
- 1 - 

Memorandum 

To: District 32 Republican Club

Re: Legislation & Politics 

From: Chuck Serio, Legislative Committee Chairman 

Date: February 26, 2020 

Federal 

H.J.RES. 79 – Removing Deadline for ERA Ratification

The progressive Democrats are attempting to resurrect the Equal Rights Amendment that was last 
proposed in 1972.  The deadline for ratification expired on March 22, 1979.  The congressional 
action to propose a constitutional amendment requires a supermajority of 2/3 of both houses.  This 
attempt to do it with a simple majority has never been adjudicated by the courts and its validity is 
in question.1  In any case this amendment has some significant consequences that were not intended 
by its original authors — from subjecting women to the military draft and ending single-sex public 
restrooms.  It would also provide a basis for invalidating all laws restricting abortion.2

The House passed the resolution on February 13 (232-183).  All of Maryland’s Democrat 
members voted in favor, while Representative Andy Harris (R-1) voted against it.  There were 
5 Republicans who voted for it.  Among them was the new Republican from New Jersey, Jeff Van 
Drew of the first district. 

H.R.3 – Elijah E. Cummings Lower Drug Costs Now Act

Representative Pallone (D-NJ-6) introduced this bill that imposes European style price controls on 
prescription drugs.  Life expectancy has increased in the United States due in part to the success of 
the research and development of new drugs.  This benefit will be lost if this policy is enacted.  
Medicare Part B medications would be limited in price to the prices set by the governments of 
Austria, Ireland, Greece and the Czech Republic, etc.3  The drug companies would be forced to sell 
their products at prices that are kept low in those countries by government subsidies.4  The incentive 
and the financing to do the research necessary to develop these better medications would disappear. 

All 106 cosponsors of this bill were Democrats and it passed the House (230-192) on December 12, 
2019.  Republicans, Jaime I. Herrera Beutler (R-W-3) and Brian K. Fitzpatrick (R-PA-1) joined the 
Democrats in passing this bill.  All of Maryland’s Democrat members supported it and Republican 
Andy Harris (R-MD-1) voted against it.  It is now under consideration in the Senate. 

1 John McCormack, National Review, November 21, 2019 
2 Ibid. 
3 Brian McNicoll, The Washington Times, February 10, 2020 
4 Ibid. 

http://www.md32gop.org/
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-joint-resolution/79
http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2020/roll070.xml
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-bill/3?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22HR+3%22%5D%7D&s=6&r=1
http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2019/roll682.xml
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H.R.5038 – Farm Workforce Modernization Act [amnesty] 

This bill grants amnesty to all illegal aliens who claim to have worked for agriculture and creates 
an agriculture guest worker program to bring in millions more low-skilled workers.5  In the House, 
the bill had 25 Republican and 37 Democrat cosponsors.  It passed the House on December 11, 2019 
(260-165).  Only 34 Republicans supported it.  It is now in the Senate Judiciary Committee and 
Senators Thom Tillis (R-NC), James Lankford (R-OK), and Lindsey Graham (R-SC) are seeking 
President Trump’s approval.6  This is similar to the 1986 bill that gave amnesty to 2.7 illegal aliens 
in exchange for a promise that future illegal immigration would be stopped by prohibiting illegals 
from working in the United States.7  We know how that turned out.  Again, Andy Harris (R-MD-1) 
was the only member of the Maryland delegation to vote against this proposal. 

It is important to note that Daniel Horowitz of the Conservative Review reports “According to the 
Epoch Times, one citizen in North Carolina collated criminal data from just 30 percent of North 
Carolina counties and found that in just the past 18 months, ‘more than 331 illegal aliens have been 
charged with 1,172 child rapes and child sexual assaults.’” 

S.159 – Life at Conception Act

Proposed by Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) on January 16, 2019.  It has 14 Republican cosponsors and 
no Democrat cosponsors.  According to the official summary: 

This bill declares that the right to life guaranteed by the Constitution is vested in each human 
being at all stages of life, including the moment of fertilization, cloning, or other moment at 
which an individual comes into being. 

Nothing in this bill shall be construed to require the prosecution of any woman for the death 
of her unborn child, a prohibition on in vitro fertilization, or a prohibition on use of birth 
control or another means of preventing fertilization. 

The bill is currently in the Senate Judiciary Committee and no action has been taken. 

5 Daniel Horowitz, Conservative Review, February 17, 2020 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-bill/5038?s=2&r=28
http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2019/roll674.xml
https://www.theepochtimes.com/illegal-immigrants-drive-child-sex-crime-charges-in-north-carolina-2_3006558.html
https://www.theepochtimes.com/illegal-immigrants-drive-child-sex-crime-charges-in-north-carolina-2_3006558.html
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/159?s=4&r=29
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Maryland General Assembly 

HB 643 & SB 701 – End of Life Option Act [assisted suicide] 

Delegate Bartlett (D-32) is a cosponsor of this bill.  The Department of Legislative Services states 
as follows: 

Authorizing an individual to request aid in dying by making certain requests; prohibiting 
another individual from requesting aid in dying on behalf of an individual; requiring a certain 
request to be made in a certain manner; requiring a written request for aid in dying to meet 
certain requirements; establishing certain requirements for witnesses to a written request for 
aid in dying; requiring a written request for aid in dying to be in a certain form; etc. 

In the House, the bill is being considered by the Health and Government Operations and the 
Judiciary Committees.  No hearing has been announced. 

The Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee has scheduled a hearing on February 28. 

HB 1261 – Weapon Crimes – Assault Long Guns and Copycat Weapons

Proposed by the new Speaker, Adrienne Jones, this bill would require the registration of rifles that 
look like military weapons.  Violators would be subject large fines and prison.8

It received an unfavorable report from the House Judiciary Committee and was withdrawn. 

SB 36 – Eligibility for Parole – Life Imprisonment

Senator Hough (R-4) noted in his testimony before the Judicial Proceedings Committee on January 
14 that under current law, a person convicted of first-degree murder is eligible for parole in 15 years 
while if convicted of second-degree murder in not eligible for parole until serving 25 years.  This 
bill will correct that by increasing parole eligibility for first-degree murder to 25 years.  Since the 
hearing, no further action has been taken. 

SB 39 – Public Safety – Regulated Firearm - Definition

Senator Waldstreicher (D-13) (Montgomery County) sponsored this bill to include the Anderson 
Manufacturing .223 caliber AM-15 and the .300 caliber rifles in the definition of “regulated 
firearm.”  This is another expansion of the ban on “assault weapons.”  Since people are often 
assaulted and killed by baseball bats, knives and machetes, will the senator seek to ban them too?  
The Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee held a hearing on January 15.  No further action has 
been taken.  MS-13 is no doubt disappointed.   

8 Dan Zimmerman, The Truth About Guns, February 11, 2020 

http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/hb0643?ys=2020RS
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB1261
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0036?ys=2020RS
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0039?ys=2020RS




House


Publications


Senate


Original


Chamber


1ST


READING
REFERRAL


TO CMTE


2ND


READING


3RD


READING


Opposite


Chamber


1ST


READING


REFERRAL


TO CMTE


2ND


READING


3RD


READING


REVIEW IN


ORIGINAL CHAMBER


Passed Both


Chambers


CONF. CMTE


(IF NECESSARY)


TO GOVERNOR


Title Correctional Services - Eligibility for Parole - Life Imprisonment


Sponsored


by


Senator Hough


Status In the Senate - Hearing 1/14 at 1:00 p.m.


Analysis Fiscal and Policy Note


Synopsis Increasing, from 15 years to 25 years, the amount of time that an inmate who has been


sentenced to life imprisonment after being convicted of a crime committed on or after


October 1, 2020, must serve before becoming eligible for parole consideration.


Committees Original:


Judicial Proceedings


Details Introduced in a prior session as: SB0150 Session: 2019 Regular Session


Bill File Type: Pre-Filed


Effective Date(s): October 1, 2020


Legislation - SB0036 http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0036?ys=2020RS


2 of 3 2/13/2020, 1:58 PM


(R-4) Frederick and Carroll Counties



http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0036?ys=2020RS
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Department of Legislative Services 
Maryland General Assembly 


2020 Session 
 


FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE 


First Reader 


Senate Bill 36 (Senator Hough) 


Judicial Proceedings   


 


Correctional Services - Eligibility for Parole - Life Imprisonment 
 


   


This bill increases the amount of time that an inmate who has been sentenced to life 


imprisonment, after being convicted of a crime committed on or after October 1, 2020, 


must serve before being eligible for parole consideration from 15 to 25 years, or its 


equivalent considering allowances for diminution credits.  


   


 


Fiscal Summary 
 


State Effect:  The bill has no immediate impact on State finances. In future years, 


general fund incarceration expenditures may increase, as discussed below. 


  


Local Effect:  None.  


  


Small Business Effect:  None.  


  


 


Analysis 
 


Current Law:   
 


Parole 


 


The Maryland Parole Commission (MPC) has the exclusive power to authorize the parole 


of an inmate in State correctional facilities. The Patuxent Board of Review (PBR) has the 


exclusive power to recommend an inmate of the Patuxent Institution for parole to the 


Secretary of Public Safety and Correctional Services or the Governor. The parole of any 


person serving a parole-eligible term of life in either a State correctional facility or the 


Patuxent Institution requires the approval of the Governor.  


Note:  Hearing testimony on Jan. 14 revealed that currently one convicted of 1st degree murder is parole eligible
after serving less time than a person convicted of 2nd degree murder.



http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2020RS/fnotes/bil_0006/sb0036.pdf





    


SB 36/ Page 2 


A person sentenced to a term of incarceration of six months or more is entitled to a 


parole hearing after having served one-fourth of the term or consecutive terms. A person 


serving a sentence for a third or subsequent felony drug crime committed on or after 


October 1, 2017, or for a crime of violence is not entitled to a parole hearing until after 


having served one-half of the term. Certain persons are not eligible for parole while serving 


a mandatory minimum sentence. A person sentenced to life imprisonment is not eligible 


for parole consideration until that person has served 15 years. Under specified 


circumstances, a person sentenced to life imprisonment for first-degree murder is not 


eligible for parole consideration until that person has served 25 years. An inmate sentenced 


to life imprisonment without the possibility of parole is not eligible for parole consideration 


and may not be granted parole at any time during the inmate’s sentence. This does not 


restrict the authority of the Governor to pardon or remit any part of a sentence.  


 


Chapter 299 of 2008 established medical parole as a form of release from incarceration in 


a State or local correctional facility for incapacitated inmates who, as a result of a medical 


or mental health condition, disease, or syndrome, pose no danger to public safety. 


Chapter 515 of 2016 requires that, if MPC decides to grant medical parole, the decision be 


transmitted to the Governor. The Governor is then required to disapprove a 


recommendation for medical parole within 180 days of the decision by MPC. If the 


Governor does not disapprove the decision within that timeframe, the decision to grant 


parole becomes effective. 


 


If eligible for parole, an inmate serving a life term may only be paroled with the approval 


of the Governor. Chapter 623 of 2011 provided that if MPC or PBR decides to grant parole 


to an inmate sentenced to life imprisonment who has served 25 years without application 


of diminution credits, the decision must be transmitted to the Governor, who may 


disapprove the decision in writing within 180 days. However, if the Governor does not 


disapprove the decision within that timeframe, the decision to grant parole becomes 


effective. For individuals whose parole recommendation was pending approval by the 


Governor on October 1, 2011, and who had served 25 years without consideration for 


diminution credits, the Governor had 180 days after that date to disapprove the 


recommendation or the parole became effective. 


 


Chapter 623 retained provisions requiring gubernatorial approval for parole of an eligible 


person or inmate serving a term of life imprisonment who has served 15 years considering 


allowances for diminution credits (or 25 years in the case of a person whose case started as 


a death penalty proceeding). 
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Diminution Credits 


 


Generally, inmates sentenced to a State correctional facility are entitled to earn diminution 


of confinement credits to reduce the lengths of their incarcerations. The following types of 


inmates may not earn diminution credits: 


 


 an inmate who is serving a sentence for first- or second-degree rape or sexual 


offense against a victim younger than 16; 


 


 an inmate who is serving a repeat sentence for third-degree sexual offense against a 


victim younger than 16; and 


 


 an inmate imprisoned for a lifetime sexual offender supervision violation. 
 


In addition, an inmate whose mandatory supervision release has been revoked may not be 


awarded any new diminution credits on the term of confinement for which the inmate was 


on mandatory supervision release. 


 


Diminution credits are deducted from an inmate’s “term of confinement,” which is defined 


as (1) the length of the sentence, for a single sentence or (2) the period from the first day 


of the sentence that begins first through the last day of the sentence that ends last, for 


concurrent sentences, partially concurrent sentences, consecutive sentences, or a 


combination of concurrent and consecutive sentences. 


 


Diminution credits are made for good conduct, work tasks, education, and special projects 


or programs.  


 


State Expenditures:  The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 


(DPSCS) has advised in the past that parole eligibility does not necessarily result in a parole 


release, especially for inmates serving life sentences. Under current law, inmates sentenced 


to life imprisonment must serve 15 years minus diminution credits or 25 years minus 


diminution credits (for cases in which a life without parole or death sentence was sought, 


but not imposed by the court) to be eligible for parole.   


