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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Tennessee. 
Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment to H.R. 4413 simply re-
quires the Comptroller General of the 
United States to conduct a study of the 
efficiencies in leasing and rental costs 
at the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. 

The study would determine if the 
CFTC is violating any laws, including 
the Antideficiency Act, by entering 
into these leases, particularly those 
with more than 5-year terms and, if so, 
how it can avoid violating Federal law 
in the future. 

In a recent report from the inspector 
general of the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, we found that the 
CFTC is currently using just one-third 
of its Kansas City regional office. 

The CFTC is paying approximately 
$44,000 per month, meaning that, over 
the 10-year life of the lease, the CFTC 
will pay $5.3 million, with $3.6 million 
dedicated to vacant office space. 

However, in this letter from the in-
spector general, we found that this is 
not limited to just the Kansas City of-
fice. In fact, over the life of the CFTC’s 
current leases, more than $200 million 
will be spent with approximately $64 
million dedicated to vacant office 
spaces. 

This is simply outrageous, and it is 
the latest example of government 
waste of taxpayer money. In fact, the 
CFTC management, in its May 14 re-
sponse to the inspector general, agreed 
that there is excess vacant space. 

However, the CFTC argued the lease 
of so many vacant offices was a justifi-
able expense because future funding in-
creases are within the ‘‘realm of possi-
bility.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has appro-
priated approximately 66 percent of the 
CFTC’s budget request. Let’s just look 
over the last few years. In fiscal year 
2012 and in fiscal year 2013, the CFTC 
requested $308 million and received $205 
million. In fiscal year 2014, the CFTC 
requested $315 million and received $215 
million. 

I agree with the inspector general 
that the realm of possibility is not the 
standard taxpayers expect when the 
government deals with their money. 

Mr. Chairman, is it really too much 
to ask agencies that are spending mil-
lions on rent to actually need and use 
this space? 

The inspector general hit the nail on 
the head when he stated that: 

The CFTC and the public are better served 
by the risk of a temporary shortage of space 
than a 100 percent certainty of spending sub-
stantial taxpayer dollars on the leases of va-
cant spaces. 

It is just common sense that, if you 
can’t afford it, you don’t buy it. For 
these reasons, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this amendment and ensure 
that the CFTC stops relying on the 
realm of possibility as justification for 
wasting taxpayer dollars on empty of-
fice spaces. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PETERSON. In opposition, I 
want to say that I have no opposition 
to this amendment. 

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

Mr. FINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
the support of the amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. FINCHER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 113–476. 

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

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 55, after line 2, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FUNDS. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO THE DEFINITION OF COM-
MODITY POOL OPERATOR.—Section 1a(11) of 
the Commodity Exchange Act (7 U.S.C. 
1a(11)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(C)(i) The term ‘commodity pool oper-
ator’ does not include a person who serves as 
an investment adviser to an investment com-
pany registered pursuant to section 8 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 or a sub-
sidiary of such a company, if the investment 
company or subsidiary invests, reinvests, 
owns, holds, or trades in commodity inter-
ests limited to only financial commodity in-
terests. 

‘‘(ii) For purposes of this subparagraph 
only, the term ‘financial commodity inter-
est’ means a futures contract, an option on a 
futures contract, or a swap, involving a com-
modity that is not an exempt commodity or 
an agricultural commodity, including any 
index of financial commodity interests, 
whether cash settled or involving physical 
delivery. 

‘‘(iii) For purposes of this subparagraph 
only, the term ‘commodity’ does not include 
a security issued by a real estate investment 
trust, business development company, or 
issuer of asset-backed securities, including 
any index of such securities.’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT TO THE DEFINITION OF COM-
MODITY TRADING ADVISOR.—Section 1a(12) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1a(12)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(E) The term ‘commodity trading advisor’ 
does not include a person who serves as an 
investment adviser to an investment com-
pany registered pursuant to section 8 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 or a sub-
sidiary of such a company, if the commodity 
trading advice relates only to a financial 
commodity interest, as defined in paragraph 
(11)(C)(ii) of this section. For purposes of this 
subparagraph only, the term ‘commodity’ 
does not include a security issued by a real 
estate investment trust, business develop-
ment company, or issuer of asset-backed se-
curities, including any index of such securi-
ties.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 629, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to H.R. 
4413, the Customer Protection and End 
User Relief Act. 

