unsafe situations.

On January 4, 2023, the D.C. Council passed the Comprehensive
Policing and Justice Reform Act of 2022. The act targeted D.C. po-
lice officers, taking away employee protections and making their
jobs more difficult, despite rising crime in the District. When the
D.C. Council passed this law, Congress acted swiftly and in a bi-
partisan, bicameral fashion to overturn it. The House and Senate
passed H.J. Resolution 42, which would have overturned the entire
D.C. law. President Biden, however, vetoed Congress’ legislation,
allowing the harmful policies of the D.C. Council to remain in effect
today.

This bill, Protecting Our Nation’s Capital Emergency Act, repeals
certain provisions of the D.C. law, restoring D.C. police officers’
right to collectively bargain over disciplinary matters and restoring
clear timelines for disciplinary investigations. H.R. 5798 also re-
peals the D.C. Council’s requirement that the time and place of
some adverse action hearings be posted to a public website. This



25

public posting requirement would allow activists to harass officers
attempting to pursue their due process in the workplace. This legis-
lation is necessary to ensure the Metropolitan Police Department’s
recruitment and retention.

The D.C. police force has lost over 1,200 members since 2020,
and staffing levels remain the lowest they have been in the last 50
years. Meanwhile, violent crime is rising in Washington D.C. From
2022 to 2023, all crime increased by 30 percent. Homicides in-
creased by 35 percent. Violent crime increased by 39 percent. Rob-
beries rose by 67 percent. Motor vehicle thefts increased by a stag-
gering 82 percent, and the statistics from January of this year pro-
vide little hope that this trend will change. D.C. cannot lose an-
other police officer during this crisis.

My Republican colleagues recognize the importance of supporting
the law enforcement officers who risk their lives to protect our com-
munities by restoring basic employee protections. This legislation
shows Metropolitan Police Department officers the respect they de-
serve. Everyone should feel safe in the capital city. I am proud to
support this bill, and I urge my colleagues to do the same. I now
yield to the Ranking Member for his statement.

Mr. RaskIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. One of the dangerous
and unsafe situations that Metropolitan Police Department officers
had been thrust into was defending the Congress of the United
States and the Vice President against a rampaging mob of insur-
rectionists on January 6, 2021, chanting, “Hang Mike Pence,” and
wounding or hospitalizing more than 140 officers, both from the
Capitol force and from the MPD. I remember one of the MPD offi-
cers who came to help out that day, Michael Fanone, was not even
on duty, but just heard about what was going on and came down
to join the forces defending our democracy.

Now we are here on the Protecting our Nation’s Capital Act, and
I do want to start by thanking our colleagues for at least spelling
capital in the title with an “A” and not an “O;” a decision which
saves us from completely destroying the laugh meter this week.
But there is another irony in the contents of this bill. Of everything
we could be doing to reduce criminal violence and protect citizens
in our Nation’s Capital, the GOP wants to make it harder for the
chief of the D.C. police to fire or discipline police officers who them-
selves commit serious crimes or engage in official misconduct. You
heard me right. Their big anti-crime initiative for the city where
we work is to make it easier for lawbreakers to remain on the D.C.
police force. Apparently, nothing screams public safety louder to
our colleagues than pinning badges on the chests of crooked cops.

Look, we could be having a hearing today on passing a nation-
wide universal background check on violent criminals for gun pur-
chases, a measure that would save hundreds or thousands of Amer-
ican lives and is favored by more than 90 percent of Americans of
every political persuasion and is supported by the Major Cities
Chiefs Association, but the NRA-operated GOP will not allow that.
We could be having a hearing on a Federal ban on military-style
assault weapons, including the mass shooters’ weapon of choice, the
AR-15, last used at massacres at a Texas mall, a Tennessee school,
and a Kentucky bank. This ban, too, is favored by the vast majority
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of Americans, including Washingtonians, but the NRA will not
allow us to have a hearing on that.

Instead, we are studying an obscure bill to allow union-busting
Republicans, who oppose collective bargaining in general, to sud-
denly strike the pose of defenders of unions as they seek to over-
ride and crush a law passed in someone else’s community. And why
are we doing this, you reasonably ask? Well, the answer is plain.
The local police officer’s union, which could not otherwise override
the majority will of D.C. voters, is demanding it. They failed to per-
suade a majority on the 13-member council of the District of Co-
lumbia of their position. Their legal challenges were rejected in
court. They tried and failed to have their way through a congres-
sional disapproval resolution, and thus far, they failed to expand
collective bargaining protections for officers found guilty of mis-
conduct through the congressional appropriations process. So, this
is take five for this project.

Republicans will not take “yes” for an answer on a strong bipar-
tisan immigration package coming from the Senate, which would
solve the problems at the border they have been bewailing and be-
moaning all year, but they will not take “no” for an answer when
it comes to overriding a D.C. law to strip the power of the local
chief of police to regulate discipline on his own police force, an
issue which the vast majority of Americans have never even heard
of.

Now, if I were a member of the D.C. Council, which I am not,
I have no idea how I would vote on this question, but I am sure
I would sit through many hours of witness testimony, analyzing it,
and I would interact with thousands of constituents about it, which
D.C. Council members did. I would talk to the union, and I cer-
tainly would want to talk to the Chief of the D.C. Police Depart-
ment. My colleagues will forgive me if I say we do not know the
first thing about the legislative merits or demerits of this issue in
the District of Columbia.

We have never gone out to the eight wards of Washington D.C.
to hear from the people affected by it. The only thing we really
know is the last four chiefs of police in Washington—Charles
Ramsey, Cathy Lanier, Peter Newsham, Robert Contee—have all
argued strenuously that they need the authority to discipline offi-
cers who commit crimes or engage in corrupt actions in order to
maintain good morale on the police force and preserve the trust
and loyalty of the vast majority of good cops and the rest of the
community as well. We know that 12 of the 13 Council members
in D.C. agree with those police chiefs because they sent us a letter
yesterday, Mr. Chairman, which you and I received, citing to a
D.C. auditor report, which catalog numerous cases where officers in
the Metropolitan Police Department were convicted of activities
like sexual assault, domestic violence against their wives or part-
ners, officers who were arrested for assorted criminal activity, who
gave false statements on the stand, who misused their issued fire-
arms, who slept on the job, and so on. Every MPD chief for the last
15 years has supported the law as it stands because it empowers
police leadership, not a third party, to determine the appropriate
standards of conduct and discipline for their officers.
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So, H.R. 5798 is a shocking assault on local democracy, which
has made itself clear where it stands on this question. It marks a
new low in the appalling efforts to override local government in
Washington and micromanage the affairs of the people of D.C. This
bill would do one thing and one thing only. It would overthrow the
internal disciplinary procedures for police misconduct. If anything,
it will make criminal matters worse in Washington, D.C. So, with
that, Mr. Chairman, I urge us to reject this misguided legislation,
and I will yield back to you.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Before I recognize
Ms. Greene from Georgia, I would like to ask unanimous consent
to add to the record letters of support for H.R. 5798 from the fol-
lowing organizations: the D.C. Police Union, Fullerton Police Offi-
cers Association, Las Vegas Police Protective Association, Pomona
Police Officers Association, Public Safety Alliance of Nevada, San
Jose Police Officers Association, Sergeants Benevolent Association,
the United Coalition of Public Safety, and the Fraternal Order of
Police.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to your intro-
ducing that, but is there written testimony or analysis by the Las
Vegas and Pomona and these other jurisdictions which have sud-
denly taken an interest in Washington D.C.?

Chairman COMER. These are letters of support for H.R. 5798.

Mr. RASKIN. Written by those individual unions? Is that it?

Chairman COMER. We will be happy to give you a copy, right.

Mr. RASkIN. OK. Thank you. Then I have no objection. OK.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, these letters will be en-
tered into the record.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes Ms. Greene from
Georgia for 5 minutes.