 


According to DPSCS, in fiscal 2019, 35 inmates entered State correctional facilities given 


a sentence of life that are eligible for parole in 15 years. Although DPSCS is unable to 


reliably predict the pace of potential parole approvals by MPC under the bill, parole of such 


inmates still requires approval of the Governor.  


 


Generally, governors have denied parole to all persons serving a life term. MPC has 


advised that the commission has only paroled one individual who was serving a life 


sentence of less than 25 years. However, a news report in November 2019 stated that 
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Governor Lawrence J.  Hogan, Jr. paroled 3 individuals who were given life sentences as 


juveniles. Additionally, recent information provided by the Governor’s Office indicates 


that Governor Hogan has paroled 16 individuals serving life sentences, whether by 


approving their parole or allowing parole to go into effect without his approval. 


 


While the bill has no fiscal impact within the next five years, there may be an increase in 


incarceration expenditures beginning in 2035 (not taking into account any potential 


diminution credits), when inmates who otherwise might be released on parole will remain 


incarcerated for longer periods of time under the bill. In addition, some initial parole 


hearings may be delayed under the bill, but any impact on parole hearings is not anticipated 


to materially affect State expenditures at that time.  


 


 


Additional Information 
 


Prior Introductions:  SB 150 of 2019 received a hearing in the Senate Judicial 


Proceedings Committee, but no further action was taken. SB 225 of 2018, a similar bill, 


received a hearing in the Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee, but no further action was 


taken. 


  


 


Cross File:  None. 


 


Information Source(s):  Governor’s Office; Maryland State Commission on Criminal 


Sentencing Policy; Judiciary (Administrative Office of the Courts); Office of the Public 


Defender; Maryland State’s Attorneys’ Association; Department of Public Safety and 


Correctional Services; The Washington Post; Department of Legislative Services 


 


Fiscal Note History:  First Reader - January 10, 2020 


 rh/lgc 


 


Analysis by:   Thomas S. Elder  Direct Inquiries to: 


(410) 946-5510 


(301) 970-5510 
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Synopsis Altering the definition of "regulated firearm" to include the Anderson Manufacturing .223


caliber AM-15 and .300 caliber AM-15.
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Details Bill File Type: Pre-Filed


Effective Date(s): October 1, 2020
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File Code
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2 of 3 2/13/2020, 2:23 PM


D-13 Montgomery County



http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0039?ys=2020RS
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Department of Legislative Services 
Maryland General Assembly 


2020 Session 
 


FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE 


First Reader 


Senate Bill 39 (Senator Waldstreicher) 


Judicial Proceedings   


 


Public Safety - Regulated Firearm - Definition 
 


   


 


This bill alters the definition of “regulated firearm” to include Anderson Manufacturing 


.223 caliber AM-15 and .300 caliber AM-15 rifles, thus including the rifles within the 


definition of an “assault long gun” and prohibiting their possession if purchased after 


October 1, 2013. 


   


 


Fiscal Summary 
 


State Effect:  Since it is assumed that the bill applies in a limited number of cases, State 


finances are not materially affected. 


  


Local Effect:  Since it is assumed that the bill applies in a limited number of cases, local 


government finances are not materially affected.      


  


Small Business Effect:  Minimal.     


  


 


Analysis 
 


Current Law:  Title 5 of the Public Safety Article regulates firearms and handguns in the 


State. A regulated firearm is any handgun or any of the 45 assault weapons (or copies) 


identified in that article (with the specific exception of the Colt AR-15 Sporter H-BAR 


rifle). The Firearm Safety Act of 2013 (Chapter 427) modified and expanded the regulation 


of firearms, firearms dealers, and ammunition in Maryland and made changes to related 


mental health restrictions on the possession of firearms. Among other things, the Act 


extended the scope of assault pistol prohibitions to all assault weapons, created a new 


More banning of "assault weapons"



http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2020RS/fnotes/bil_0009/sb0039.pdf
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licensing scheme for handguns under the authority of the Department of State Police 


(DSP), and imposed restrictions on ammunition.  


 


Among its many provisions, the Act created a definition of “assault weapon,” 


encompassing assault pistols, assault long guns, and copycat weapons. The Act applied 


existing prohibitions relating to assault pistols to all assault weapons. With specified 


exceptions, transporting, possessing, selling, offering to sell, transferring, purchasing, or 


receiving any assault weapon is prohibited. A violator is guilty of a misdemeanor and on 


conviction subject to maximum penalties of three years imprisonment and/or a $5,000 fine.  


 


A person who lawfully possessed an assault pistol before June 1, 1994, and who registered 


the pistol with DSP before August 1, 1994, may continue to possess and transport the 


assault pistol. A person who lawfully possessed, had a purchase order for, or completed an 


application to purchase an assault long gun or a copycat weapon before October 1, 2013, 


is allowed to continue to possess and transport the weapon. A licensed firearms dealer may 


continue to possess, sell, offer for sale, or transfer an assault long gun or a copycat weapon 


that the dealer lawfully possessed on or before October 1, 2013. Chapter 427 also clarified 


when the inheritance of a prohibited assault weapon is permitted.  


 


Background:  In Kolbe v. Hogan (formerly Kolbe v. O’Malley), 13-cv-2841, U.S. District 


Court, Maryland (Baltimore), a group of individual and organizational plaintiffs challenged 


the assault weapons and large-capacity magazine bans enacted as part of the Act. 


The plaintiffs contended that the bans violate the Second Amendment by precluding the 


plaintiffs from possessing commonly owned firearms for self-defense purposes. The 


plaintiffs also contended that the bans violate their due process rights because the definition 


of assault long guns is imprecise and vague and that the exemption in the law applicable to 


retired law enforcement officers violates the equal protection clause. On August 12, 2014, 


the District Court awarded summary judgment in favor of the defendants on all of the 


plaintiffs’ claims. On September 9, 2014, the plaintiffs filed a notice of appeal. On 


February 4, 2016, a three-judge panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit 


concluded that the semiautomatic weapons and high-capacity magazines banned by the 


Firearm Safety Act “are in common use by law-abiding citizens.” As a result, the panel 


concluded that they do not fall under the exception to the right to bear arms that applies to 


“unusual” weapons such as machine guns and hand grenades. On February 16, 2016, the 


defendants filed a petition for rehearing en banc. On March 4, 2016, the Fourth Circuit 


issued an order granting the motion for the full hearing. Arguments before the full court in 


Richmond, Virginia, were heard on May 11, 2016. A divided panel of the Fourth Circuit 


affirmed the judgment of the District Court. On July 21, 2017, the plaintiffs filed a petition 


for writ of certiorari with the U.S. Supreme Court. The petition was denied 


November 27, 2017.  
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Additional Information 
 


Prior Introductions:  None. 


 


Designated Cross File:  None. 


 


Information Source(s):  Maryland State Commission on Criminal Sentencing Policy; 


Judiciary (Administrative Office of the Courts); Office of the Public Defender; Maryland 


State’s Attorneys’ Association; Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services; 


Department of State Police; Department of Legislative Services 


 


Fiscal Note History:  First Reader - January 13, 2020 


 mr/lgc 


 


Analysis by:   Thomas S. Elder  Direct Inquiries to: 


(410) 946-5510 


(301) 970-5510 
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H.J.Res.79 - Removing the deadline for the ratification of the equal rights
amendment.
116th Congress (2019-2020) | Get alerts


Sponsor: Rep. Speier, Jackie [D-CA-14] (Introduced 11/08/2019)


Committees: House - Judiciary | Senate - Judiciary


Committee Reports: H. Rept. 116-378


Latest Action: Senate - 02/13/2020 Received in the Senate and Read twice and referred to the Committee on the


Judiciary.  (All Actions)


Roll Call Votes: There has been 1 roll call vote


Tracker: Introduced Passed House Passed Senate To President Became Law


Summary(2) Text(3) Actions(18) Titles(1) Amendments(1) Cosponsors(224) Committees(2) Related Bills(3)


There are 2 summaries for H.J.Res.79. Reported to House (01/16/2020)


Bill summaries are authored by CRS.


Shown Here:


Reported to House (01/16/2020)


This joint resolution eliminates the deadline for the ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment, which prohibits discrimination based on


sex. The amendment was proposed to the states in House Joint Resolution 208 of the 92nd Congress, as agreed to in the Senate on


March 22, 1972. The amendment shall be part of the Constitution whenever ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the states.


H.J.Res.79 - 116th Congress (2019-2020): Removing the deadline for the... https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-joint-resolution/79


1 of 1 2/14/2020, 12:22 PM



https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-joint-resolution/79
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Is the Equal Rights Amendment Back from


the Dead? | National Review 
By John McCormack  |  November 21, 2019 


The U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, D.C., June 11, 2018 (Erin
Schaff/Reuters)


It would bring disaster to the pro-life cause


The United States of America could be mere weeks away from adding the first new
amendment to her constitution in a generation, according to some liberal legal
theorists and the mainstream media. 


Remember the Equal Rights Amendment? In 1972, Congress sent the amendment,
which declares that “equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged
by the United States or by any State on account of sex,” to the states for ratification.
In short order, many states ratified it, but then Phyllis Schlafly and friends began
warning their countrymen and countrywomen about all sorts of unintended
consequences — from conscripting women into war to ending single-sex public
restrooms — and ratification efforts ground to a halt.


Thirty-five state legislatures had passed the ERA — three states short of the three-


Is the Equal Rights Amendment Back from the Dead? | National Review https://www.nationalreview.com/magazine/2019/12/09/is-the-equal-right...


1 of 4 2/14/2020, 12:39 PM


Link



https://www.nationalreview.com/magazine/2019/12/09/is-the-equal-rights-amendment-back-from-the-dead/
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fourths required for adoption — before the amendment’s deadline for ratification
expired on March 22, 1979. In 1978, a simple majority of Congress purported to
extend the deadline attached to the amendment until 1982, but the Supreme Court
never ruled on the constitutionality of Congress’s action because no more states
ratified the amendment.


Four decades later, the Equal Rights Amendment is nonetheless very much alive —
or at least very much undead — according to congressional Democrats.


“Congressional Democrats to Revive Equal Rights Amendment Push,” read a New
York Times headline on November 7. “The Equal Rights Amendment Is an Artifact
No More,” The Atlantic declared on November 8.


Why after so many years are Democrats attempting to exhume the ERA? Liberal legal
activists have promoted the theory that the seven-year deadline that a supermajority
of Congress attached to the ERA in 1972 either is invalid or may be lifted ex post
facto by a simple majority of Congress. And issues that once made the ERA toxic —
from taxpayer funding of elective abortion to transgender rights — no longer split the
Democratic party. 


In recent years, Democratic state legislatures have acted on the theory that the 1972
ERA is still alive. The Nevada legislature passed it in 2017. Illinois followed suit in
2018. What brought the ERA back into the news this month were the elections that
flipped Virginia’s legislature from Republican to Democratic control. Virginia
Democrats have promised to pass the ERA when they take power in January 2020.


“We fully anticipate that there will be a Supreme Court decision involved in this,”
Krista Niles of the Alice Paul Institute, a major backer of the ERA, told the New York
Times. “Both sides of the argument have lawyers waiting to file their amicus briefs at
any moment that the 38th state does ratify.”


But it simply defies logic that a simple majority of Congress may now alter the terms
of an amendment passed by a constitutionally required supermajority of Congress in
1972. Michael Stokes Paulsen of the University of St. Thomas called that theory
“frivolous” in a letter to Congress. As he wrote in The Yale Law Journal in 1993:


Any change in the terms of the original amendment proposal logically
invalidates the ratifications of states that had voted for the earlier version.
By changing the terms of the earlier amendment proposal — by adopting
new legislation — Congress in effect proposes an entirely new
constitutional amendment (albeit largely identical in substance),
requiring the states to start all over again with new ratifications. 


The theory that Congress lacks the power to attach any deadline to a constitutional
amendment “is legally preposterous — utterly meritless to the point of foolishness,”
Paulsen wrote to Congress this year.


Those who contend that the 1972 ERA did not expire in 1979 toss out several red
herrings. They point out that adoption of the most recent amendment to the United
States Constitution took 203 years: the 27th Amendment, also known as the
“Madison Amendment,” which forbids congressional pay raises to take effect until
after a new election takes place, was proposed in 1789 and adopted in 1992. The key
difference between the Madison Amendment and the Equal Rights Amendment is
that the Madison Amendment did not have any deadline attached to it. 


Is the Equal Rights Amendment Back from the Dead? | National Review https://www.nationalreview.com/magazine/2019/12/09/is-the-equal-right...
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“You don’t have to impose a ratification deadline if you don’t want to, but if you do, it
sticks,” Professor Elizabeth P. Foley of Florida International University said in
congressional testimony earlier this year. While the news pages of the New York
Times recently informed readers that “constitutional amendments don’t normally
have ratification deadlines,” Foley correctly observed that “every amendment
proposed by Congress since 1917 (beginning with the Eighteenth Amendment) has
contained an express seven-year ratification deadline.” As Foley noted, the Madison
Amendment is an outlier in the Constitution; every other amendment was ratified in
less than four years.