This amendment seeks to address du-
plicative and overburdensome regu-
latory and registration requirements 
being faced by pensioners, savers, retir-
ees, endowments, municipalities, and 
many other investors. 

Registered investment companies, 
RICs, play a critical role in the U.S. fi-
nancial savings and retirement land-
scape. Millions of retirees, pensioners, 
and other savers across the country 
seek access to RICs to invest their 
hard-earned money and savings to in-
vest for retirement, college tuition, or 
a first home. 

Currently, all RICs are registered 
with and are primarily regulated by 
the SEC and have to comply with an 
extensive set of rules and require-
ments, including the oversight of their 
derivatives holdings. 

Back in 2012, the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, the CFTC, acting 
on its own initiative and without any 
direction from Congress, significantly 
narrowed a longstanding exclusion 
from the commodity pool operator, 
CPO, registration for ‘‘otherwise regu-
lated entities,’’ but only for RICs, 
which are comprehensively regulated 
by SEC and typically do not resemble 
traditional commodity pools. 

Because all RICs are currently reg-
istered with and are regulated by the 
SEC, the CFTC’s rules change need-
lessly forces fund companies that man-
age literally thousands of funds, rep-
resenting literally millions of U.S. pen-
sioners, savers, and retirees to do 
what? To pay for costly and duplicative 
registration requirements. 

You see, even without registration, 
the CFTC still has enforcement author-
ity over all commodity contracts. This 
amendment would not, in any way, 
change the extent to which all com-
modity transactions are subject to the 
transaction level requirements of regu-
lation, such as reporting, such as clear-
ing, such as trading, and even margin. 
This amendment simply eliminates the 
duplicative regulatory and registration 
costs faced by these funds. 

Also, by more appropriately tailoring 
the CFTC’s regulatory reach, this 
amendment has the added benefit of 
ensuring that the CFTC has actually 
even more funds and resources avail-
able to do what? To implement Dodd- 
Frank and enforce the new swaps regu-
latory regime. 

This will help the agency prioritize, 
even better, their current workload 
and even reduce the need for a signifi-
cant increase in the agency’s budget 
during these challenging fiscal times. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when mil-
lions of American households are ap-
proaching retirement and their invest-
ment returns are significantly reduced 
because of the Federal Reserve’s low 
interest rate policies, it is very impor-
tant that government public policy 
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minimize the regulatory costs of in-
vestment for our retirees, for our pen-
sioners, and for our savers. 

We must strike the right balance be-
tween ensuring investors have the abil-
ity to earn adequate returns on their 
investments with the appropriate regu-
latory oversight of our financial mar-
kets. 

Please help restore this balance and 
protect investors by voting ‘‘yes’’ for 
the Garrett amendment to H.R. 4413. 

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

claim the time in opposition. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, as 

one great American said: now, we are 
going to hear the rest of the story. 

This is a situation where industry 
lost in court, and now, they are coming 
to Congress to try to accomplish what 
they couldn’t do through the court sys-
tem, so I rise in opposition. 

From President Reagan’s time to 
President Clinton’s, the CFTC has—on 
its own accord—exempted registered 
investment companies, RICs, from hav-
ing to register as commodity pool oper-
ators or as commodity trade advisers 
with the CFTC, provided they meet two 
conditions: one, that the commodity 
futures activity occurring in the funds 
they managed was below a set thresh-
old; and, two, that they did not market 
to retail customers as a commodity 
pool or investment vehicle for com-
modity futures or commodity options. 

During the first term of the second 
Bush administration, the CFTC elimi-
nated both the threshold and the retail 
marketing restriction. These steps al-
lowed investment companies unlimited 
access to commodity futures markets 
without any CFTC oversight and were 
opposed by the National Futures Asso-
ciation, the frontline regulator for the 
CFTC. 

In 2010, the National Futures Asso-
ciation petitioned the CFTC to recon-
sider the broad exemption for registra-
tion given for RICs. From that request 
and following the passage of the Dodd- 
Frank Act, giving the Commission new 
jurisdiction over swaps, the CFTC re-
considered its exemption for RICs and 
reinstituted the thresholds for trading 
activity and retail marketing condi-
tions that would trigger registration 
with the CFTC. 

Not surprisingly, the Investment 
Company Institute, which represents 
these funds and the Chamber of Com-
merce, then sued the CFTC. The Fed-
eral district court ruled in favor of the 
CFTC, and the court ruled for the agen-
cy in summary judgment. 