Ms. GREENE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to express
in the strongest words possible that I support the police, and we
should be supporting the police here in our Nation’s Capital be-
cause it is our Nation’s Capital that has one of the highest murder
rates in our country, one of the worst crime records in our Nation’s
history, and is an absolute embarrassment to our country. I would
also like to remind everyone that one of our own colleagues was
carjacked months ago here in Washington, D.C. We also just had
a former Trump Admin official die because he was shot here in our
Nation’s Capital, and many Hill staffers themselves have been at-
tacked just walking the city streets.

This is an ongoing crime epidemic here in our Nation’s Capital,
and it is appalling. We should be supporting police officers, not at-
tacking American’s gun rights. While all of us walk around under
the protection of good guys with guns, Capitol Police carry those
AR~-15s and guard all of us, but, yet, Democrats would love to take
away the gun rights of American citizens and blame guns that
never get up by themselves and shoot people.

Murder is already a crime. People kill people. They do not just
kill them with guns. They kill them with knives. They kill them
with fists. They kill them with objects. They strangle them. But,
yet, I just listened to one of my colleagues say that we need to dis-
arm Americans in order to somehow stop crime in Washington,
D.C. We should be protecting——
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Mr. RASKIN. Will the gentlelady yield?

Ms. GREENE. No, I will not. We should be protecting and sup-
porting police officers. I also heard President Trump come under
attack once again because Democrats have nothing else to say to
defend their own policies but attack President Trump. I would like
to remind everyone that it was Antifa BLM, by the way, supported
by Democrats, BLM, as an organization, raised millions and mil-
lions of dollars on ActBlue, the Democrat fundraising site. And
then BLM riots across America that were endorsed heavily by
Democrats and apologized and said were mostly peaceful protests
by media who are totally defending Democrats constantly. These
riots caused $2 billion in damage across America.

I would also like to remind everyone that in 2017, when Presi-
dent Trump was inaugurated, that rioters nearly burned down
Washington, D.C.—that is right—nearly burned down the city
here, but, oh, we have got to attack President Trump every single
day. You know, it was also Democrats that said things like, “I do
not know why there are not uprisings everywhere.” That was our
former Speaker of the House. Our current Vice President, before
the election of 2020, said, “we will not stop, we will not stop.” Talk-
ing about these BLM riots. Also, one of our Democrat colleagues is
on video—by the way, all of this is on video, their statements—and
she was talking about Trump supporters and she said, “when you
see them, you make a crowd, surround them wherever they are.”
These are the statements that come from our Democrat colleagues,
but they want to attack President Trump every single day and take
away police officers’ ability to stop criminals and arrest criminals
and protect our city streets, our community streets, and our Na-
tion’s Capital, and I am sick and tired of it. It is ridiculous, abso-
lutely ridiculous.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say I support the amendment
that you just spoke on and introduced, and I would urge my col-
leagues to pay attention very carefully. The American people are
paying attention, and they are not stupid. Just because you have
a little microphone you can talk in does not mean that you can sit
here and lie to the American people every single day. They can
read the crime statistics. We all know you cannot walk around the
city without being in danger of being robbed or carjacked or mur-
dered maybe. My goodness. How horrible is that?

So, let us support our police officers. Let us vote for good things
to help citizens in this city, and, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. RASKIN. Will the gentlelady yield for a question?

Ms. GREENE. No, I will not yield to one of your stupid questions
that are always attacking me and attacking President Trump.

Mr. RASKIN. How about a mediocre question?

Ms. GREENE. No, I do not want your question.

Mr. RASKIN. An excellent question?

Ms. GREENE. No.

Mr. RASKIN. A smart question?

Ms. GREENE. No.

Mr. RASKIN. An intelligent question?

Ms. GREENE. You have no smart or intelligent questions.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Garcia for 5
minutes.
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Mr. GARcIA. Thank you. That was a lot. I want to remind the
gentlelady that it was her that actually organized a trip to the D.C.
jail to hug and high-five and sit with the insurrectionists that actu-
ally attacked our Capitol, so if we are talking about the safety of
D.C. and the Capitol, it is just quite, I think, ironic. This is all
facts.

Mr. HIGGINS. And me.

Mr. GARCIA. This is quite ironic that the insurrectionists that
tried to overthrow our government in the Capital City were actu-
ally being coddled by

[Disturbance in hearing room.]

Mr. GARCIA. It is quite a shame that you call them political pris-
oners or hostages, I think maybe you called them. They actually
tried to overthrow our government.

[Disturbance in hearing room.]

Mr. GARCIA. Let me continue with my time.

Ms. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, she is not recognized.

Mr. GARCIA. Thank you. So, I think it is quite interesting that
my colleague was trying to talk about the safety of D.C. when she
literally supported an insurrection, an attack on the Capitol, vis-
ited the prisoners—I was there as one of two Democrats there as
part of that visit on behalf of this Committee—and seeing her high-
five folks that want to overthrow our government, so quite ridicu-
lous. And if she is so interested in fixing Washington, D.C., maybe
she should run for mayor of D.C. It is what she seems to be inter-
ested in. She is obsessed with everything going on.

I just want to remind folks that D.C. and the District has a
mayor. They have a city council. They are trying to pass regula-
tions. They are trying to work. There are definitely challenges.
They are working very hard on those. And overall, let us remember
that crime all across the country has actually decreased over the
last couple of years. It has not increased. It has decreased, and
with that, I yield back my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Well, Mr. Garcia, would you yield?

Mr. GARCIA. Absolutely.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you very much for your trenchant remarks,
Mr. Garcia. Trying to pierce through the fog of propaganda, confu-
sion, disinformation, and just lies that we just heard, the distin-
guished gentlelady, who I would be very happy to yield some of my
time to answer the question, started off by complaining about the
murder rate in Washington, the carjacking in Washington, and gun
violence. And the question that I wanted to pose to the gentlelady,
which she anticipated as a stupid question, was simply what she
thinks, in this legislation that we are here to discuss, 5798, will
bring down the murder rate or bring down carjacking or bring
down gun violence in Washington? Because the sole purpose of the
legislation, as I can read it, is simply to say that the Chief of Police
no longer has disciplinary authority over his or her own police
force, but instead, it will be subject to collective bargaining.

Now, that might be a great policy for the gentlelady’s district in
Georgia. I would be interested to know where the municipalities in
her district are on that question, but in any event, the people of
Washington, D.C. have dealt with this repeatedly. We have got a
letter right here, which I submitted for the record, from 12 out of
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13 members of the D.C. City Council saying please do not change
our law. We have the statements of four different chiefs of police
saying please do not change our law. We have got cops who have
been convicted of sexual violence, sexual assault, domestic violence,
and I am not even certain the gentlelady from Georgia understood
what she was speaking for because she was talking about the mur-
der rate and carjacking. And unless she is saying that police offi-
cers who may be removed from the force in D.C. for having com-
mitted a sexual assault or domestic violence are more likely to help
bring down the murder rate, then her remarks are completely non-
sensical. It was much ado about nothing. So, thank you for allow-
ing me to make that point. I yield back to you, Mr. Garcia.

Chairman COMER. Would the gentleman yield to a question?

Mr. GARCIA. Sure.

Chairman COMER. You mentioned that crime was down nation-
wide. Then why isn’t it down in Washington, D.C.? Any idea?

Mr. GARcCIA. Well, I mean, let me just say, I served as mayor of
a city of half a million people for 8 years. Crime trends go up and
down. You look at overall crime rates, you look at violent crime,
crime overall across the country has gone down. Not everywhere.
There are areas of Kentucky and other places in the country that
crime has gone up, but why? But if we are so focused on just D.C.,
then we should focus on places like Kentucky and Arkansas and
Texas and other cities where crime is also slightly going up.

Mr. RASKIN. Well, and if the gentleman would yield on that
point. There have been increases in different categories in crime in
the gentlelady’s own state that she represents, Georgia. If collective
bargaining is the solution to that, would she support collective bar-
gaining for public workers in Georgia because it is not allowed
there, and she does not seem to understand that she just became
a champion of collective bargaining and the right to organize a
union. And I would invite her to come back to proclaim her new
pro-union sympathies publicly for her own state as well.

Mr. GarciA. We would support her on the PRO Act, actually, if
you would like to vote for the PRO Act.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman’s time has expired. Do any
other Members wish to be recognized?