ERA advocates grasp at straws when they argue that the ERA’s deadline is invalid
because it is not included in the text of the amendment, only in the preamble. A
Congressional Research Service report notes that Congress, “having determined that
inclusion of the time limit within [the amendment’s] body ‘cluttered up’ the
proposal,” consequently “placed the limit in the preamble, rather than in the body of
the amendment itself.”


“Congress can put a deadline in its enacting legislation or it can put it right in the
constitutional amendment. There’s no material difference in terms of when the
proposal itself expires,” Paulsen tells National Review. “Congress is the master of its
proposals and can attach whatever conditions substantively to the period of
ratification [that] it wishes.” 


Paulsen is confident that the Supreme Court would not recognize adoption of the
ERA if Virginia passed it. “I could say with virtual certainty that Kagan and Breyer,
for sure, and Ginsburg and Sotomayor, probably, would find the argument frivolous
and without substantial merit. Clearly, all the conservative justices would vote that
way,” he says. “There is no reasonable chance in the world that the Equal Rights
Amendment would be held to have been validly adopted when the proposal expired
by its own terms at least 35 years ago.”


If Paulsen is right, the current effort to ratify the ERA looks more like Weekend at
Bernie’s than a zombie-horror flick: Democrats are parading around a dead
amendment and pretending it is alive, in order to raise money and attack
Republicans as opponents of women’s equality.


Yet not everyone views the issue as Paulsen does. 


The notion that the ERA needs only one more state and possibly an act of Congress
for its adoption is taken seriously by virtually all congressional Democrats and even a
few Republicans, including senators Lisa Murkowski of Alaska and Susan Collins of
Maine. “Having the Equal Rights Amendment deadline removed would be
symbolically a great thing for us to do this year,” Collins recently told the Wall Street
Journal. “It would be particularly appropriate because this is the 100th anniversary
of the Senate approving the 19th amendment, which affirmed the right of women to
vote.”


During a House Judiciary Committee hearing on the Equal Rights Amendment
earlier this year, Democratic witness Kathleen Sullivan, former dean of Stanford Law
School, argued that “Congress should view itself as lacking the constitutional
authority to fetter the ratification process of the states” with any deadline “and
certainly as having the authority to lift its own self-imposed deadlines.”


Sullivan made at least one demonstrably false claim while advocating for the ERA.
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Lisa Murkowski of Alaska and Susan Collins of
Maine. “Having the Equal Rights Amendment deadline removed would be
symbolically a great thing for us to do this year,” 







“The ERA is a totally separate issue from abortion,” Sullivan told Congress. “In those
countries with ERAs and in those states with ERAs, the passage of the ERA has not
changed the law of abortion.” 


In fact, notes Douglas Johnson of the National Right to Life Committee, the New
Mexico supreme court unanimously held that the state’s Equal Rights Amendment,
nearly identical to the federal one, required the state’s Medicaid program to fund
elective abortions. NARAL and the National Organization for Women openly
acknowledge that the federal ERA would likely require almost all existing pro-life
laws to be struck down. 


Much remains unknown about exactly how the courts will handle the matter. The
Supreme Court has never ruled on whether states may rescind ratification, as five
states did with the ERA. A district court ruled in 1981 that Idaho acted lawfully when
it rescinded ratification, but the Supreme Court declined to take up the case because
the deadlines to pass the ERA (both the original 1979 deadline attached to the
amendment and the constitutionally dubious extension) had expired and the issue
was moot.


But one thing that is clear is that resurrecting a zombie Equal Rights Amendment
would have disastrous consequences for the pro-life cause, and pro-life leaders don’t
want to take any chances. “The 1972 ERA died 40 years ago. The Supreme Court
could not possibly rule that this ERA has been resurrected and ratified without doing
violence to the text and history of Article V, and opening the door to other
manipulations of the constitutional amendment process by simple majorities in
future Congresses,” Johnson of the National Right to Life Committee tells NR in an
email. “Still, complacency is unwise — after all, we have seen before some justices
apparently swayed by extra-constitutional factors such as perceived expectations,
image-protection, and the like — and we cannot know how the Court’s makeup may
change in the years just ahead.”
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nearly identical to the federal one, required the state’s Medicaid program to fund
elective abortions. NARAL and the National Organization for Women openly
acknowledge that the federal ERA would likely require almost all existing pro-life
laws to be struck down.








FINAL VOTE RESULTS FOR ROLL CALL 70
(Democrats in roman; Republicans in italic; Independents underlined)


H J RES 79      YEA-AND-NAY      13-Feb-2020      11:19 AM
QUESTION:  On Passage
BILL TITLE: Removing the deadline for the ratification of the equal rights amendment


YEAS NAYS PRES NV


DEMOCRATIC 227 5


REPUBLICAN 5 182 10


INDEPENDENT 1


TOTALS 232 183 15


---- YEAS    232 ---


Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragán
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cárdenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)


Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim


Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Reed
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sánchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
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Reed
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Brown (MD)
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Sarbanes
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Ruppersberger




Chuck

Highlight

Raskin








Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Curtis
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Davis, Rodney
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gallego
Garamendi
García (IL)
Garcia (TX)


Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Luján
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney, Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O'Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez


Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small (NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velázquez
Visclosky
Wasserman Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth


---- NAYS    183 ---
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Curtis




Chuck

Highlight

Davis, Rodney
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Fitzpatrick
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Van Drew
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Trone








Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (NC)
Bishop (UT)
Bost
Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline
Cloud
Cole
Collins (GA)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crenshaw
Davidson (OH)
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann


Gosar
Granger
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Katko
Keller
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kustoff (TN)
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta
Lesko
Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marshall
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley


Palazzo
Palmer
Pence
Perry
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney (FL)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer
Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil
Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Timmons
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
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Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden


Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Murphy (NC)
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes
Olson


Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoho
Young
Zeldin


---- NOT VOTING    15 ---


Adams
Byrne
Crawford
Gabbard
Graves (GA)


Kinzinger
Kirkpatrick
LaHood
Marchant
Mast


Mullin
Payne
Welch
Wilson (SC)
Wright
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H.R.3 - Elijah E. Cummings Lower Drug Costs Now Act
116th Congress (2019-2020) | Get alerts


Sponsor: Rep. Pallone, Frank, Jr. [D-NJ-6] (Introduced 09/19/2019)


Committees: House - Energy and Commerce; Ways and Means; Education and Labor


Committee Meetings: 10/22/19 9:30AM 10/17/19 10:15AM


Committee Reports: H. Rept. 116-324,Part 1; H. Rept. 116-324,Part 2; H. Rept. 116-324,Part 3


Latest Action: Senate - 12/16/2019 Received in the Senate.  (All Actions)


Roll Call Votes: There have been 7 roll call votes


Notes: A page containing a Rules Committee print dated December 6, 2019, and comparisons to each of the reporting


committees' documents is available.


Tracker: Introduced Passed House Passed Senate To President Became Law


Summary(1) Text(3) Actions(80) Titles(7) Amendments(12) Cosponsors(106) Committees(3) Related Bills(25)


There is one summary for H.R.3. Bill summaries are authored by CRS.


Shown Here:


Introduced in House (09/19/2019)


Lower Drug Costs Now Act of 2019


This bill establishes several programs and requirements relating to the prices of prescription drugs.


In particular, the bill requires the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) to negotiate prices for certain drugs (current law prohibits


the CMS from doing so). Specifically, the CMS must negotiate maximum prices for (1) insulin products; and (2) at least 25 single source,


brand-name drugs that do not have generic competition and that are among the 125 drugs that account for the greatest national spending or


the 125 drugs that account for the greatest spending under the Medicare prescription drug benefit and Medicare Advantage (MA). The


negotiated prices must be offered under Medicare and MA, and may also be offered under private health insurance unless the insurer opts out.


The negotiated maximum price may not exceed (1) 120% of the average price in Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Japan, and the United


Kingdom; or (2) if such information is not available, 85% of the U.S. average manufacturer price. Drug manufacturers that fail to comply with


the bill's negotiation requirements are subject to civil and tax penalties.


The bill also makes a series of additional changes to Medicare prescription drug coverage and pricing. Among other things, the bill (1) requires


drug manufacturers to issue rebates to the CMS for covered drugs that cost $100 or more and for which the average manufacturer price


increases faster than inflation; and (2) reduces the annual out-of-pocket spending threshold, and eliminates beneficiary cost-sharing above this


threshold, under the Medicare prescription drug benefit.
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International Pricing Index stifles newer, more effective treatments 
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Illustration on the folly of drug price controls by Linas Garsys/The Washington Times more > 


By Brian McNicoll - - Monday, February 10, 2020 


ANALYSIS/OPINION: 


Life expectancy has creeped up to near 80 years old in the United States. 


For women, it's already almost 82. Those 85 and over are the fastest-


growing sector of the population — jumping from about 100,000 in 1900 to 


5.5 million in 2010. 
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expect to see 84. An 84-year-old can expect to make it to 92. 


Some of this is because of better food, safer housing and fewer wars. But a 


lot of it has to do with science. Research has helped us learn more about 


personal wellness, emotional and physical self-care and how to maximize 


the benefits of exercise. It also has brought us to thousands of drugs that 


have addressed our maladies and set us on the course to healthier lives. 


Because the research is done in the United States by U.S. firms, Americans 


get first crack at many of these treatments — and the only crack for years in 


some cases. We sometimes pay a little more because we're funding the 


research, but what we receive — access to the newest, most effective drugs 


long before people elsewhere in the world — balances it out. 


This grand bargain is under threat, though. Under a rule proposed by the 


Department of Health and Human Services, prices for drugs administered in 


doctors' offices and hospitals under Medicare Part B would be 


benchmarked to prices set by governments in 14 countries, including 


Austria, Ireland, Greece, the Czech Republic and others. 


This International Pricing Index would import price controls from other 


countries — some of which have significant, even overwhelming, influence 
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by government on the price structure. It would force drug companies to sell 


to Medicare Part B at prices designed to match those kept low in other 


countries by government subsidies. 


This would force a race to the bottom to find the cheapest — which usually 


means oldest — drugs in the market and use them over newer, more 


effective treatments. And the effects could be dramatic. 


One study found that if the United States had employed drug pricing 


schemes similar to those in Australia, Canada, France, South Korea and the 


United Kingdom — three of whom would be part of the proposed 


International Pricing Index — the gain in life years from innovative cancer 


treatments would be cut in half. 


The Trump administration seemed to understand this in 2018, when the 


Department of Health and Human Services wrote in a report that "Such 


price controls, combined with the threat of market lockout or intellectual 


property infringement, prevent drug companies from charging market rates 


for their products while delaying the availability of new cures to patients 


living in countries implementing these policies." 


But with elections approaching and members of Congress wanting to be 


able to tell voters they did something about high drug prices, the pressure 


has intensified to put some kind of pricing program in place. 


The House of Representatives passed a sweeping measure in the fall that 


would change the structure of the Medicare Part D prescription benefit for 


seniors, control drug price increases within Medicare that outpace inflation 


and give the federal government the power to negotiate prescription drug 


prices directly for both Medicare and the private market. 
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to Medicare Part B at prices designed to match those kept low in other
countries by government subsidies.
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But Part D is the rare government program whose costs haven't spiraled out 


of control. Taxpayers spent less on it in 2018 than they did in 2015, and 


much of the reason is because the government is not allowed to negotiate 


drug prices. As a result of this and other provisions, the measure has only 


Democratic support and could not become law. 


The Senate Finance Committee has approved a package put forth by 


Chairman Chuck Grassley, Iowa Republican, and Ranking Member Ron 


Wyden, Oregon Democrat, but Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell has 


said he does not support that legislation either. This normally would mean 


the end of the legislation for this Congress, but it's an election year and 


pressure could mount as lawmakers look to show they did something to 


help lower drug prices. 


Congress should focus on what it does agree on and what will help the 


country. The International Pricing Index qualifies on neither front. 


• Brian McNicoll, a freelance writer based in Alexandria, Virginia, is a former 


senior writer for The Heritage Foundation and former director of 


communications for the House Committee on Oversight and Government 


Reform. 


Copyright © 2020 The Washington Times, LLC. Click here for reprint 


permission. 


4 of 4 2/11/2020, 6:36 PM 


Why America's race to import European price controls for prescription d... https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2020/feb/10/why-americas-race...