Ms. NORTON. Yes.

Chairman COMER. Ms. Norton.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before I begin my re-
marks, I ask unanimous consent to submit for the record a letter
from the D.C. Council opposing this bill.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, so ordered.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose this undemocratic
and paternalistic bill. This is the seventh bill this Congress House
Republicans have marked up or brought directly to the floor to re-
peal laws enacted by the duly elected District of Columbia govern-
ment. Congress has constitutional authority to legislate on local
D.C. matters, but it does not have a constitutional duty to do so.
Instead, legislating on local D.C. matters is a choice. House Repub-
licans have repeatedly demonstrated that they believe D.C. resi-
dents, the majority of whom are Black and Brown, are unworthy
or incapable of governing themselves.
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The D.C. Council has 13 members. The members are elected by
D.C. residents. If D.C. residents do not like how the members vote,
they can vote them out of office. That is called democracy. Congress
has 535 full voting Members. The Members are elected by residents
of the states. None are elected by D.C. residents. If D.C. residents
do not like how Members vote on local D.C. matters, they cannot
vote them out of office. This is the antithesis of democracy.

The legislative history and merits of the Comprehensive Policing
and Justice Reform Amendment Act of 2022 should be irrelevant
since there is never a justification for Congress repealing legisla-
tion enacted by D.C. Nevertheless, I would like to set the record
straight. The D.C. Council unanimously passed the Comprehensive
Policing and Justice Reform Amendment Act of 2022. While the
legislation was enacted without the D.C. Mayor’s signature, the
Mayor urged Congress to oppose the disapproval resolution on the
legislation. The D.C. Police Department supported removing dis-
cipline from collective bargaining, eliminating the 90-day statute of
limitations for discipline and allowing the police chief to increase
proposed disciplinary penalties to make it easier to fire officers for
serious misconduct. Moreover, disciplinary hearings have long been
open to the public. Now the public finally can learn when and
where they are occurring.

The Revolutionary War was forged to give consent to the gov-
erned and to end taxation without representation. Yet, D.C. resi-
dents cannot consent to any action taken by Congress, whether on
national or local matters, and pay full Federal income taxes. In-
deed, D.C. pays more Federal taxes per capita than any state and
more Federal taxes in total than 19 states. If Republicans cared
about our democratic principles or D.C. residents, they would bring
my D.C. Statehood bill, which will give D.C. residents voting rep-
resentation in Congress and full self-government, to the floor. Con-
gress has the constitutional authority to admit the state of Wash-
ington, D.C. It simply lacks the will.

I am deeply concerned about the violent crime spike in D.C., and
the D.C. Council is voting on legislation today that it believes will
reduce crime. To suggest that Congress knows or cares more about
public policy in D.C. than D.C. is patronizing. I urge Members to
vote no on this bill.

Mr. RASKIN. Will the gentlelady yield?

Ms. NorTON. Glad to yield.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you, Congresswoman Norton. Thank you for
that powerful statement. You know, it is your constituents, it is
D.C. taxpayers, who pay the price for the officers who engage in
misconduct that this legislation has set out to rescue. Between
2010 and 2020, the Washington Post found that Washington, D.C.
paid out $91 million to resolve claims alleging police misconduct.
Sixty-five different officers were named in these multiple claims. It
is just baffling to me how you get someone like the representative
from Georgia, from a state which does not allow public employees
to engage in any collective bargaining at all, come to speak for this
one very narrow category of dirty cops who have gotten in trouble,
who the police chiefs want to have the power to remove from the
force.
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Chairman COMER. The time has expired. The Chair now recog-
nizes the law enforcement expert on the Committee, the gentleman
from Louisiana, Mr. Higgins, for 5 minutes.

Mr. HicGINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate my col-
league and friend, Mr. Raskin, stating that he is baffled because
that is a rare moment when Jamie Raskin will be baffled. But if
you were going to be baffled about something, my friend, it would
be in the realm of, could we agree, something that you have never
personally experienced. And let me say that when a police officer
faces accusation because this is every day, ladies and gentlemen.
Respectfully, some of you guys do not have any idea what you are
talking about here, and the injury you are bringing into the rank
and file of your law enforcement professional is significant when
you take away that insulation of support that individual officers
have when they face accusations, which is every day.

Let me say that whenever there has been an effort to enhance
the ability of the street to impact individual officers that are work-
ing patrol, that are on the street, the street immediately picks that
up, and the street wants the muscle officers off of the street so that
they can run their crime. It is called the game. They are in the
game on that side, I am in the game on this side. So, when they
see that they can push buttons on particular police officers that are
working effective patrol—I am talking about cops that will actually
get out of their car and have interaction with citizenry that they
are observing.

And if you get out of your car in a high drug, a high crime area,
you know what you can expect. Ladies and gentlemen, you can ex-
pect a foot pursuit, and at the end of that foot pursuit, you can ex-
pect resistance, and then we are going to affect that arrest, and we
are going to find drugs. We are going to take another drug dealer,
another criminal, off of the street. In some way, we are going to
try. This is every day, man. Maybe for some of America, this might
sound like a bizarre concept, but for a patrol officer and working
in cities of America today, this is every day, 12-hour shifts.

So, when you know that if you are squared away, if you are pro-
tecting people’s civil rights, if you are operating within the param-
eters of your department’s training and policy, if you are handling
your business properly on the street, then you will be protected.
You will be protected because you are going to be accused. But the
moment the street figures out that an officer is on his own, of
course the street is going after that guy. Don’t you understand?
They want that cop off the street. So, if they find out they can sue
him or pursue him or publicly have his name listed on a website
for what he is accused of, of course you are going to lose officers,
and of course crime is going to increase.

So, you got to just be humble enough to step back from this re-
form that was forced through and say, man, that is not working.
It does not work. We have to protect righteous officers, and because
I love and respect my colleague, Mr. Raskin, and because I named
him in my opening, I am going to yield to him to respond to my——

Mr. RaskiIN. Well, I just have a question for my dear friend, Mr.
Higgins from Louisiana, and thank you for a typically insightful
and eloquent statement. Do you believe that chiefs of police are
aware of the dynamic you are talking about?



33

Mr. HIGGINS. Yes, sir.

Mr. RASKIN. OK. And would you trust the chiefs of police to be
able to make determinations about when someone’s coming—you
do not?

Mr. HiGGINS. No, sir. You have to trust your organization, your
civil service rep, and the infrastructure there, the attorneys and
the staff there. You have to trust them because they have power
that the chief will respect. As an individual officer, you do not.

Mr. RASKIN. So, if I could follow up, my question is, do you think
that this is a decision that we should make nationally for every
state and city in the country, or do you think it should be decided
locally by particular

Mr. HIGGINS. Good question, but as a constitutionalist, I think it
should be determined according to constitutional jurisdictional au-
thority. So, for this Congress, we only have authority over D.C.,
and, therefore, in the sovereign states, I think the sovereign states
should determine their course there. And I appreciate the gentle-
man’s dialog here, and I yield, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman’s time has expired. Do any
other Members seek recognition? The Chair recognizes Mr. Gosar
from Arizona.

Mr. GOSAR. Yes, and I yield my time to the Chairman.

Chairman COMER. Thank you, gentleman from Arizona. I just
want to add that the Mayor of Washington, D.C. and the police
chief told us all about their struggles to recruit and retain police
officers when we had our closed door Mayor and Police Chief brief-
ing right there at that table. There were Members from both par-
ties there, because I think we all agree that the crime spree in
Washington, D.C. is a huge problem. It is a huge problem nation-
wide in the big cities, in the blue cities, but it is especially a prob-
lem here in our Nation’s Capital. And I believe this bill will help
because right now nobody wants to work for the Washington D.C.
police force because they are treated like the enemy by the D.C.
Council, and this bill will take steps to change that. And in closing,
I want to add that approximately 70 percent of Metro Police De-
partment’s sworn members are Black, Hispanic, or Asian, meaning
that the department closely mirrors the makeup of the resident
population it serves. Do any other Members wish to be recognized?

The Chair recognizes Mr. Frost from Florida.