4 of 4 2/11/2020, 6:36 PM







FINAL VOTE RESULTS FOR ROLL CALL 682
(Democrats in roman; Republicans in italic; Independents underlined)


H R 3      YEA-AND-NAY      12-Dec-2019      2:08 PM
QUESTION:  On Passage
BILL TITLE: Elijah E. Cummings Lower Drug Costs Now Act


YEAS NAYS PRES NV


DEMOCRATIC 228 4


REPUBLICAN 2 191 4


INDEPENDENT 1


TOTALS 230 192 8


---- YEAS    230 ---


Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragán
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cárdenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver


Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Herrera Beutler
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick


Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sánchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
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Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gallego
Garamendi
García (IL)
Garcia (TX)


Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Luján
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney, Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O'Halleran


Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small (NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velázquez
Visclosky
Wasserman Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth


---- NAYS    192 ---


Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong


Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith


Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence
Perry
Posey


Final Vote Results for Roll Call 682 http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2019/roll682.xml


2 of 4 2/11/2020, 7:07 PM


is now a Republican



Chuck

Highlight

Trone




Chuck

Rectangle

Underwood
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Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (NC)
Bishop (UT)
Bost
Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline
Cloud
Cole
Collins (GA)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher


Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Katko
Keller
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta
Lesko
Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)


Ratcliffe
Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer
Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil
Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Timmons
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
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Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden


Mullin
Murphy (NC)
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes


Woodall
Wright
Yoho
Young
Zeldin


---- NOT VOTING    8 ---


Burchett
Gabbard
Gosar


Hunter
Lewis
Lieu, Ted


Rooney (FL)
Serrano
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H.R.5038 - Farm Workforce Modernization Act of 2019
116th Congress (2019-2020) | Get alerts


Sponsor: Rep. Lofgren, Zoe [D-CA-19] (Introduced 11/12/2019)


Committees: House - Judiciary; Ways and Means; Education and Labor; Financial Services | Senate - Judiciary


Committee Reports: H. Rept. 116-328


Latest Action: Senate - 12/12/2019 Received in the Senate and Read twice and referred to the Committee on the


Judiciary.  (All Actions)


Roll Call Votes: There have been 2 roll call votes


Tracker: Introduced Passed House Passed Senate To President Became Law


Summary(3) Text(4) Actions(30) Titles(7) Amendments(1) Cosponsors(62) Committees(5) Related Bills(4)


There are 3 summaries for H.R.5038. Passed House (12/11/2019)


Bill summaries are authored by CRS.


Shown Here:


Passed House (12/11/2019)


Farm Workforce Modernization Act of 2019


This bill contains provisions related to alien farmworkers, including provisions establishing a certified agricultural worker (CAW) status


and changing the H-2A temporary worker program.


The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) may grant CAW status to an applying alien who (1) performed at least 1,035 hours of


agricultural labor during the two-year period prior to November 12, 2019, (2) on that date was inadmissible, deportable, or under a grant


of deferred enforced departure or temporary protected status, and (3) has been continuously present in the United States from that date


until receiving CAW status. The bill imposes additional crime-related inadmissibility grounds on CAW applicants and makes some other


grounds inapplicable.


CAW status shall be valid for 5.5 years and may be extended. DHS may grant dependent status to the spouse or children of a principal


alien.


An alien with a pending application may not be detained or removed by DHS and shall be authorized for employment until DHS makes


a final decision on the application.


A CAW alien (and dependents) may apply for lawful permanent resident status after meeting various requirements, including performing


a certain amount of agricultural labor for a number of years.


DHS shall create an electronic platform for (1) filing H-2A petitions, (2) facilitating the processing of H-2A cases, and (3) providing


agencies a single tool for obtaining H-2A-related case information.


The bill makes various changes to the H-2A program, such as (1) modifying the method for calculating and making adjustments to the


H-2A worker minimum wage, (2) specifying how an employer may satisfy requirements that it attempted to recruit U.S. workers, (3)


requiring H-2A employers to guarantee certain minimum work hours, and (4) making the program available for year-round agricultural


work and reserving a visa allocation for the dairy industry.


DHS shall establish a pilot program allowing certain H-2A workers to apply for portable status, which gives the worker 60 days after


leaving a position to secure new employment with a registered H-2A employer.


DHS shall establish an electronic system patterned on the E-Verify Program for employers to verify an individual's identity and


employment authorization. Employers hiring individuals for agricultural employment must use the system.


This bill permanently establishes the Housing Preservation and Revitalization Program, which provides financing assistance for rural


rental housing and off-farm labor housing and rental assistance for qualified tenants of such housing. It also authorizes the Department


of Agriculture to provide various assistance, including funding for insuring loans and grants for new farmworker housing.
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H.R.5038 - Farm Workforce Modernization Act of 2019
116th Congress (2019-2020) | Get alerts


Sponsor: Rep. Lofgren, Zoe [D-CA-19] (Introduced 11/12/2019)


Committees: House - Judiciary; Ways and Means; Education and Labor; Financial Services | Senate - Judiciary


Committee Reports: H. Rept. 116-328


Latest Action: Senate - 12/12/2019 Received in the Senate and Read twice and referred to the Committee on the


Judiciary.  (All Actions)


Roll Call Votes: There have been 2 roll call votes


Tracker: Introduced Passed House Passed Senate To President Became Law


Summary(3) Text(4) Actions(30) Titles(7) Amendments(1) Cosponsors(62) Committees(5) Related Bills(4)


Sponsor: Rep. Lofgren, Zoe [D-CA-19] | Cosponsor statistics: 62 current - includes 49 original


Refined by:


* = Original cosponsor


Cosponsor Date Cosponsored


Rep. Newhouse, Dan [R-WA-4]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Simpson, Michael K. [R-ID-2]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Diaz-Balart, Mario [R-FL-25]* 11/12/2019


Rep. LaMalfa, Doug [R-CA-1]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Amodei, Mark E. [R-NV-2]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Baird, James R. [R-IN-4]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Brooks, Susan W. [R-IN-5]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Cole, Tom [R-OK-4]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Curtis, John R. [R-UT-3]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Davis, Rodney [R-IL-13]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Gibbs, Bob [R-OH-7]* 11/12/2019


Rep. McMorris Rodgers, Cathy [R-WA-5]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Mitchell, Paul [R-MI-10]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Nunes, Devin [R-CA-22]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Reed, Tom [R-NY-23]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Stefanik, Elise M. [R-NY-21]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Stivers, Steve [R-OH-15]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Upton, Fred [R-MI-6]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Young, Don [R-AK-At Large]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Walden, Greg [R-OR-2]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Fitzpatrick, Brian K. [R-PA-1]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Smucker, Lloyd [R-PA-11]* 11/12/2019


Party : Republican 
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Cosponsor Date Cosponsored


Rep. Tipton, Scott R. [R-CO-3]* 11/12/2019


Rep. Stewart, Chris [R-UT-2] 11/21/2019


Rep. King, Peter T. [R-NY-2] 12/03/2019


Party


Cosponsors by U.S. State or Territory


Democratic [37] Republican [25]


New York [3] California [2] Indiana [2] Michigan [2] Ohio [2] Pennsylvania [2] Utah [2] Washington [2] Alaska [1] Colorado [1]


Florida [1] Idaho [1] Illinois [1] Nevada [1] Oklahoma [1] Oregon [1]
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Horowitz: Senate Republicans looking to repeat 
1986 amnesty, seeking President Trump’s support:


Sources 
Daniel Horowitz  |  February 17, 2020 


TypoArt BS | Shutterstock


Senator Thom Tillis and other liberal Republicans are hell-bent on turning our rural
communities into pipelines for cartel drug trafficking and criminal aliens. Rather than holding
vote after vote on ridding our communities of sanctuary cities and dangerous criminal alien
gangs and drug traffickers, liberal Republicans like Thom Tillis are working on, amazingly, more
amnesty for illegal aliens. The North Carolina senator evidently doesn’t think that the Tar Heel
State is turning blue like Virginia as quickly as he would like. He also believes that now that he
lied about being tough on illegal immigration in order get Trump’s endorsement and scare away
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a primary challenger, he can go back to screwing his voters.


Two GOP staffers have informed me that Sen. Tillis, along with Sens. James Lankford (R-Okla.)
and Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), began working this Wednesday on an effort to get Trump’s
support for a mass amnesty bill that passed the House last year. Rosemary Jenks, government
relations director of Numbers USA, which is opposing the bill, confirmed to me that those are
the three leaders of the potential bill in the Senate. Conservative HQ, a publication run by
legendary conservative Richard Viguerie, reports that Tillis is expected to be the lead Senate
sponsor and that Vice President Pence’s PAC is rumored to be supporting this bill. I’ve heard the
same from my sources in the Senate as well.


Tillis has already publicly praised the bill, and according to my sources, has met with Agriculture
Secretary Sonny Perdue, along with several other GOP senators, to plan support for the bill.
Notably, nobody from the DHS was present at the meeting to offer the border security
perspective on the bill.


On December 11, House Democrats passed the Orwellian-named Farm Workforce
Modernization Act (H.R. 5038). In plain English, it grants amnesty to every illegal alien in this
country who claims to have worked at least part-time for agriculture and creates an unlimited
agriculture guest worker program for the future to bring in millions of low-skilled workers. The
cultural and fiscal costs are never factored in. It permanently tethers green cards for people
coming in on these H-2 visas to the condition of working in agriculture for 10 years, creating an
indentured servant model that, as Mark Krikorian observes, will prevent farms from ever
modernizing and mechanizing their process because of the boundless flow of cheap labor.


What is so offensive about this bill is that the very reason these people are in the country to
begin with is because we were lied to, including by some of the very same members of Congress
who were there in 1986. Back then, they gave amnesty to 2.7 million illegal aliens, including 1.1
million who worked in agriculture, on the promise that future illegal immigration would be
choked off by prohibiting illegal alien work in America. They pocketed the amnesty and then
turned around and downright blocked enforcement of any of the laws and today are openly
criminalizing enforcement in sanctuary states while encouraging illegal alien employment.


One would think that even Democrats, and certainly Republicans, wouldn’t have the chutzpah to
show their faces before implementing our side of the deal from the last broken promise. Yet as if
we are Charlie Brown with the football, they come with the same amnesty bill designed to reap
the rewards of their insidious disobedience against the terms of the first amnesty.


In December, 34 Republicans supported that bill in the House, along with all but three
Democrats. Undoubtedly, many more agree with the idea but were inclined to vote no as a
minority party.


Curiously, the White House has been silent. Typically, such a transformative and consequential
bill that passes the House would be met by what’s known as a Statement of Administrative
Policy (SAP), expressing the president’s support or threat to veto. One would think Trump would
veto an amnesty in a heartbeat, right? This bill was sponsored by Rep. Zoe Lofgren (D-Calif.),
one of the House impeachment managers!


Well, if conservatives remain silent, that might not be the case. We already know that the
president has permanently retreated from cutting the numbers of legal immigrants and from
mandatory E-Verify, which was taken out of this year’s budget proposal. As with many issues,
there are clearly competing voices within the administration, and if conservatives don’t get to
the president first, the swamp will.


Remember when Thom Tillis suddenly got religion and introduced a bill to allow victims of
criminal aliens to sue sanctuary cities? Although that bill was flawed, the idea behind it was
good. The reason he introduced it was because he had a primary challenger with money. The
minute Tillis secured Trump’s endorsement as being “tough on the border,” he had no need to
push that bill any more, which is why you don’t see it coming up for a vote. Instead, it’s back to
amnesty. The same dynamic played out with Lindsey Graham, who avoided a serious primary
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challenge by getting tough on illegal immigration for a few months.


How many more times will we be fooled?


The push by a North Carolina senator is especially jarring. I’ve reported on numerous cases of
illegal alien sex offenders in North Carolina. According to the Epoch Times, one citizen in North
Carolina collated criminal data from just 30 percent of North Carolina counties and found that
in just the past 18 months, “more than 331 illegal aliens have been charged with 1,172 child rapes
and child sexual assaults.”


Jobs in agriculture are the very magnet that was supposed to be shut off in exchange for the last
amnesty. Why won’t Tillis ever consider the cultural, drug trafficking, and other criminal
problems alongside the quest for cheaper labor? Why such a narrow focus?


The lesson for conservatives is we need to get to Trump before the swamp does. Otherwise, what
is waiting for us on the other side of a victorious November election won’t be very victorious for
the people who most ardently support the president.


Author: Daniel Horowitz


Daniel Horowitz is a senior editor of Conservative Review. Follow him on Twitter
@RMConservative.
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Illegal Immigrants Drive Child Sex Crime Charges
in North Carolina 
By Charlotte Cuthbertson  |  July 17, 2019  updated July 18, 2019 


In North Carolina, during the past 18 months, more than 331 illegal aliens have been charged with 1,172 child 
rapes and child sexual assaults, according to data collected by an independent researcher. 


James Johnson, who tracks the data on his website NCFIRE.info (North Carolinians For Immigration Reform 
and Enforcement), says he is only able to gather data from 30 of the state’s 100 counties, which means it’s 
likely the statewide count is significantly higher. 


Johnson has tracked rapes and sexual assaults on children by illegal aliens since 2013, using original police 
reports and calling arresting agencies to verify immigration status. His data doesn’t cover every month, but for
the 54 months he has recorded, an average of 34 illegal aliens per month were charged with 151 counts of 
raping or sexually assaulting a child in North Carolina. 


Further, a study shows that only 12 percent of child rapes are reported, according to the National Sexual 
Violence Resource Center—meaning the total number could be almost 10 times higher. 


“It’s happening in every state—we just happen to be compiling the information. It’s a mess,” Johnson told 
The Epoch Times. 


“The ones that I cannot confirm as being illegal aliens, I do not put in the reports. So, our reports are 
obviously on the low side every month because we can’t get around to every county, every arrest report, and
we can’t verify every one that we come across.” 


He said that in the last six years, he has only had to pull three reports off the site due to receiving incorrect 
information from the arresting agency. 


National Issue 


No federal database exists publicly for illegal alien crime against children, so it’s difficult to get a handle on 
the severity of the issue nationally. 


But Texas has almost three times the population of North Carolina, and California has almost four times, 
according to Census estimates. 