Mr. FrosT. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I yield my time to the Rank-
ing Member.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you kindly, Mr. Frost, and thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for that statement. I am happy to yield to you if you
have any information that contradicts me. I do not believe that the
Mayor of the District of Columbia is supporting this legislation,
and I am not quite sure how it relates to the problem that you in-
voke of recruitment shortages on the force. Of course, that is a na-
tionwide problem. I just, as you were talking, flipped online and I
found the headlines, “Kentucky Law Enforcement Recruiters Face
Tough Challenge Amid Officer Shortage,” “How one Northern Ken-
tucky Police Department plans to deal with officer shortage,” and
so on. I mean, it is a national problem that is taking place. It is
not limited to Washington, D.C.
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And in any event, I do not see the logic of saying that we are
not going to trust the local government, the 13-member D.C. City
Council and the Mayor, to make this decision for themselves. I do
not know exactly what the tally is across the country. I know that
in some states, they allow collective bargaining over personnel deci-
sions, and other states have made the same decision that the peo-
ple of Washington, D.C., have made. In any event, I know that this
Committee and the Congress of the United States have not done
any hearings to replicate the work of the District of Columbia
Council and the Mayor to decide this. I know that legal challenges
were brought to the law that they have that were rejected in the
Federal courts. And so, I think that there would be something kind
of flippant and superficial about us just saying that regardless of
what is taking place in our own states, in Kentucky or Georgia or
Maryland or Texas or Florida, that we will just decide on the spur
of the moment to overturn the studied will of the people of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, who have decided this matter and have spent a
lot of time working on it.

We have not had any hearings in the eight wards of Washington,
D.C. We have not gone out to hear from the people in Washington,
and I certainly have not heard from any of my constituents. I won-
der how many of us have heard from constituents who think that
the most important thing we need to do to reduce the murder rate
and carjacking, as the gentlelady from Georgia suggested, was to
overthrow the law of the District of Columbia, allowing the Chief
of Police to control who is hired and who is fired and who is pro-
moted and who is not. I mean, that just seems to me to be a com-
plete non-sequitur and an exercise in absurdity.

During some of her heckling of our colleagues, the gentlelady
from Georgia described the January 6th insurrectionists, who I
know are close to her heart, as political prisoners and as hostages.
I am sorry. The Proud Boys are not political prisoners like Nelson
Mandela or Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. The Oath Keepers are not hos-
tages like the Israelis and Americans being held by Hamas. A hos-
tage is someone who has been illegally abducted by a criminal or-
ganization and held for a financial or a political ransom. And the
thought that they would compare people, the majority of whom
have pled guilty for assaulting Federal officers, destroying Federal
property, or engaging in seditious conspiracy, which means con-
spiracy to overthrow the government, to hostages or to political
prisoners demonstrates the complete collapse of critical thinking
skills on that side of the aisle.

I would hope some of Ms. Greene’s colleagues, not just on the
Democratic side, but on the Republican side, would at least disasso-
ciate themselves from the claim that convicted January 6th insur-
rectionists are political prisoners or hostages. I know that Donald
Trump has trafficked in such foul abuse, I know that Elise Stefanik
has repeated his claims for her own reasons, but I would hope that
others would maintain the essential semantic, logical, rational, and
moral distinction between people who have been convicted of as-
saulting our officers and people who have been abducted by ter-
rorist organizations. I thank the gentleman from Texas, and I yield
back.
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Chairman COMER. Any other Members wish to speak? The Chair
recognizes Mr. Grothman from Wisconsin.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Yes. I am going to yield a little time to Con-
gressman Gosar.

Mr. GosAR. I thank the gentleman for yielding. To the Ranking
Member, I hope that all those January 6th folks got their due dili-
gence and due process. I really hope so, because if they did not,
that is a total violation, and the gentleman should know that, and
hopefully you will get a chance to see and ask that very same ques-
tion of those individuals.

Mr. RASKIN. But, by all means, and if you would yield for a ques-
tion, are you aware of a single January 6th defendant who did not
receive due process?

Mr. GosAR. Well, I can tell you one thing, the exculpatory evi-
dence was restricted.

Mr. RASKIN. I am sorry?

Mr. GOSAR. The exculpatory. I think it is called the exculpatory.

Mr. RASKIN. Yes. The Brady evidence.

Mr. GOSAR. It was restricted, and that was the access to the vid-
eos, the active videos, so if that had something to do with it

Mr. RASKIN. The videos are public. Have you found a single
snippet on any of the videos that contradicts any findings either in
court or——

Mr. GOSAR. Yes, yes, yes.

Mr. RASKIN. Which one is that?

Mr. GosAR. The Shaman.

Mr. RASKIN. I am sorry?

Mr. GosAR. The Shaman guy, the guy with the horns.

Mr. RASKIN. Yes.

Mr. GosAr. He did not go ransack the offices. They showed him
peacefully going in with officers and coming back out.

Mr. RASKIN. I completely disagree with that.

Mr. GOSAR. Because here is what happened. He was in prison,
and they immediately let him out. So, I have also heard from the
other side of the aisle that there were officers killed. There was not
a single officer killed in that aspect, so let us get the issues right.

Mr. RASKIN. I think that the family of Officer Gary Sicknick
would beg to differ with you, sir. The defense counsel had access
to all of the video.

Mr. GOsAR. No, no, no. My time. I took my time.

Chairman COMER. Mr. Gosar’s time.

Mr. GOSAR. My time. So no, no, we have evidence that the
timeline that was given on Mr. Sicknick’s death did not correspond
because they had timelines in which he is in the crypt when he is
supposed to be dead, so there are things that do not match up. Yes,
go back to the record. I got to tell you, when I hear inaccurate com-
ments from both sides, it bothers me. You have inaccurate com-
ments.

Mr. RASKIN. You are saying that Gary, if I could, are you saying
that Officer Gary Sicknick did not die after the violent events of
January 6th took place?

Mr. GosAr. No, no, no, no, no. The time in which he was re-
ported dead is not right because he is shown in the crypt actually
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taking some posters from some of the folks that were partitioning.
You got be careful with these things.

Mr. RASKIN. OK. You know, I do not want us to tread into a ter-
ritory where we are deeply offending the family. In any event,
every criminal defendant, January 6th criminal defendant, has the
right to appeal his or her case. There is not a single case that has
been overthrown by an appeals court because their due process
rights were violated, unless I am not aware of one.

Mr. GOSAR. I just showed you one. The Shaman.

Mr. RASKIN. That was overturned.

Mr. GOsAR. What is that?

Mr. RASKIN. That was overturned by an appeals court.

Mr. GosAR. Well, it was overturned because they showed evi-
dence that he was never given during his trial.

Mr. RaskIN. OK. Then I will stand corrected if his conviction was
overturned, but I was not aware of that.

Mr. GOsAR. Well, it was.

Mr. RASKIN. But for the many hundreds of other people convicted
of violently assaulting our officers, there have been no due process
reversals, and I am going to check about the Shaman.

Mr. GOSAR. I am going to tell you, it will be something, hopefully,
you will get a chance to ask directly because I think it is that im-
portant to democracy.

Mr. RASKIN. Right. I agree with you that the criminal defend-
ants’ rights should be respected. I am not quite sure what that has
to do with the legislative matter before us.

Mr. GOSAR. I was just answering you.

Mr. RASKIN. Right. And I was responding to just the shouted
claims about hostages and political prisoners, which somehow en-
tered into the conversation when Ms. Greene was heckling one of
our colleagues, but let us put it this way. If you believe that there
have been due process violations of a whole class of prisoners,
which is what I have been hearing from the gentlelady from Geor-
gia and others, let us have a hearing about that, and let us deter-
mine if you really believe that. I also heard her say at the begin-
ning that it was really Antifa. I heard her invoke Antifa in sort of
her drive-by remarks, and I think that was something that the
former President said. It was really Antifa. Sometimes they blame
it on the FBI, but then the rest of the time, they are down in the
D.C. courthouse demanding that these people be released from jail.
So, I do not know why they are protesting for Antifa, if it was real-
ly Antifa fighters that they want to blame it on.