If the monthly rate of reported child sexual offenses committed by illegal aliens in North Carolina is estimated 
to be 113 illegal aliens charged with around 503 child sexual crimes, that would put Texas at roughly 330 
illegal aliens charged with 1,500 child sex crimes per month, and California at 450 illegal aliens charged with
more than 2,000 crimes against children every month. 


Many Cases 


The crimes listed on the NCFIRE website range from rape to indecent exposure. 


In May, Jeremias Rafael Deleon-Sales was arrested in Hanover County and charged with statutory rape of a 4- 
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to 6-year-old child.


Just last month, in Orange County, Reyes Rivera-Zapata was arrested and charged with first-degree
kidnapping, two counts of first-degree statutory sex offense, and two counts of indecent liberties with a child.


Ignacio Cortez Macedo was convicted in Mecklenburg County in April of three counts of forcible sex offense
on a 13-year-old girl, among other charges.


A man in Guilford County, Miguel Alberto Guerra-alba, was arrested in April and charged with seven counts
of first-degree rape by a guardian.


In January, two illegal aliens were charged with rape of a child under 6 years old; another was charged with
60 felonies, 14 counts of rape with an under-15-year-old and 19 counts of crimes against nature; another man
was charged with molesting five girls aged between 4 and 12.


The impact of sexual abuse on children is usually lifelong and profound, according to a research report by the
National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine.


Sexually abused children often exhibit symptoms including fear, nightmares, post-traumatic stress disorder,
withdrawn behavior, neurotic mental illness, cruelty, delinquency, sexually inappropriate behavior, regressive
behavior, running away, general problem behaviors, and self-injurious behavior, the report states.


‘A Lot Worse Than What People May Think’


Johnson, a retired electrician, said when he first launched the website, he attempted to record all crimes
committed by illegal aliens after he noticed the prevalence.


“It just got to be incredibly difficult and impossible to do. And I wasn’t getting much traction with it as far as
our North Carolina legislators were concerned,” he said. “So I started to think, ‘Well, you know what? These
child rapes, that’s about as bad as it gets. I can’t think of a worse crime. If this doesn’t get their attention, I
don’t know what will.’”


He switched focus in 2013 to sex crimes against children and has spent at least 40 hours a week since on
finding and verifying his information.


Every month, Johnson sends out a report to North Carolina legislators and more than 350 media outlets, “and
it’s crickets—nothing, nobody.”


Johnson said the problem is a lot worse than what people may think, and he blames the government and media
for not highlighting the issue enough.


“If the public knew how much this was actually happening, first of all, they’d be just shocked. And secondly,
I think there would be a revolt,” he said.


He said after six years of sifting through arrest records, he has noticed that illegal aliens rape children four
times more often than U.S. citizens.


“Just from my observations, this specific crime of child rape, illegal aliens tend to commit child rapes at a rate
of four to one, compared to citizens,” Johnson said. He also said more Mexicans are charged with sex crimes
against children in North Carolina, which he puts down to there simply being more illegal aliens from Mexico
in the state.


“We have a lot of agriculture and farms in North Carolina. And that’s where they initially started coming
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from,” he said.


Johnson said the goal of documenting the crimes is to put enough pressure on legislators to enforce
immigration laws. “Just plain and simply. Immigrants are fine, illegal aliens are not.”


In June, more than 3,100 illegal immigrants were apprehended each day by Border Patrol along the southern
border, according to statistics from Customs and Border Protection.


A caravan of around 3,300 individuals that traveled to the U.S.-border from Honduras in January contained at
least 860 criminals who had been convicted in the United States, according to ICE data provided to House
Oversight and Reform Committee Republican members on May 17.


The individuals’ criminal histories included almost 30 convicted of sexual offenses, 20 convicted of assault or
aggravated assault with a deadly weapon, two convicted of violence against law enforcement, and one
convicted of attempted murder.


Rep. Mark Walker (R-N.C.) said he’s concerned about all threats to the security of children and families in
North Carolina, which is partly why he sits on the House Homeland Security Committee.


“The lawlessness that we are seeing at our border, matched with radical calls to abolish our immigration law
enforcement agencies is dangerous and threatens all of our communities,” Walker said via email on July 16.
“Congress needs to secure the border and fix our immigration system, while calling out Democrats who are
completely and irresponsibly absent from those efforts.”


The remainder of North Carolina’s 11 federal representatives and two senators didn’t respond to requests for
comment.


An Immigration and Customs Enforcement agent takes part in an operation to arrest 271 criminal
aliens in Florida, Puerto Rico, and the U. S. Virgin Islands, on March 21, 2018. (ICE)
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Sanctuaries


Six counties in North Carolina have enacted sanctuary policies, which shield illegal aliens from Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE), according to the Center for Immigration Studies, which tracks sanctuary
jurisdictions nationwide. The counties are Buncombe County, Durham County, Forsyth County, Mecklenburg
County, Orange County, and Wake County.


Forsyth County Sheriff Bobby Kimbrough said in February that he won’t honor ICE detainers that request
correctional facilities to hold an illegal alien for up to 48 hours longer so ICE can take custody.


Mecklenburg County Sheriff Garry McFadden goes one step further and also refuses to notify ICE when the
jail is releasing an inmate with a detainer. He says ICE still has access to the jail database and can find that out
for themselves.


So far, during McFadden’s tenure, three illegal aliens have been released from jail despite ICE placing
detainers on them, according to a report released by ICE.


A 40-year-old Guatemalan was arrested and charged in October 2018 for multiple counts of indecent liberties
with a child, rape, and other sex offenses. He was released from the Mecklenburg County Jail in Charlotte,
North Carolina, in March, despite a detainer from ICE being placed soon after his arrest in 2018. ICE has
since tracked him down and detained him.


The jail also arrested a 30-year-old Mexican man for child sex crimes in December 2018 and released him in
January, despite an ICE detainer being placed.


A third case occurred in May, when the Mecklenburg County Jail ignored another ICE detainer and released a
19-year-old Honduran man charged with indecent liberties with a child. He is still at large.


A bill that is currently moving through the state legislature aims to require all local law enforcement to
cooperate with ICE. However, Democratic Gov. Roy Cooper has indicated he will veto the bill, HB370, if it
gets to his desk.


Follow Charlotte on Twitter: @charlottecuthbo
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FINAL VOTE RESULTS FOR ROLL CALL 674
(Democrats in roman; Republicans in italic; Independents underlined)


H R 5038      RECORDED VOTE      11-Dec-2019      6:05 PM
QUESTION:  On Passage
BILL TITLE: Farm Workforce Modernization Act


AYES NOES PRES NV


DEMOCRATIC 226 3 1 3


REPUBLICAN 34 161 2


INDEPENDENT 1


TOTALS 260 165 1 5


---- AYES    260 ---


Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Amodei
Axne
Baird
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Bost
Boyle, Brendan F.
Brindisi
Brooks (IN)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cárdenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy


Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Herrera Beutler
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Hurd (TX)
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Joyce (OH)
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee


Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Reed
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rodgers (WA)
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sánchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
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Brown (MD)
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Hoyer
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Chuck

Highlight

Ruppersberger




Chuck

Highlight

Sarbanes








Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Cole
Connolly
Cook
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Davis, Rodney
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fitzpatrick
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Fulcher


Kilmer
Kim
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
LaMalfa
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Luján
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney, Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McKinley
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Mitchell
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse


Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott, David
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Shimkus
Simpson
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Smucker
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stefanik
Stevens
Stivers
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Tipton
Titus
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small (NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Upton
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velázquez
Visclosky
Walden
Wasserman Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
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Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
García (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez


Newhouse
Norcross
Nunes
O'Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar


Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth
Young


---- NOES    165 ---


Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Balderson
Banks
Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (NC)
Bishop (UT)
Brady
Brooks (AL)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline
Cloud
Collins (GA)
Comer
Conaway
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
DesJarlais


Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (PA)
Keller
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latta
Lesko
Long
Loudermilk
Lucas


Mullin
Murphy (NC)
Norman
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence
Perry
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer
Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Spano
Stauber
Steil
Steube
Stewart
Taylor
Thornberry
Timmons
Turner
Wagner
Walberg
Walker
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Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Golden


Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McAdams
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)


Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright
Yoho
Zeldin


---- ANSWERED “PRESENT”    1 ---


Tlaib


---- NOT VOTING    5 ---


Barragán
Hunter


Lieu, Ted
Rooney (FL)


Serrano
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S.159 - Life at Conception Act of 2019
116th Congress (2019-2020) | Get alerts


Sponsor: Sen. Paul, Rand [R-KY] (Introduced 01/16/2019)


Committees: Senate - Judiciary


Latest Action: Senate - 01/16/2019 Read twice and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.  (All Actions)


Tracker: Introduced Passed Senate Passed House To President Became Law


Summary(1) Text(1) Actions(1) Titles(2) Amendments(0) Cosponsors(14) Committees(1) Related Bills(1)


There is one summary for S.159. Bill summaries are authored by CRS.


Shown Here:


Introduced in Senate (01/16/2019)


Life at Conception Act of 2019


This bill declares that the right to life guaranteed by the Constitution is vested in each human being at all stages of life, including the


moment of fertilization, cloning, or other moment at which an individual comes into being.


Nothing in this bill shall be construed to require the prosecution of any woman for the death of her unborn child, a prohibition on in vitro


fertilization, or a prohibition on use of birth control or another means of preventing fertilization.


S.159 - 116th Congress (2019-2020): Life at Conception Act of 2019 | C... https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/159?s=4&r=29
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Latest Action: Senate - 01/16/2019 Read twice and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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S.159 - Life at Conception Act of 2019
116th Congress (2019-2020) | Get alerts


Sponsor: Sen. Paul, Rand [R-KY] (Introduced 01/16/2019)


Committees: Senate - Judiciary


Latest Action: Senate - 01/16/2019 Read twice and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.  (All Actions)


Tracker: Introduced Passed Senate Passed House To President Became Law


Summary (0) Text (1) Actions (1) Titles (2) Amendments (0) Cosponsors (14) Committees (1) Related Bills (0)


Sponsor: Sen. Paul, Rand [R-KY] | Cosponsor statistics: 14 current - includes 11 original


* = Original cosponsor


Cosponsor Date Cosponsored


Sen. Inhofe, James M. [R-OK]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Crapo, Mike [R-ID]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Risch, James E. [R-ID]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Hoeven, John [R-ND]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Scott, Tim [R-SC]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Rounds, Mike [R-SD]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Perdue, David [R-GA]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Cramer, Kevin [R-ND]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Kennedy, John [R-LA]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Thune, John [R-SD]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Boozman, John [R-AR]* 01/16/2019


Sen. Blackburn, Marsha [R-TN] 01/17/2019


Sen. Braun, Mike [R-IN] 06/11/2019


Sen. Wicker, Roger F. [R-MS] 07/16/2019


Cosponsors - S.159 - 116th Congress (2019-2020): Life at Conception Act of 2019 | Congress.g... https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/159/cosponsors?r=29&s=4&searchRe...
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Party


Cosponsors by U.S. State or Territory


Republican [14]


Idaho [2] North Dakota [2] South Dakota [2] Arkansas [1] Georgia [1] Indiana [1] Louisiana [1] Mississippi [1] Oklahoma [1] South Carolina [1] Tennessee [1]
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See Support for Life at Conception
Act Continues to Swell . . . page 2


Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) and Congressman Alex X. Mooney (R-WV), sponsors of the Life at Conception Act in
the Senate and House, are leading the charge to legislatively overturn Roe v. Wade.


National Pro-Life Alliance Members Build Momentum
for Life at Conception Act
Bill Would End 47 Years of Abortion-on-Demand


For over 47 years, the Supreme
Court’s ruling in Roe v. Wade has denied
the basic right to life of the unborn,
resulting in the slaughter of over 62
million babies.
While many bills proposed in state


legislatures and Congress regulate and
slightly reduce the number of abortions,
none would actually deal with or overturn
Roe.
Of course National Pro-Life Alliance


supports all measures that would save
even one life.
But when surveyed about what the


priorities of the National Pro-Life
Alliance should be for the upcoming year,


National Pro-Life Alliance members
voted overwhelmingly to give top
priority to passage of the Life at
Conception Act as the best way to end our
nation’s policy of abortion-on-demand.


Congress CAN Bring an End
to Abortion-on-Demand


Since 1973, activist judges have used
the Roe decision to justify and protect the
killing of unborn children in virtually all
circumstances.
But the Roe decision actually


recognizes that Congress has the
authority to determine when life begins.


In Roe’s majority opinion, Justice
Harry Blackmun wrote, “We need not
resolve the difficult question of when life
begins . . . the judiciary at this point in the
development of man’s knowledge is not
in a position to speculate as to the
answer.”
Blackmun then made a key admission: 
“If this suggestion of personhood is


established, the appellant’s case [request-
ing legalization of abortion-on-demand],
of course, collapses, for the fetus’ right to


Link



http://www.nationalprolifealliance.com/LifeLine_CurrentIssue.pdf





The Life at Conception Act is the best way to save millions of unborn babies from brutal deaths by
abortionists.
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Support for Life at Conception Act Continues to Swell . . .
continued from page 1


life is then guaranteed specifically by the
[14th] Amendment.” 