Mr. GosAR. Well, I would tell the gentleman—he sounds like he
has got a lot of questions, like I do—and would like to have an an-
swer. With that, I yield back.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you kindly.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Seeing no further
request to speak, the question is now on the Garbarino Amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]
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Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.
The amendment is agreed to.

The question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 5798, as amend-
ed.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[Chorus of noes]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it,
and the bill is ordered favorably.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered by Mr. Gosar. As
previously announced, further proceedings on the question will be
postponed.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 7184, the Congressional
Budget Office Data Access Act. The clerk will please designate the
bill.

The CLERK. H.R. 7184, the Congressional Budget Office Data Ac-
cess Act, a bill to provide the Congressional Budget Office with nec-
essary authorities to expedite the sharing of data from executive
branch agencies.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the bill shall be considered
as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of substitute. The clerk will please des-
ignate the amendment.

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
7184, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and amendment.

The Congressional Budget Office, or CBO, is the legislative
branch agency responsible for helping Congress accurately analyze
the budgetary impact of proposed legislation. The Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 authorized CBO to collect information and data
directly from agencies. Timely access to agency data is necessary
for CBO to produce accurate cost estimates for legislation and to
prepare for other congressional reports. However, agencies often
delay or restrict CBO’s access to data. One of the most common
reasons agencies restrict CBO’s access to Federal agency data is be-
cause of perceived Privacy Act obstacles.

This bill, the Congressional Budget Office Data Access Act, solves
this problem by granting CBO the same Privacy Act exemption af-
forded to the Government Accountability Office and Congress.
Under existing law, CBO must meet the confidentiality standards
required by the agency that is providing the data, and this bill
maintains that standard of confidentiality while expanding CBO’s
data access authority, such access that GAO and Congress already
possess. CBO access to agency data is critical for the legislative
branch agency’s ability to fulfill its mission.
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I thank my colleagues, Representative Grothman and Represent-
ative Mfume, for their work on this much-needed legislation. I en-
courage my colleagues to support this bicameral, bipartisan bill. I
now yield to Ranking Member Raskin.

Mr. RaskIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
commend Chairman Grothman and Ranking Member Mfume for
introducing this good government commonsense measure. It would
accelerate the speed and improve the accuracy with which the CBO
analyzes the budgetary impact of proposed legislation by providing
CBO with an exemption to the Privacy Act.

Despite an existing mandate for agencies to provide information
to CBO, obstacles remain, particularly around Privacy Act restric-
tions on sharing data. The bill wisely leaves in place existing law
that requires CBO to treat any information it receives with the
same level of confidentiality as the agency from which it is re-
ceived. I urge colleagues to support the legislation. I yield back to
you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Grothman, the
sponsor of the bill, from Wisconsin.

Mr. GROTHMAN. I will tell you what, you guys did such a great
job of explaining that bill, I will just pass.

Chairman COMER. All right. Very good.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Mfume, the other
sponsor of the bill, from Maryland.

Mr. MFUME. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. The Amer-
ican people deserve clear-cut communication on how taxpayer
funds obviously are utilized to best serve the public. The bill that
Congressman Grothman and I are putting forward today does ex-
actly that. Under current law, CBO can only access certain non-
public restricted data under a memorandum of understanding or a
data sharing agreement. According to CBO, some of these agree-
ments can take up to 5 years to negotiate. So, that translates into
a 5-year delay, actually, in understanding the financial impact of
proposed legislation here in the Congress.

This bill would remove a barrier that is too often a hindrance to
the Congressional Budget Office from carrying out its mission by
providing timely cost estimates and will ensure, as well, the fiscal
responsibility of our Federal Government. Simultaneously, privacy
protections will remain in place when CBO receives the necessary
agency information that is pertinent to their work, safeguarding
personal information utilized by CBO to improve transparency in
government operation. So, in a nutshell, this bill is to support en-
hancing the efficiency and accuracy of CBO’s work, which will ben-
efit all Americans.

I thank Mr. Grothman for his insight and leadership on this, I
urge my colleagues to support this bipartisan legislation, and I
yield back, Mr. Chair.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. The Chair recog-
nizes Mr. Gosar from Arizona for 5 minutes.

Mr. GosAR. Yes, I thank the two gentlemen. It is high time this
thing was done because we have always said garbage in, garbage
out. You know, how does CBO come up with a response to this year
that they are over a trillion dollars in the wrong, they are wrong
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by a trillion dollars? So, it is about time that we as decision-makers
and policy-makers find out that accurate information and be able
to make those pertinent decisions, so thank you. It is high time. I
wish I would have done it myself, so thank you. I appreciate you.
I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Seeing no further
Members requesting to speak, the question is now on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

All those who favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it,
and the amendment is agreed to.

dThe question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 7184, as amend-
ed.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered by the gentleman
from Arizona. As previously announced, further proceedings on the
question will be postponed.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 6972, the Securing Chain
ngCommand Continuity Act. The clerk will please designate the

ill.

The CLERK. H.R. 6972, the Securing Chain of Command Con-
tinuity Act, a bill to require an executive agency, whose head is a
member of the National Security Council, to notify the Executive
Office of the President, the Comptroller General of the United
States, and congressional leadership of such head becoming medi-
cally incapacitated within 24 hours and for other purposes.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the bill should be consid-
ered as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. The clerk will please des-
ignate the amendment.

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute offered
to H.R. 6972, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read, and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and the amendment.

Like many of you, I was shocked when Congress learned that De-
fense Secretary Lloyd Austin was medically incapacitated for days
before the President or congressional leaders were made aware.
The lack of transparency set off alarm bells on both sides of the
aisle and across the national security community. During Secretary
Austin’s medical incapacitation, an incident for global repercus-
sions could have occurred, and those responsible for responding
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would not have known Secretary Austin was not in charge. These
events have made it clear that we must address medical incapaci-
tation notification requirements for certain key members of our na-
tional security.

This bill, the Securing Chain of Command Continuity Act, would
require the prompt notification of Federal leaders in the future.
This legislation requires congressional and Presidential notification
when someone who is a member of the National Security Council
and the head of an executive agency becomes medically incapaci-
tated. The person filling in for the incapacitated official must send
the proper notifications within 24 hours of the official’s medical in-
capacitation. If the proper notifications are not provided, a report
detailing why the notification rules were not followed must be sent
to Congress, the President, and the Comptroller General within 72
hours. This is a measured and balanced solution to this national
security issue.

I thank my colleagues, Representative Kiggans of Virginia and
Representative Davis of North Carolina, for their bipartisan work
on this important and timely legislation. I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this bill. I now recognize Ranking
Member Raskin for his statement.

Mr. RASKIN. And thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Before I
give my statement, I just wanted to introduce for the record and
ask unanimous consent for acceptance of an article entitled, “Judge
Rejects QAnon Shaman’s Bid To Throw Out His January 6th Sen-
tence,” and this explains the history that Mr. Gosar and I were de-
scribing.

Mr. RASKIN. It does confirm that there was no appellate reversal
of his conviction. He actually pled guilty. When all of the video was
released to Tucker Carlson by the Speaker of the House, he intro-
duced some video of himself meandering along, but he did not show
the video of him entering the building nor a video of the time that
was the basis of the criminal charges against him. And, in fact,
Judge Lamberth said—and I will share this with you, Mr. Gosar—
that, in fact, had he known that Mr. Chansley was now going to
not take responsibility for his criminal actions, he would have
given him a higher sentence, and the video did nothing to change
his mind. So, there was no appellate reversal. Every criminal con-
viction, and there have been hundreds of them, have been upheld
in the courts.

Mr. GosARr. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RASKIN. Yes, by all means.

Mr. GOSAR. Yes. So let me get this straight. So once the video
was released to Tucker Carlson, it showed opposite of what
was

Mr. RASKIN. No, it did not. That is what the judge said. It did
not show the opposite. It was completely distorted. It showed some
additional stuff of Mr. Chansley, who was kind of disoriented, wan-
dering around at one point, but——

Mr. GosAR. He was escorted by the Capitol Police.

Mr. RASKIN. Yes.