The Supreme Court Itself
Provided a Path to Overturn
Roe v. Wade


Blackmun’s concession leaves the
door wide open for Congress to repeal
Roe.
The Life at Conception Act takes


advantage of the Supreme Court’s own
language to define the beginning of life
under the Constitution -- overturning Roe
and protecting babies beginning at the
moment of conception.
And the Life at Conception Act is the


most feasible means of effectively
overruling Roe and ending federally
protected abortion-on-demand since its
passage only requires a majority vote in
Congress.
In contrast, a constitutional amend-


ment requires a two-thirds majority and
ratification by three-quarters of the states
-- a nearly impossible standard to reach.


Using Justice Blackmun’s original
language from the Roe decision as its
base, Senator Rand Paul has introduced
the Life of Conception Act (S. 159) in the
United States Senate. 
Congressman Alex Mooney intro-


duced the companion bill (H.R. 616) in
the House of Representatives.


Roll Call Vote Would
Separate the Sheep from the
Goats in Congress


Thanks to National Pro-Life Alliance
members, over 161 Members of the
United States House and Senate have
already cosponsored the Life at
Conception Act -- with more expected --
as NPLA staff continues to deliver the
grass-roots petitions pouring in.
“The pressure National Pro-Life


Alliance members put on Members of
Congress is essential,” said President
Martin Fox. 
“With member help, we can demand


a recorded vote and put every
Congressman on record.”


Flood of Petitions Results in
New Congressional
Cosponsors


A steady stream of petitions from
Pro-Life Alliance members is putting the
heat on Congressmen to stand for life.
Last year alone, NPLA delivered tens


of thousands of petitions to targeted
Members of Congress, urging them to
support the Life at Conception Act. 
“And since 2020 is an election year,


when politicians pay the most attention
to their constituents, this coming year is
the best time for pro-life voices to have
an impact.
“It’s vital that pro-lifers take action at


once,” said  Fox. 
“With each new Senator or Congress-


man who cosponsors the bill, we move
one step closer to overturning Roe v.
Wade and ending the slaughter of the
unborn.” ª







NPLA Members Push for Nationwide Parental
Notification and Intervention Act
Gohmert Bill Guarantees Parents’ Right to Stop Abortion
Every year, thousands of abortions are


performed on teenage girls without their
parents’ knowledge.


And every year, thousands of parents
lose their grandchildren to the horrors of
abortion without ever getting the chance
to intervene.


That’s why National Pro-Life Alliance
members are fighting for a national
Parental Notification and Intervention Act
-- a bill that would protect parents’ right to
stop abortions from being performed on
their minor daughters.


NPLA Members Build
Pressure to Guarantee
Parents the Power to Stop
an Abortion


The Parental Notification and
Intervention Act, drafted by the National
Pro-Life Alliance and introduced by
Congressman Louie Gohmert, has been
called “the toughest pro-life parental
rights legislation ever drawn up.”


First, under this bill both parents
would be notified at least four days prior
to their minor daughter’s abortion.


Secondly, the bill would protect each
parent’s right to intervene and stop the
abortion.


Finally, the bill would close the
“judicial bypass loopholes” in state laws
by limiting judicial discretion to rubber
stamp teen abortions.


Parental Involvement Laws
Lower Teen Abortion Rates


Research shows that teen abortion
rates drop drastically in states with
parental notification and intervention
laws.


For example, in New York -- a state
where abortionists can legally perform
abortions on teens without notifying the
girls’ parents -- the abortion rate for girls
ages 15-17 is a terrifying 55%.


On the other hand, in Nebraska -- a state
that does enforce a parental intervention


law -- the abortion rate for that same age
range drops to 14%.


Of course, not all state parental
involvement laws have or enforce the
same requirements, so some laws are
more effective than others.


NPLA Bill Combines the
Most Effective Elements of
State Laws


According to a study by Dr. Michael
New, laws that require both parents to be
notified are three and a half times more
effective in saving lives than laws that
only require abortionists to notify one
parent.


Dr. New also concluded that parental
involvement laws are three times more
effective when parents are given the
chance to intervene and stop the abortion
as compared to laws that only require
abortionists to advise parents of the
abortion.


“The research is clear,” said Jenni
Harris, Executive Director at the National
Pro-Life Alliance.


“Protecting the rights of both parents
to stop an abortion is the most effective
way to lower teen abortion rates and save
unborn lives.


“That’s why National Pro-Life Alliance
members are fighting to pass and enforce
the Parental Notification and Intervention
Act in all fifty states.”


Current Loophole:
Abortionists Sneak Teen
Girls Across State Lines


“At least until we pass a Life at
Conception Act, enforcing a nationwide,


See Parental Intervention Bill Closes
Loopholes . . . page 4


Babies are saved when parents and daughters talk.  The Parental
Notification and Intervention Act (H.R. 2082) would allow either parent
to intervene to save the life of their grandchild.
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Parental Intervention Bill Closes Pro-Abortion Judges’
Loopholes . . . continued from page 3


iron-clad law is an absolute necessity,”
Harris continued. 


“With the current patchwork quilt of
state laws, abortionists merely have to cart
teen girls to a neighboring state without
protection for minors.” 


For example, an abortionist from
Maryland admitted before a congressional
hearing that he routinely performs
abortions on teens from neighboring states
to avoid their home states’ parental
notification law.


“In many school districts in Maryland,
teens can’t even get sunscreen applied
without first getting permission from their
parents, yet abortionists can legally
butcher these girls’ babies without their
parents even knowing about it,” observed
Harris.


Pro-Abortion Judges Rubber
Stamp Teen Abortions


But if sending teens across states lines
proves unworkable, abortionists can fall
back on the “judicial bypass loophole.”


Under many state laws, abortionists
can avoid notifying parents by getting a
bypass from a judge on the basis of some
vague standard like “the maturity of the
girl.”


Many abortion facilities even develop
systems to identify which judges sympathize
with their life-ending agenda.


As a result, activist judges repeatedly
rule that teenage girls who are too young
to drive, vote or smoke possess enough
“maturity” to have abortionists put their
unborn babies to death while leaving
parents in the dark.


In fact, according to the Arizona
Department of Health, 75% of teens’
requests for judicial bypass are rubber
stamped.


But the Parental Notification and


Intervention Act would close all these
loopholes.


First, since the law would apply in all
fifty states, abortionists would no longer
be able to evade the law by secreting teen
girls to a different state.


Parental Notification and
Intervention Act Slams
Loopholes Shut


Additionally, the Parental Notification
and Intervention Act would substantially
tighten the judicial bypass loophole by
requiring “clear and convincing evidence
of abuse of the minor by the parent” for
the notification requirement to be waived.


Thus, unlike many state laws’ vague
standard for judicial bypass, the Parental
Notification and Intervention Act sets a
clear and concrete standard that prevents
abortionists from running to activist
judges whenever they wish to avoid
notifying parents.


Congressman Louie Gohmert (R-TX) is leading the battle in the House for
the Parental Notification and Intervention Act.


Given the clear impact a Parental
Notification and Intervention Act would
have on saving unborn lives, Jenni Harris
is urging National Pro-Life Alliance
members to turn up the heat on their
Representatives in Congress for roll call
votes and the passage of this life-saving
bill.


National Pro-Life Alliance
Members Turn Up the Heat
on Congress


“When we turn up the heat regarding
this important legislation, politicians will
be forced to choose between supporting
this pro-life, pro-parent law or suffering
the consequences in the next election,”
noted Harris.


“With the help of National Pro-Life
Alliance members and other pro-lifers, we
can get a roll-call vote on this lifesaving
legislation, expose pro-abortion politicians
and move one step closer to ending
abortion-on-demand for good.” ª
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Abortion Lobby Pushes to Impose “New York-Style”
Abortion Law on the Nation
Abortionists Pressuring Congress to Overturn All State Pro-Life
Protections
Emboldened by the pro-abortion status


of all of the top Democrat Presidential
candidates and a fawning media, the
abortion lobby is pushing for legislation
that would completely wipe out existing
state and federal pro-life protections.
Worse still, it would legislatively


protect abortion-on-demand throughout
the nation at all stages of pregnancy.
This so-called “Women’s Health


Protection Act” (S. 1645/ H.R. 2975) has
already grown to 257 cosponsors in the
United States House and Senate.
As readers of LifeLine know, this


radical abortion protection scheme
received national attention last year when
pro-abortion New York legislators passed
a state bill guaranteeing abortion-on-
demand through all nine months of
pregnancy, even during active childbirth. 


Outrage Erupts When Pro-
Abortion Politicians Publicly
Argue for the Murder of Born
Infants


Then the radical nature of this push
by the abortion lobby was demonstrated


by Virginia Governor Ralph Northam’s
public support. 
Governor Northam, a pediatrician,


publicly condoned the policy of allowing
infants to die after birth if they were
“meant to have been aborted a few
minutes earlier.”
Then, doubling down, the abortion


lobby followed by passing similar bills in
Vermont and Rhode Island.
Now, the abortion lobby is quietly


laying the groundwork to force a federal
version of their abortion bill on the entire
nation.


Abortion Lobby Scrambles to
Set Roe v. Wade in Stone


The abortion lobby’s “New York-
style” federal bill would legislatively
guarantee a right to abortion in all fifty
states at any stage of pregnancy.
What’s more, the bill would wipe out


virtually all pro-life protections: 
l Parents would have no right to be
notified before their minor daughters’
abortions -- much less intervene and
stop the murder.


l Expectant mothers would not be
required to be shown ultrasounds of
their baby prior to an abortion.  
Nor would they receive any medical
explanation about their babies
except for the biased information
the abortionist chooses to give
them.


l The murder of late-term babies
capable of feeling excruciating
pain would be legally protected in
all fifty states.  
Congress would use their legis-
lative supremacy to squash all
legislation like “heartbeat bills” or
“pain capable abortion prohibitions.”


l Even bills as modest as those
requiring a waiting period before
an abortion would be prohibited
under the abortion lobby’s extreme
law.


Radical Abortion Bill
Becomes Litmus Test for
Democrat Politicians


Of course, with the 2020 elections
fast approaching, the abortion lobby
has now made support for unlimited
abortion-on-demand the litmus test for
Democrat candidates -- both for
President or for Congress.
Democrat leadership like Senate


Minority Leader Chuck Schumer and
all 2020 presidential candidates in
Congress like Elizabeth Warren, Cory
Booker and Bernie Sanders have
already cosponsored this abortion bill.
Senator Elizabeth Warren, a leading


Democrat presidential candidate, swore


The pro-abortion lobby’s ambitions know no bounds in their attempt
to wipe out virtually all pro-life protections, with Nancy Pelosi leading
the charge in the House.


See Abortion Lobby’s Demands
Expose Their Radical Agenda . . .
page 6
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Abortion Lobby All in to Reverse President Trump’s
Pro-Life Progress
Twenty Twenty Election Will Be Key to Protect the Unborn


With grass-roots support from pro-
lifers, President Trump has cut $50 million
per year from Planned Parenthood’s
taxpayer funding and confirmed 187 new
federal judges at all levels who are
pledged to respect the right to life.
With the President’s two new pro-life


Supreme Court appointments and the
likely prospect of additional Supreme
Court nominations in the near future, talk
of overturning Roe v. Wade is growing.
As a result, the abortion lobby is in all-


out panic mode.
A pro-abortion political coalition led


by Planned Parenthood, the so-called
National Abortion Rights Action League
(NARAL), EMILY’s List PAC and pro-
abortion financier George Soros have


after Planned Parenthood’s board purged
the national organization’s few remaining
medical personnel last July, leaving a staff
of political operatives. 


Tax Dollars Strengthen
Planned Parenthood’s Power
Grab


“The organization publicly brags
about their plans to spend a record $45
million in PAC contributions in the 2020
elections,” said Martin Fox, President of
the National Pro-Life Alliance.
“But those direct campaign contri-


butions are only a drop in the bucket
compared to their political spending that
results from dedicating their $500 million
taxpayer-paid field staff to the campaigns
of pro-abortion candidates for President
and Congress,” said Fox.
“In addition, Planned Parenthood’s


taxpayer funding frees up their other
funds for yet more political activism.
“This, combined with a compliant


media, will have the effect of hundreds of
millions of dollars worth of attacks on
pro-life champions while mobilizing


mounted a desperate fight to defeat
President Trump. 


Abortion Lobby Vows to
Take Out President and Pro-
Life Members of Congress


They have announced plans to boot
him out of office by any means necessary
-- whether through impeachment or
channeling millions to beat him in the
2020 general election.
Of course, Planned Parenthood has


long been primarily a pro-abortion
political organization which, for image
sake, has over the years paid lip service to
so-called “women’s health concerns.”
But even that façade is disappearing


See Taxpayer Money Helps Fund
Pro-Abortion Election. . . page 7


she would “block states from interfering”
with abortion-on-demand by giving the
federal bureaucracy the power to review
and pre-approve all state pro-life
protections before they can go into effect.
Even candidates like Senator Joe


Biden -- who the pro-abortion media has
crowned as a so-called “moderate” -- are


pledged to implement the same radical
protection of abortion-on-demand. 
Martin Fox, President of the National


Pro-Life Alliance, points out that “this
extreme radicalism is serving to expose
the true nature of the abortion lobby.
“By demanding that their politicians


legislatively protect abortion-on-demand


with no restrictions, the abortion lobby is
unintentionally building support for pro-
life legislation like the Life at Conception
Act.”
By defining that the U.S. Constitution


protects all people starting at the moment
of conception, the Life at Conception Act
would end the nation’s judicially created
policy of abortion-on-demand.