Mr. GOSAR. He was escorted in there, and he was very peaceful.

Mr. RASKIN. But then the judge cited the video evidence of him
entering violently and unlawfully by the mob, and then engaging
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in illegal action that he was ordered not to do by the police officers
present.

Mr. GOSAR. You know, that will be something, I hope that you
will agree, that you will get and I will to get a chance to ask those
questions.

Mr. RaskIN. Well, yes, and Judge Royce Lamberth can explain
the whole thing to you, you know, if you got questions. But his
opinion is authoritative on it, and there have been no reversals of
criminal convictions, so we want to be extremely clear about that.

Look, the Securing Chain of Command Continuity Act would
amend the Federal Vacancies Reform Act to require any agency
head who is a member of the NSC to notify the Executive Office
of the President, GAO, and congressional leadership within a day
in the event of medical incapacitation. And the bill would require
that if notification is not provided to Congress, the acting head or
first assistant must submit a report to the EOP, GAO, and leader-
ship of Congress within 72 hours, including information about the
medical incapacity, including the reason for and dates of it.

I want to address the recent episode involving Secretary Defense
Lloyd Austin, which clearly inspired the bill. In remarks from the
Pentagon last Thursday, Secretary Austin took full responsibility
for the lack of notification to the President during his hospitaliza-
tion for cancer. Moreover, Secretary Austin assured the American
public that during his period of absence, “There were no gaps in
autlhorities and no risks to the Department’s command and con-
trol.”

I want to commend the Biden Administration for the swift action
they took by conducting a thorough review of the current protocols
and notifying agencies to ensure that the Office of the President is
informed any time a cabinet head is unable to carry out his or her
duties. Consistent with the spirit of the transparency of the 25th
Amendment of the Constitution, which requires congressional lead-
ership to be notified if the President is unable to successfully dis-
charge the powers and duties of office, I agree that Congress
should be notified if an agency head as well, who is a member of
the NSC, is incapacitated.

I support the transparency that this bill imparts. I would ask the
Chairman to continue working with us as the bill moves forward
in the legislative process. We have not yet gotten agency input on
whether implementation of the bill as written would present any
unintended consequences that we have not dealt with yet, and we
want to ensure it aligns appropriately with the strong steps the
Administration has already taken to close gaps in the chain of noti-
fication. In any event, I thank you for bringing it forward, and I
yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Any other Mem-
bers who wish to speak?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Seeing none, the question is now on the
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]
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Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.

The amendment is agreed to.
dThe question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 6972, as amend-
ed.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered by the gentleman
from Arizona. As previously announced, further proceedings on the
question will be postponed.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 5658, the Vote by Mail
Tracking Act. The clerk will please designate the bill.

The CLERK. H.R. 5658, Vote by Mail Tracking Act, a bill to re-
quire mail-in ballots to use the Postal Service barcode service.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the bill should be consid-
ered as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Will the clerk please designate the amendment?

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
5658, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman CoMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and the amendment.

Every American citizen who votes deserves to know that their
vote has been counted and their voice has been heard. This bill, the
Vote by Mail Tracking Act, would ensure this is the case. H.R.
5658 requires that all ballots for a Federal election, mailed within
the United States to or from a voter, contain a Postal Service
barcode. This barcode would allow voters to track the status of
their ballot in the U.S. Postal Service system, allowing voters to
know in real time when their ballot is received by the Postal Serv-
ice, when it is in transit, and when it has arrived at their election
authority. Beyond a Postal Service barcode, under this bill, for a
ballot to be mailable, it must meet other requirements, including
utilizing Postal Services’ envelope design standards, and the ballot
must include the official election mail logo or any future logo the
Postal Service establishes for ballots. If a ballot does not meet
these requirements, it cannot be mailed.

Do not get me wrong. While I encourage every citizen who wishes
to vote in person on Election Day to do so, many states have adopt-
ed vote by mail policies. Five states currently conduct their elec-
tions entirely by mail. Twenty-nine states and D.C. allow no-excuse
absentee voting. Thirteen of those automatically send out a ballot
before every election. The U.S. Postal Service has delivered nearly
all election mail on time in recent years. Over 97 percent of elec-
tion mail was delivered on time for the 2022 midterm election, but
without safeguards, bad actors could attempt to influence our elec-
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tion. We must take our election security seriously and account for
the fact that a significant number of Americans choose to cast their
ballot by mail. This bill is a commonsense, bipartisan response to
rising levels of mail-in voting nationwide.

I thank my colleagues, Representative Katie Porter, Representa-
tive Byron Donalds, and Representative Nancy Mace, for their
work on this important legislation, and now I yield to Ranking
Member Raskin for his opening statement.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Post Office mailed
and delivered more than 105 million mail-in ballots in the 2022
elections. As we embark on 2024, millions of Americans across the
country will decide to cast their ballots by mail. The bipartisan
Vote by Mail Tracking Act would strengthen vote by mail processes
and develop more efficient mechanisms to deliver and process all
these mail-in ballots. The bill would require every mail-in ballot to
contain a unique barcode and an official mail logo, which would en-
able voters and election officials to more readily track the status
of these mail-in ballots. The bill would also require mail-in ballots
to meet specific Postal guidelines, making it easier for the Postal
Service and election officials to sort, track, and verify the authen-
ticity of the ballots.

Voting by mail is a highly secure and safe way to vote, and de-
spite the misinformation circulating online about it in some places,
I will note that the Director of the Cybersecurity and Infrastruc-
ture Security Agency, Jen Easterly, confirmed in a statement on
November 9, 2022 that the Agency had “seen no evidence that any
voting system deleted or lost votes, changed votes, or was in any
way compromised in any race in the country.” This bill would not
overrule any state’s decision to establish or expand the use of vote
by mail. The Constitution leaves it to the states the determination
of its own election administration rules unless Congress acts under
its Article 4 authority, and this bill would not conflict with that.

The Vote by Mail Tracking Act was favorably reported out of this
Committee last Congress with robust bipartisan support. This com-
monsense legislation would inspire confidence in the electorate in
the performance and efficiency of our election systems, giving vot-
ers comfort that their ballot has arrived and been counted on time,
and giving postal managers and state election officials the tools
they need to ensure every vote has been counted by the voting
deadline. I urge everybody to support this bill, and I yield back,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman COMER. Do any other Members wish to be heard?

Ms. PORTER. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes Ms. Porter, the sponsor
of the bill.

Ms. PORTER. Some of us here voted in-person, and some of us
here vote by mail. This Committee is not here to tell voters how
to vote, but however they choose to cast their ballot, whoever they
choose to vote for, whatever their political party affiliation is, every
voter deserves to feel confident that their vote gets counted. There
is a really easy way to give those who choose to vote by mail that
confidence: Postal Service tracking barcodes. We already use them
for so many other things. We use them to track shipments of medi-
cation, food, clothing.
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Republicans and Democrats alike want to know when something
important is mailed and is it going to end up in the right place.
Our ballots are no exception. The United States Postal Service rec-
ommends that every mail-in ballot envelope contain a USPS track-
ing barcode, includes an official election mail logo, and meets USPS
letter standards for size, weight, and shape. Unfortunately, not ev-
eryone gets to use ballot envelopes that follow these standards.
This bill fixes that problem. That is why I am leading the Vote by
Mail Tracking Act with the support of Representatives Mace,
Mfume, Donalds, Connolly, Fitzpatrick, Norton, Ciscomani, Wil-
liams, and Burchett.

Under our bill, every ballot envelope will meet Postal Service
standards and get a tracking barcode. All voters can then verify for
themselves that their ballot reached its final destination. That
transparency is a necessary step to make Republicans and Demo-
crats alike confident in our elections, and that is exactly why this
bill is led by five Republicans and five Democrats. It is not par-
tisan. It is just good policy. This bill does not just make things
more streamlined for the American people. It also makes proc-
essing easier and faster for the Postal Service, reducing its burden
and making efficient use of tax dollars.

I want to be very clear about what this bill does not do. It does
not expand voting by mail. It does not authorize new Federal
spending. It simply makes sure that where voting by mail happens,
where voters choose to vote by mail, that those voters can verify
that their ballots were received by the election office.