Abortion Lobby’s Demands Expose Their Radical Agenda  . . .
continued from page 5


ª


The Soros family, including George (left) and Alex (right) are just two of a
coalition of pro-abortionists flooding the 2020 election with hundreds of
millions of dollars to push their extremist abortion-on-demand agenda.
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Taxpayer Money Helps Fund Pro-Abortion Election Year Effort
. . . continued from page 6


votes for their favorite pro-abortion
candidates,” warned Fox.


Democrat Candidates for
President Sold Out to
Abortion-on-Demand Agenda


In their fight to boot pro-life politicians
out of office, Planned Parenthood is
targeting help to candidates who have
promised to increase taxpayer funding for
abortion, protect abortion-on-demand
through all nine months of pregnancy and
annul all existing pro-life protections.
All remaining Democrat presidential


candidates have already pledged their
allegiance to this radical agenda.
And working hand in glove with the


abortion lobby, virtually all Democrat
candidates for Congress are also on board.
Meanwhile, the abortion lobby hopes


to intimidate pro-life Republicans into
keeping their heads down.
That’s why the National Pro-Life


Alliance is intensifying its voter canvassing
and election year lobbying programs.
Beginning immediately after the 2018


elections, the National Pro-Life Alliance
stepped up its voter canvassing in target
states in order to expand the base of pro-


life voters and put the heat on candidates
before the 2020 elections.
The National Pro-Life Alliance has set


a goal of identifying at least 600,000 new
pro-life households in swing states and
districts who strongly oppose abortion.
These new pro-life households,


combined with the three million members
and pro-life activists already identified,
form the foundation of NPLA’s three-step
plan to stop the abortion lobby’s political
schemes.
First, the National Pro-Life Alliance


will be sending its Pro-Life Candidate
Survey to every candidate for Congress
and President to put them on record on ten
key pro-life issues including the Life at
Conception Act.


NPLA Candidate Survey
Exposes Waffling and Pro-
Abortion Candidates


Secondly, through targeted mailings
and communications, the National Pro-
Life Alliance will be urging members and
pro-life voters to contact candidates,
demanding that they answer their Pro-Life
Candidate Surveys 100% in favor of
protecting the unborn.


Finally, the National Pro-Life Alliance
will be sending pro-lifers the candidates’
survey answers and their addresses.
In this way NPLA mobilizes members


and voters to thank candidates who have
committed to support real pro-life
protections and lobby others who are
waffling.
“By putting the heat on candidates


when they’re out seeking votes, pro-lifers
can ensure that they elect true pro-life
champions into office,” Fox encouraged.
“This election strategy has proven its


effectiveness time and time again.”
Already, this work has paid off in three


2019 special elections, where NPLA
member lobbying successfully elected
new cosponsors of the Life at Conception
Act in Pennsylvania’s 12th Congressional
District and North Carolina’s 3rd and 9th
Congressional Districts.
Fox is urging members to keep the


heat on candidates and demand that they
return their National Pro-Life Alliance
Pro-Life Candidate Surveys 100% in
favor of protecting unborn life.
“By mobilizing support for true pro-


life champions,” Fox concluded, “we can
beat the abortion lobby’s schemes and
move one step closer to ending abortion-
on-demand.”


As the Democrat presidential field narrows, one thing remains the same:  each candidate has pledged
absolute allegiance to the radical pro-abortion agenda of abortion-on-demand with no holds barred.


ª
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Pro-Lifers Gather to Protest Forty-Seven Years of
Abortion-on-Demand
National Pro-Life Alliance Members Collect Petitions for the Life at
Conception Act at Annual March for Life
Days after this issue of LifeLine went


to press, hundreds of thousands of
committed pro-lifers gathered at our
nation’s capital to participate in this year’s
annual March for Life.
The March takes place yearly in


conjunction with the anniversary of Roe v.
Wade -- the tragic Supreme Court decision
that invented a “right” to abortion and
sentenced over 62 million innocent unborn
babies to death.
National Pro-Life Alliance staff and


members once more joined the March held
on January 24 to stand in peaceful protest
against Roe v. Wade and to mobilize
support for the Life at Conception Act --
the one bill in Congress that would
overturn Roe.


March for Life Demonstrates
Strength of the Pro-Life
Movement


When Roe v. Wade was first passed
down in 1973, the abortion lobby was sure
the “abortion debate” had ended.
The New York Times even declared


that the pro-life movement was dead


stating, “The Court’s verdict on abortion
provides a sound foundation for final and
reasonable resolution of a debate that has
divided America too long.”
“Of course, the New York Times could


not have been more wrong,” noted Mark
Elsasser, Vice President for Legislation at
the National Pro-Life Alliance.
“The massive outpouring of people


braving the frigid winter weather for the
March for Life is just one of many
indications that the ‘debate’ is far from
over.  Pro-lifers are only stronger and
more determined than ever before.”
Elsasser predicted that the pro-life


movement will only continue to strengthen,
noting the growing masses of pro-life
youth traveling hundreds or even thou-
sands of miles to protest Roe each year at
the March for Life.


Pro-Life Youth Rally to
Protest Roe


“Young people are especially outraged
at the slaughter of 62 million innocent
unborn babies,” Elsasser explained.
“And youth make up the core of


At the 2020 March for Life,
National Pro-Life Alliance staff
and members gathered
petitions to legislatively
overturn Roe v. Wade.


activists who collected and signed petitions
at the March before swarming the offices
of their Representatives in Congress,
demanding that they support the Life at
Conception Act.
“As demonstrated by National Pro-


Life Alliance members’ activism at the
March, opposition to abortion-on-demand
continues to grow in Congress, proving
that despite what the abortion lobby
thought back in 1973, pro-lifers aren’t
going anywhere.”
Elsasser thanked National Pro-Life


Alliance members for fighting at the front
lines of the pro-life movement.
“As one member told me, ‘Regulating


abortion is not enough.  We won’t give up
until the unborn are finally protected.’” ª
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HOUSE BILL 1261 
E4   0lr0525 


      


By: The Speaker and Delegates Atterbeary and Luedtke 


Introduced and read first time: February 7, 2020 


Assigned to: Judiciary 


 


A BILL ENTITLED 


 


AN ACT concerning 1 


 


Weapon Crimes – Assault Long Guns and Copycat Weapons 2 


 


FOR the purpose of altering the definition of “copycat weapon” applicable to certain 3 


criminal prohibitions relating to assault weapons; requiring a certain person who 4 


lawfully possessed a certain firearm before a certain date to register the firearm with 5 


the Department of State Police on or before a certain date; providing that a person 6 


who lawfully possessed a certain firearm before a certain date and who voluntarily 7 


registers the firearm on or after a certain date and before a certain date is not subject 8 


to certain criminal penalties, but is subject to certain registration fees; providing 9 


that a person who lawfully possessed a certain firearm before a certain date and who 10 


registers the firearm on or after a certain date and before a certain date, only after 11 


being discovered in possession of the firearm by a law enforcement officer, is subject 12 


to certain penalties; defining certain terms; and generally relating to weapon crimes.  13 


 


BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments, 14 


 Article – Criminal Law 15 


Section 4–301 and 4–303 16 


 Annotated Code of Maryland 17 


 (2012 Replacement Volume and 2019 Supplement) 18 


 


 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND, 19 


That the Laws of Maryland read as follows: 20 


 


Article – Criminal Law 21 


 


4–301. 22 


 


 (a) In this subtitle the following words have the meanings indicated. 23 


 


 (b) “Assault long gun” means any assault weapon listed under § 5–101(r)(2) of the 24 


Public Safety Article. 25 



http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2020RS/bills/hb/hb1261f.pdf
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 (c) “Assault pistol” means any of the following firearms or a copy regardless of 1 


the producer or manufacturer: 2 


 


  (1) AA Arms AP–9 semiautomatic pistol; 3 


 


  (2) Bushmaster semiautomatic pistol; 4 


 


  (3) Claridge HI–TEC semiautomatic pistol; 5 


 


  (4) D Max Industries semiautomatic pistol; 6 


 


  (5) Encom MK–IV, MP–9, or MP–45 semiautomatic pistol; 7 


 


  (6) Heckler and Koch semiautomatic SP–89 pistol; 8 


 


  (7) Holmes MP–83 semiautomatic pistol; 9 


 


  (8) Ingram MAC 10/11 semiautomatic pistol and variations including the 10 


Partisan Avenger and the SWD Cobray; 11 


 


  (9) Intratec TEC–9/DC–9 semiautomatic pistol in any centerfire variation; 12 


 


  (10) P.A.W.S. type semiautomatic pistol; 13 


 


  (11) Skorpion semiautomatic pistol; 14 


 


  (12) Spectre double action semiautomatic pistol (Sile, F.I.E., Mitchell); 15 


 


  (13) UZI semiautomatic pistol; 16 


 


  (14) Weaver Arms semiautomatic Nighthawk pistol; or 17 


 


  (15) Wilkinson semiautomatic “Linda” pistol. 18 


 


 (d) “Assault weapon” means: 19 


 


  (1) an assault long gun; 20 


 


  (2) an assault pistol; or 21 


 


  (3) a copycat weapon. 22 


 


 (e) “Binary trigger system” means a device that, when installed in or attached to 23 


a firearm, fires both when the trigger is pulled and on release of the trigger. 24 
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 (f) “Bump stock” means a device that, when installed in or attached to a firearm, 1 


increases the rate of fire of the firearm by using energy from the recoil of the firearm to 2 


generate a reciprocating action that facilitates repeated activation of the trigger. 3 


 


 (g) “Burst trigger system” means a device that, when installed in or attached to a 4 


firearm, allows the firearm to discharge two or more shots with a single pull of the trigger 5 


by altering the trigger reset. 6 


 


 (h) (1) “Copycat weapon” means: 7 


 


   (i) a semiautomatic centerfire rifle that can accept a detachable 8 


magazine and has any [two] ONE of the following: 9 


 


    1. a folding OR TELESCOPING stock; 10 


 


    2. a grenade launcher or flare launcher; [or] 11 


 


    3. a flash suppressor; 12 


 


    4. A PISTOL GRIP THAT PROTRUDES CONSPICUOUSLY 13 


BENEATH THE ACTION OF THE WEAPON; 14 


 


    5. A THUMBHOLE STOCK; OR 15 


 


    6. A FORWARD PISTOL GRIP; 16 


 


   (ii) a semiautomatic centerfire rifle that has a fixed magazine with 17 


the capacity to accept more than 10 rounds; 18 


 


   (iii) a semiautomatic centerfire rifle that has an overall length of less 19 


than 29 inches; 20 


 


   (IV) A SEMIAUTOMATIC PISTOL THAT CAN ACCEPT A 21 


DETACHABLE MAGAZINE AND HAS ANY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 22 


 


    1. A THREADED BARREL, CAPABLE OF ACCEPTING A 23 


FLASH SUPPRESSOR, FORWARD HANDGRIP, OR SILENCER; 24 


 


    2. A SECOND HANDGRIP; 25 


 


    3. A SHROUD THAT IS ATTACHED TO OR THAT PARTIALLY 26 


OR COMPLETELY ENCIRCLES THE BARREL, ALLOWING THE BEARER TO FIRE THE 27 


WEAPON WITHOUT BURNING THE BEARER’S HAND, EXCEPT FOR A SLIDE THAT 28 


ENCLOSES THE BARREL; 29 
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    4. THE CAPACITY TO ACCEPT A DETACHABLE MAGAZINE 1 


OUTSIDE THE PISTOL GRIP; 2 


 


    5. A MANUFACTURED WEIGHT OF 50 OUNCES OR MORE 3 


WHEN UNLOADED; 4 


 


    6. A BUFFER TUBE, ARM BRACE, OR OTHER PART THAT 5 


PROTRUDES HORIZONTALLY BEHIND THE PISTOL GRIP; OR 6 


 


    7. THE ABILITY TO DISCHARGE THROUGH FIRING 7 


ACTION ANY OF THE FOLLOWING ROUNDS: 8 


 


    A. .450 BUSHMASTER; 9 


 


    B. 5.56 MILLIMETER (INCLUDING THE 5.56X45 10 


MILLIMETER NATO AND .223 REMINGTON); 11 


 


    C. 7.62 MILLIMETER (INCLUDING THE 7.62X39 12 


MILLIMETER, .308 WINCHESTER, 7.62 NATO, 7.62X51 MILLIMETER NATO, .30 13 


CARBINE, 7.62X33 MILLIMETER, OR 300 AAC BLACKOUT); 14 


 


    D. .50 BMG; 15 


 


    E. 5.7X28 MILLIMETER; OR 16 


 


    F. ANY OTHER ROUND DETERMINED BY THE 17 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE TO BE CAPABLE OF PENETRATING THE STANDARD 18 


BODY ARMOR WORN BY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS WHEN FIRED BY THE PISTOL; 19 


 


   [(iv)] (V) a semiautomatic pistol with a fixed magazine that can 20 


accept more than 10 rounds; 21 


 


   [(v)] (VI) a semiautomatic shotgun that has: 22 


 


    1. a folding OR TELESCOPING stock; [or] 23 


 