Chairman Comer and Ranking Member Raskin, I thank you both
for making this commonsense legislation a priority. Once we mark
this bill up today, I look forward to working with you to quickly
pass this bipartisan bill on the House floor. And to my fellow Com-
mittee members, you will be in great company joining 10 bipartisan
Members and both Chairman and Ranking Member in supporting
this bill. I urge every Committee Member to vote for this bill, and
I would be glad to add anyone as a co-sponsor. I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentlelady yields back. The Chair now
recognizes Ms. Mace from South Carolina.

Ms. MACE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle for this legislation. And iron-
ically, as much as we debate—I will not say “fight,” we will say
“debate” in here—the Oversight Committee is one of the few com-
mittees where we actually can get a lot of bipartisan work done,
so I appreciate my colleagues on both sides of the aisle. And wheth-
er you are Republican or Democrat, I think we can all agree our
republic cannot ensure if Americans of all political stripes do not
have confidence in the integrity and results of our elections.

Over the last 4 years, we have seen a rapid expansion in mail
in voting, and it has made a lot of Americans uneasy. And I re-
member in the 2020 cycle getting calls from at least a half dozen
people that received a ballot from multiple states through the mail
and listening to their concerns about that and how uneasy they felt
about it. So, this comprehensive legislation requires ballots for all
Federal elections to be trackable while in the mail by having
unique Postal Service barcode, ensuring it can be tracked from the
mailbox to the ballot box, and there is nothing more American or
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more supportive of a republic and a democracy than this piece of
legislation.

It is 2024, and if I can buy a dress online and order it online and
know when it is going to be delivered to the house, then our ballot
should be the same way. There is no reason why we cannot track
them and let us know if they have been delivered. So, it is time
to bring our election system into the 21st century. I have co-led on
this bipartisan legislation, election integrity legislation, ensuring
we have transparency and accountability for all those who vote by
mail regardless of your political affiliation.

Election integrity should not be a partisan issue. Every legal vote
should be counted, and our bipartisan bill will go a long way to
making that a reality. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentlelady yields back. The Chair now
recognizes Mr. Gosar from Arizona for 5 minutes.

Mr. GosAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I applaud those folks that
put this together. It is high time. Arizona has been doing mail-in
ballots for over 25 years, but it is only one piece of the pie. We can
already do this, except we do not do it with the post office, so I love
the fact that we are using the post office to use that barcode. How-
ever, that is only one piece of the pie because in our state, you have
to affidavit the signatures. They have to match up, so it is one
piece of the pie, and that is really all it is, but it gives an easier
tool for people to follow through with. The last thing I would ask
is—I did not finish reading it—but what are the remedies in case
you cannot find that barcode? What would you expect the post of-
fice to do? I will yield to——

Ms. PORTER. Will the gentleman yield? In the bill, it is written
there is no individual remedy, although I think the goal would be
that as you track your ballot, if it is not received, you would have
the ability to—mail-in voting, as you know, often occurs over a pe-
riod of time

Mr. GOSAR. So, you will be able to do a provisional——

Ms. PORTER. You would be able to do a provisional. You can con-
tact and request a new ballot. And I think this also will enable
county election officials and state officials to see if the Postal Serv-
ice is actually delivering these ballots on time and in full. And if
there were problems or gaps, we would be able to hold, as a Com-
mittee, the Postal Service accountable for those kinds of problems.
That we currently do not have.

Mr. GosAR. Yes. I would tell you, I applaud the folks who put
this together because it is like one piece of another complex puzzle,
so thank you. I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Seeing no other
Members requesting time to speak, the question is now on the
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it
and the amendment is agreed to.

The question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 5658, as amend-
ed.
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All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it
and the bill is ordered favorably

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, can I ask for a recorded vote? I want
to wear out these little machines today.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered by the gentleman
from Arizona. As previously announced, further proceedings on the
question will be postponed.

Our next item for consideration is H.R. 5887, the Government
Service Delivery Improvement Act. The clerk will please designate
the bill.

The CLERK. H.R. 5887, the Government Service Delivery Im-
provement Act, a bill to improve government service delivery and
build related capacity for the Federal Government.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the bill should be consid-
ered as read and open for amendment at any point.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. The Chair recognizes himself to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Will the clerk please designate the amendment?

The CLERK. An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
5887, as offered by Mr. Comer of Kentucky.

Chairman COMER. Without objection, the amendment is consid-
ered as read, and the substitute will be considered as original text
for the purposes of further amendment.

Chairman COMER. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for a
statement on the bill and the amendment.

Outdated bureaucratic government processes make it challenging
and costly to deliver government services. This wastes taxpayer
dollars and creates opportunities for fraud and abuse. These proc-
esses do not change because Federal agencies lack a single des-
ignated official that Congress can hold accountable for program
service delivery, including agency-wide backlogs, unprocessed appli-
cations, or improperly delivered benefits. Many agency officials,
program managers, policy-makers, human resource managers are
responsible for parts of the problem, but developing solutions to
poor government service delivery will require someone to be re-
sponsible for cross-agency coordination.

This legislation, the Government Service Delivery Improvement
Act, addresses this problem by requiring the Office of Management
and Budget and Federal agencies to designate a senior official ac-
countable for improving government service delivery. This bill re-
quires OMB to designate a senior official as the Federal Govern-
ment service delivery lead or hold them responsible for facilitating
and coordinating agency government processes reforms. This OMB
official will develop standards, policies, and performance metrics to
ensure agency progress. This bill also requires each agency to des-
ignate a senior official responsible for improving government serv-
ice delivery. This official must work with other relevant agency offi-
cials, such as the chief information officer, chief procurement offi-
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cer, and program managers, to improve agency operations and im-
plement reform policies.

This bill further requires OMB to report to Congress within a
year on the status of implementing these requirements, with GAO
providing a similar report to Congress within 2 years. With this ex-
pansion of the bipartisan 21st Century Integrated Digital Experi-
ence Act of 2018, this bill will improve congressional oversight over
the Administration’s government service delivery reform efforts.

I am thankful for the work of my colleagues, Representative
Khanna and Representative Timmons, for their work on this im-
portant legislation. I encourage my colleagues to support this com-
monsense bill.

The Chair now recognizes Ranking Member Raskin.

Mr. RASKIN. Just very quickly, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
Mr. Timmons and Mr. Khanna from California for their leadership
of H.R. 5887, the Government Service Delivery Improvement Act,
and I am proud to support this bipartisan bill. I yield back.

Chairman COMER. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Timmons from
South Carolina.

Mr. TIMMONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank
my colleague, Mr. Khanna, for his leadership on this bill. The Gov-
ernment Service Delivery Improvement Act aims to overhaul the
public’s experience with government services, aligning them with
the expectations set by the digital era. And I could not think of a
better time for this Committee to take up this legislation on this
exciting day when the House Oversight Committee steps into the
21st century with electronic voting.

I worked alongside my friend from Washington, Representative
Kilmer, for 4 years on the Select Committee on the Modernization
of Congress. We made over 200 recommendations, and we appre-
ciate Chairman Comer adopting Recommendation Number 55 by
implementing electronic voting in this Committee. It will save ev-
eryone here immense amounts of time and allow us to be more effi-
cient and effective, so thank you. It really is exciting to see the
Modernization Committee’s recommendations come to fruition.

Now, back to the bill at hand. Over the past year, this Com-
mittee has held hearings on the failures of government service de-
livery, whether it is passport backlogs, delays for former service
members requesting personnel records, or the ineffective 1-800
number at the Social Security Administration. Our interactions
with Federal agencies are pivotal moments, yet under our current
system of government, there is not a single individual the Amer-
ican people can turn to and hold accountable for agencies’ actions
and failures. No one person is in charge of implementing effective
solutions or improving government service delivery across all Fed-
eral agencies, and as a result, individual agencies are not operating
in an efficient manner. Without such direct supervision or account-
ability, agencies can continue to fall behind on the delivery of their
services, like the distribution of benefits or the effective handling
of backlogs.

In order to fix this lack of agency accountability and oversight,
this bill tasks OMB with a designated senior official to facilitate
and coordinate agency efforts so they can work more efficiently and
deliver services in a timely and less wasteful manner. This bill will
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also require the designation of a senior official for every Federal
agency that will be responsible for improving the service delivery
of that particular agency. The Government Service Delivery Im-
provement Act is a beacon of hope in this landscape of frustration.
It mandates the appointment of a senior official at the OMB to
spearhead the improvement of government delivery service. Addi-
tionally, it will hold agency heads accountable for enhancing serv-
ices, fostering greater trust with the public, and appointing senior
officials to drive these necessary changes.

The Government Service Delivery Improvement Act is not just
about streamlining processes. It is about rebuilding trust between
the government and its people. It is about ensuring that when
Americans turn to their government for assistance, they are met
with efficiency, reliability, and above all, respect. With that, I
would like to thank Chairman Comer for holding this markup and
thank Representative Khanna for carrying this bill. I urge all
Members of this Committee to support, and thank you. I yield
back.

Chairman COMER. I thank the gentleman from South Carolina.
The Chair now recognizes the sponsor of the bill, Mr. Khanna from
California.

Mr. KHANNA. Thank you, Chair Comer, and thank you for your
leadership in helping this bill go forward. I want to thank Rep-
resentative Timmons for his partnership in this bill and also ac-
knowledge the leadership of our Ranking Member, Ranking Mem-
ber Raskin, and the Committee Chair, Mace, and Ranking Member
Connolly, as well as the many co-sponsors, bipartisan, Representa-
tives Donalds and Loudermilk, who all helped make this possible.

And I think the reason we have, Mr. Chairman, such bipartisan
support is that this bill is common sense. We want to make sure
that government services are provided to people with the latest
technology. We know that digital technology saves extraordinary
amount of money for taxpayers. An average IRS transaction that
is not online is $53 per transaction. A digital transaction is 22
cents. But more than saving taxpayers money, this bill and the cre-
ation of the lead position at OMB will ensure that the latest tech-
nology that we have in this country is being used to make govern-
ment better and to make government perform better for citizens
who need it. So, I appreciate your leadership in helping this bipar-
tisan bill go forward and look forward to hopefully a vote in the
House and having the President sign this.

Chairman COMER. The gentleman yields back. Seeing no further
Members wishing to speak, the question is now on the amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.
The amendment is agreed to.

dThe question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 5887, as amend-
ed.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]
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Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[No response]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have a recorded vote.

Chairman COMER. A recorded vote is ordered by Mr. Gosar from
Arizona. As previously announced, further proceedings on the ques-
tion will be postponed.

I now ask unanimous consent to enter into the record a letter of
support from the American Pharmacy Cooperative, Inc. and a letter
of support from the National Active and Retired Federal Employees
Association supporting our PBM legislation.

Without objection, so ordered.

Chairman COMER. We will now recess until 2:30. At that time,
we will vote on any recorded votes. I ask Members to arrive
promptly at 2:30 because we will be using electronic voting for the
first time, and votes will hopefully go quickly. So again, we will re-
cess until 2:30, which should be at the conclusion of the first vote
series.

The House stands in recess.

[Recess.]

Chairman COMER. The meeting will come back to order. We have
a quorum.

Before the first of our recorded votes, I would like to remind
Members of the rules and process for using the brand-new elec-
tronic voting system.

[Applause.]

Chairman COMER. All right. My intention is to hold the first vote
open for a bit longer than the following votes, just to allow Mem-
bers to get familiar with the new system. When using the elec-
tronic voting system, Members must be in their seat in the hearing
room to cast a vote. Members are not allowed to remove their vot-
ing remote from the room. Once voting begins, Members will be
able to select “yes,” “no,” or “present” for each vote. A Member may
change their vote any time prior to the closing of the vote by the
clerk, but once a vote is recorded, the Member may not un-recorded
their vote from the record. Finally, this new system will allow the
Committee to dispense with votes quickly, so it is important that
Members do not leave the room during the vote series.

The question is on favorably reporting H.R. 7219, the Informa-
tion Quality Assurance Act of 2023. Members will record their
votes using the electronic system.

The clerk will now open the vote on favorably reporting the bill,
and the Chairman is going to vote aye.

Mr. RASKIN. And the Ranking Member votes aye.

[Voting.]

Chairman COMER. Ready to go, and the results are on the screen.

Have all Members been recorded who wish to be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 41. The
nays are 0.
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Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.

[Applause.]

Chairman COMER. The question is on favorably reporting H.R.
5798. Members will record their vote using the electronic voting
system. The clerk will now open the vote on favorable reporting
H.R. 5798.

[Voting.]

Chairman CoOMER. Have all Members recorded their—who wish
to be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change the vote?

[No response.]

Chairman CoOMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 22. The
nays are 19.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid upon the table.

The question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 7184. Members
will record their votes using the electronic voting system. The clerk
will now open the vote on favorably reporting H.R. 7184.

[Voting.]

Chairman CoMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 41. The
nays are 0.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.

The question is on favorably reporting H.R 6972. Members will
record their vote using the electronic voting system. The clerk will
now open the vote on favorably reporting H.R. 6972.

[Voting.]

Chairman CoMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman CoOMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 41, the
nays are 0.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.
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The question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 5658. Members
will record their votes using the electronic voting system. The clerk
will now open the vote on favorably reporting H.R. 5658.

[Voting.]

Chairman COMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 41. The
nays are 0.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.

The question is now on favorably reporting H.R. 5887. Members
will record their votes using the electronic voting system. The clerk
will now open the vote on favorably reporting H.R. 5887.

[Voting.]

Chairman COMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 41. The
nays are 0.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.

The question now is on favorably reporting H.R. 262. Members
will record their vote using the electronic voting system. The clerk
will now open the vote on favorably reporting H.R. 262.

[Voting.]

Chairman COoMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 21. The
nays are 19.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.

The Committee will now resume consideration of H.R. 6283, the
Delinking Revenue from Unfair Gouging Act.

The question is now on the previously postponed amendment to
the amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by Ms. Crock-
ett from Texas.
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Members will record their votes using the electronic voting sys-
tem. The clerk will now open the vote on the amendment to the
amendment on H.R. 6283.

[Voting.]

Chairman CoMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 20. The
nays are 22.

Chairman COMER. The noes have it, and the amendment is not
agreed to.

The question is now on the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to H.R. 6283.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

[Chorus of ayes]

Chairman COMER. All those opposed signify by saying no.

[Chorus of noes]

Chairman COMER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it.
The amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R. 6283 is
agreed to.

The question is on favorably reporting H.R. 6283. Members will
record their votes using the electronic voting system. The clerk will
now open the vote on favorably reporting H.R. 6283.

[Voting.]

Chairman CoMER. Have all Members been recorded who wish to
be recorded?

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Does any Member wish to change their vote?

[No response.]

Chairman CoOMER. The clerk will close the vote and report the
vote total.

The CLERK. Mr. Chairman, on this vote, the ayes are 29, the
nays are 11, with one Member voting present.

Chairman COMER. The ayes have it, and the bill is ordered favor-
ably reported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.

Pursuant to notice, I now call up the following POSTAL NAMING
BILLS, which were distributed in advance on this markup: H.R.
3608, 5476, 5640, 5712, 6073, 6162, 6188, 6651, 6750, 6983, and
7192.

Without objection, the bills are considered read.

Chairman COMER. If any Member would like to speak on any of
the measures, they may do so now.

[No response.]

Chairman COMER. Hearing no request to speak, I request unani-
mous consent for these bills’ immediate consideration and to favor-
ably report the en bloc package.

Hegring no objection, the en bloc package is ordered favorably re-
ported.

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table.
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Pursuant to Rule 11, Clause 2, I ask that Committee Members
have the right to file with the clerk of the Committee supple-
mental, additional, minority and dissenting views.

Without objection.

Additionally, staff is authorized to make necessary technical and
conforming changes to the bills ordered reported today, subject to
the approval of the Minority.

Without objection, so ordered.

If there is no further business before the Committee, without ob-
jection, the Committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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