    2. A PISTOL GRIP THAT PROTRUDES CONSPICUOUSLY 24 


BENEATH THE ACTION OF THE WEAPON; 25 


 


    3. A THUMBHOLE STOCK; 26 


 


    4. A VERTICAL HANDGRIP; 27 
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    5. THE ABILITY TO ACCEPT A DETACHABLE AMMUNITION 1 


FEEDING DEVICE; OR 2 


 


    6. A FIXED AMMUNITION FEEDING DEVICE THAT CAN 3 


ACCEPT MORE THAN 10 ROUNDS; OR 4 


 


   [(vi)] (VII) a shotgun with a revolving cylinder. 5 


 


  (2) “Copycat weapon” does not include an assault long gun or an assault 6 


pistol. 7 


 


 (i) “Detachable magazine” means an ammunition feeding device that can be 8 


removed readily from a firearm without requiring disassembly of the firearm action or 9 


without the use of a tool, including a bullet or cartridge. 10 


 


 (j) “Flash suppressor” means a device that functions, or is intended to function, 11 


to perceptibly reduce or redirect muzzle flash from the shooter’s field of vision. 12 


 


 (K) “FORWARD PISTOL GRIP” MEANS A GRIP THAT ALLOWS FOR  13 


PISTOL–STYLE GRASP FORWARD OF THE TRIGGER. 14 


 


 [(k)] (L) “Hellfire trigger” means a device that, when installed in or attached to 15 


a firearm, disengages the trigger return spring when the trigger is pulled. 16 


 


 [(l)] (M) “Licensed firearms dealer” means a person who holds a dealer’s license 17 


under Title 5, Subtitle 1 of the Public Safety Article. 18 


 


 (N) “PISTOL GRIP THAT PROTRUDES CONSPICUOUSLY BENEATH THE 19 


ACTION OF THE WEAPON” MEANS A GRIP THAT ALLOWS FOR A PISTOL–STYLE GRASP 20 


IN WHICH THE WEB OF THE TRIGGER HAND BETWEEN THE THUMB AND INDEX 21 


FINGER CAN BE PLACED BELOW THE TOP OF THE EXPOSED PORTION OF THE 22 


TRIGGER WHILE FIRING. 23 


 


 [(m)] (O) (1) “Rapid fire trigger activator” means any device, including a 24 


removable manual or power–driven activating device, constructed so that, when installed 25 


in or attached to a firearm: 26 


 


   (i) the rate at which the trigger is activated increases; or 27 


 


   (ii) the rate of fire increases. 28 


 


  (2) “Rapid fire trigger activator” includes a bump stock, trigger crank, 29 


hellfire trigger, binary trigger system, burst trigger system, or a copy or a similar device, 30 


regardless of the producer or manufacturer. 31 
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  (3) “Rapid fire trigger activator” does not include a semiautomatic 1 


replacement trigger that improves the performance and functionality over the stock trigger. 2 


 


 (P) “THUMBHOLE STOCK” MEANS A STOCK WITH A HOLE THAT ALLOWS THE 3 


THUMB OF THE TRIGGER HAND TO PENETRATE INTO OR THROUGH THE STOCK 4 


WHILE FIRING. 5 


 


 [(n)] (Q) “Trigger crank” means a device that, when installed in or attached to a 6 


firearm, repeatedly activates the trigger of the firearm through the use of a crank, a lever, 7 


or any other part that is turned in a circular motion. 8 


 


4–303. 9 


 


 (a) Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, a person may not: 10 


 


  (1) transport an assault weapon into the State; or 11 


 


  (2) possess, sell, offer to sell, transfer, purchase, or receive an assault 12 


weapon. 13 


 


 (b) (1) A person who lawfully possessed an assault pistol before June 1, 1994, 14 


and who registered the assault pistol with the Secretary of State Police before August 1, 15 


1994, may: 16 


 


   (i) continue to possess and transport the assault pistol; or 17 


 


   (ii) while carrying a court order requiring the surrender of the 18 


assault pistol, transport the assault pistol directly to a law enforcement unit, barracks, or 19 


station, a State or local law enforcement agency, or a federally licensed firearms dealer, as 20 


applicable, if the person has notified a law enforcement unit, barracks, or station that the 21 


person is transporting the assault pistol in accordance with a court order and the assault 22 


pistol is unloaded. 23 


 


  (2) [A] SUBJECT TO PARAGRAPH (6) OF THIS SUBSECTION, A licensed 24 


firearms dealer may continue to possess, sell, offer for sale, or transfer an assault long gun 25 


or a copycat weapon that the licensed firearms dealer lawfully possessed on or before 26 


October 1, 2013. 27 


 


  (3) [A] SUBJECT TO PARAGRAPH (6) OF THIS SUBSECTION, A person 28 


who lawfully possessed, has a purchase order for, or completed an application to purchase 29 


an assault long gun or a copycat weapon before October 1, 2013, may: 30 


 


   (i) possess and transport the assault long gun or copycat weapon; or 31 


 


   (ii) while carrying a court order requiring the surrender of the 32 


assault long gun or copycat weapon, transport the assault long gun or copycat weapon 33 
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directly to a law enforcement unit, barracks, or station, a State or local law enforcement 1 


agency, or a federally licensed firearms dealer, as applicable, if the person has notified a 2 


law enforcement unit, barracks, or station that the person is transporting the assault long 3 


gun or copycat weapon in accordance with a court order and the assault long gun or copycat 4 


weapon is unloaded. 5 


 


  (4) A person may transport an assault weapon to or from: 6 


 


   (i) an ISO 17025 accredited, National Institute of Justice–approved 7 


ballistics testing laboratory; or 8 


 


   (ii) a facility or entity that manufactures or provides research and 9 


development testing, analysis, or engineering for personal protective equipment or vehicle 10 


protection systems. 11 


 


  (5) A federally licensed firearms dealer may receive and possess an assault 12 


weapon received from a person in accordance with a court order to transfer firearms under 13 


§ 6–234 of the Criminal Procedure Article. 14 


 


  (6) (I) A PERSON WHO LAWFULLY POSSESSED AN ASSAULT LONG 15 


GUN OR A COPYCAT WEAPON BEFORE OCTOBER 1, 2020, SHALL REGISTER THE 16 


ASSAULT LONG GUN OR COPYCAT WEAPON WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 17 


POLICE ON OR BEFORE JANUARY 1, 2021. 18 


 


   (II) SUBJECT TO SUBPARAGRAPH (IV) OF THIS PARAGRAPH, A 19 


PERSON WHO LAWFULLY POSSESSED AN ASSAULT LONG GUN OR A COPYCAT WEAPON 20 


BEFORE OCTOBER 1, 2020, AND WHO VOLUNTARILY REGISTERS THE ASSAULT LONG 21 


GUN OR COPYCAT WEAPON ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2021, AND BEFORE MAY 1, 22 


2023, IS NOT SUBJECT TO THE PENALTIES IN § 4–306 OF THIS SUBTITLE. 23 


 


   (III) A PERSON WHO VOLUNTARILY REGISTERS AN ASSAULT 24 


LONG GUN OR A COPYCAT WEAPON AS DESCRIBED IN SUBPARAGRAPH (II) OF THIS 25 


PARAGRAPH IS SUBJECT TO: 26 


 


    1. ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2021, AND BEFORE MAY 1, 27 


2021, A REGISTRATION FEE NOT EXCEEDING $290 PER FIREARM; 28 


 


    2. ON OR AFTER MAY 1, 2021, AND BEFORE NOVEMBER 29 


1, 2022, A REGISTRATION FEE NOT EXCEEDING $580 PER FIREARM; AND 30 


 


    3. ON OR AFTER NOVEMBER 1, 2022, AND BEFORE MAY 31 


1, 2023, A REGISTRATION FEE NOT EXCEEDING $1,000 PER FIREARM. 32 


 


   (IV) 1. A PERSON WHO LAWFULLY POSSESSED AN ASSAULT 33 


LONG GUN OR A COPYCAT WEAPON BEFORE OCTOBER 1, 2020, AND WHO REGISTERS 34 
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THE ASSAULT LONG GUN OR COPYCAT WEAPON ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2021, AND 1 


BEFORE MAY 1, 2023, ONLY AFTER BEING DISCOVERED IN POSSESSION OF THE 2 


ASSAULT LONG GUN OR COPYCAT WEAPON BY A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER, IS 3 


NOT SUBJECT TO THE PENALTIES IN § 4–306 OF THIS SUBTITLE. 4 


 


    2. A PERSON DESCRIBED IN SUBSUBPARAGRAPH 1 OF 5 


THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IS GUILTY OF A MISDEMEANOR AND ON CONVICTION IS 6 


SUBJECT TO IMPRISONMENT NOT EXCEEDING 1 YEAR FOR EACH INCIDENT IN WHICH 7 


THE PERSON IS DISCOVERED WITH UNREGISTERED FIREARMS. 8 


 
 SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect 9 


October 1, 2020. 10 







Maryland 'Assault Weapon' Registration Bill Would


Charge Gun Owners Up to $1000 Per Firearm - The
Truth About Guns 
Dan Zimmerman  |  February 11, 2020 


Maryland Gov. Larry Hogan (AP Photo/Jose Luis Magana, File)


When you think of heavily gun controlled states, names like New York, California and New Jersey
immediately come to mind. But don’t sleep on Maryland. The Eat Crab or Die State has long been at
the forefront of Second Amendment rights abrogation and a new bill entered in the state’s House
would move the Old Line State way up on the #gunsense hit parade.


HB 1261, authored by House Speaker Adrienne Jones along with Reps. Vanessa Atterbeary and Eric
Luedke, was introduced Friday and would ban a range of firearms after October 1. It would also
require those already owning assaulty-looking guns to register them.


But what makes the bill fairly unique is the escalating cost of registering “assault guns or copycat
weapons” that kicks in after the bill’s deadline.


Registering with the Department of State Police before January 1, 2021 costs Marylanders nothing.
But then complying with the law would require emptying your wallet.


Here’s the bill’s escalating penalty fee schedule:


1. ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2021, AND BEFORE MAY 1, 2021, A REGISTRATION
FEE NOT EXCEEDING $290 PER FIREARM;


Maryland 'Assault Weapon' Registration Bill Would Charge Gun Owner... https://www.thetruthaboutguns.com/maryland-assault-weapon-registratio...
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2. ON OR AFTER MAY 1, 2021, AND BEFORE NOVEMBER 1, 2022, A REGISTRATION
FEE NOT EXCEEDING $580 PER FIREARM; AND


3. ON OR AFTER NOVEMBER 1, 2022, AND BEFORE MAY 1, 2023, A REGISTRATION
FEE NOT EXCEEDING $1,000 PER FIREARM.


What happens if you fail to register your gun at all before May 1, 2023? Prosecution, of course!


A PERSON WHO LAWFULLY POSSESSED AN ASSAULT LONG GUN OR A COPYCAT
WEAPON BEFORE OCTOBER 1, 2020, AND WHO REGISTERS THE ASSAULT LONG
GUN OR COPYCAT WEAPON ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2021, AND BEFORE MAY 1,
2023, ONLY AFTER BEING DISCOVERED IN POSSESSION OF THE ASSAULT LONG
GUN OR COPYCAT WEAPON BY A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER, IS NOT SUBJECT
TO THE PENALTIES IN § 4–306 OF THIS SUBTITLE.


A PERSON DESCRIBED IN SUBPARAGRAPH 1 OF THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IS GUILTY
OF A MISDEMEANOR AND ON CONVICTION IS SUBJECT TO IMPRISONMENT
NOT EXCEEDING 1 YEAR FOR EACH INCIDENT IN WHICH THE PERSON IS
DISCOVERED WITH UNREGISTERED FIREARMS.


“Assault long guns” has already been defined in Maryland law here. HB 1261 lists a range of “assault
pistols” that would be banned, guns like the TEC-9, the Czech Skorpion, Uzis and the like.


Oh, and “copycat weapons” under the bill means any gun that has one of those really disturbing
features like thumbhole stocks, forward grips, barrel shrouds, yadda, yadda, and:


THE ABILITY TO DISCHARGE THROUGH FIRING ACTION ANY OF THE
FOLLOWING ROUNDS:


A. .450 BUSHMASTER;


B. 5.56 MILLIMETER (INCLUDING THE 5.56X45 11 MILLIMETER NATO AND .223
REMINGTON);


C. 7.62 MILLIMETER (INCLUDING THE 7.62X39 13 MILLIMETER, .308
WINCHESTER, 7.62 NATO, 7.62X51 MILLIMETER NATO, .30 14 CARBINE, 7.62X33
MILLIMETER, OR 300 AAC BLACKOUT);


D. .50 BMG;


E. 5.7X28 MILLIMETER OR


F. ANY OTHER ROUND DETERMINED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE TO
BE CAPABLE OF PENETRATING THE STANDARD BODY ARMOR WORN BY LAW
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS WHEN FIRED BY THE PISTOL;


No ambiguity there, huh?


There’s much more that’s equally egregious, but you get the idea. Again, you can read the bill here.


Will Maryland’s Governor Larry Hogan sign such a bill if it gets to his desk? Don’t bet against it.


[This post has been updated to correct the name of the Maryland House speaker.]
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