The funds appealed, and the U.S. 
Court of Appeals upheld the ruling in 
favor of the CFTC. After the CFTC won 
its case, the Commission set up a har-
monization regime versus SEC rules for 
the registered trading advisers who 
were involved in this. If the CFTC and 
SEC rules conflict, the RIC can defer to 
the SEC rules. 

Despite that accomodation by the 
Commission, its having lost both the 

regulation and the litigation, the fi-
nancial community is here now with 
this legislation. 

The Garrett amendment attempts to 
accomplish what the financial industry 
could not achieve in the courts. The 
amendment would permanently remove 
the CFTC’s jurisdiction over RICs reg-
istered with the SEC, regardless of how 
big they play in the futures or swaps 
market and regardless of their reach to 
retail customers. 

The amendment’s supporters will say 
that this only applies to investments 
in futures, options on futures, and 
swaps in financial commodities, as op-
posed to agriculture or energy com-
modities; but I would remind the Mem-
bers that it was financial swaps, like 
credit default swaps, that contributed 
to the financial collapse in 2008. It 
wasn’t energy or agriculture swaps. 

The SEC failed in its oversight in 
2008. I don’t want to have to rely on 
them to keep an eye on financial in-
struments, and I don’t want to have a 
repeat of the Bernie Madoff scandal, 
but, this time, in futures. 

The CFTC has gone out of its way to 
accommodate industry concerns over 
duplicative oversight through its sub-
stituted compliance regime. Given 
their past bad behavior, I don’t think 
we should rely on one agency to keep 
an eye on these guys, so I urge you to 
defeat this amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PETERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. Your last sentence 
was that you do not wish to rely on 
just one entity—presumably the SEC— 
in the enforcement of these contracts 
and so on and so forth. 

Mr. PETERSON. It is only in certain 
circumstances. 

Mr. GARRETT. Right, but we do 
nothing in this amendment to take 
away from the CFTC their enforcement 
authority. They retain that. 

All that has changed is the registra-
tion requirement. The CFTC and the 
SEC retain both their mutual and har-
monious, if you will, enforcement au-
thorities under all of the contracts 
that are respective to these provisions. 
That is not taken away. 

We just say: Why duplicate the effort 
as far as registration requirements? I 
just wanted to clarify that point. 

Mr. PETERSON. I think there is 
more to it than that. 

Mr. GARRETT. No. 
Mr. PETERSON. They wouldn’t go 

through all of this to try to get the 
CFTC to do what they wanted, then go 
through the courts, and then come here 
with legislation, if this were just some 
minor registration issue, no. 

Mr. GARRETT. Actually, yes, they 
would. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Minnesota controls the time, and his 
time has expired. 

The gentleman from New Jersey has 
11⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GARRETT. Great. I would like to 
hear from our chairman. 

Before that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. DAVID SCOTT). 

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. This 
is a very interesting debate in listening 
to it, but I think the simple point here, 
Mr. Chairman, is that, number one, 
this just deals with the registration. 
Prior to 2012, the SEC handled all of 
the RICs. 

b 2100 
Now, we have caught up in the mid-

dle of this millions and millions of pen-
sioners, retirees, people who are get-
ting into the golden years of their 
lives. 

My hope is that we can pass this 
amendment. It only deals with reg-
istration. The ranking member has 
brought up some interesting points. 
That is why we do have the courts to 
settle those. 

I think here, tonight, we need to 
think of what this simple amendment 
does is stop duplicative areas within 
registration and gives a better hand for 
our retirees today. 

Mr. GARRETT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia for his support for 
this legislation and for the amend-
ment. 

I yield now the remainder of my time 
to the chairman of the committee, and 
congratulate him for his great work on 
the underlying legislation before us 
today. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

I would simply note: let’s cut to the 
point here. The CFTC, when finalizing 
the rules for registered investment 
companies, deferred almost entirely to 
the SEC to regulate them, so this 
amendment is in line with what the 
CFTC has already done. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
commonsense amendment. Let’s just 
do what is reflected here, and I thank 
the gentleman for his input. 

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

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT). 

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

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

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

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

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

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CON-
AWAY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah, Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 4413) to reauthorize the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion, to better protect futures cus-
tomers, to provide end users with mar-
ket certainty, to make basic reforms to 
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ensure transparency and account-
ability at the Commission, to help 
farmers, ranchers, and end users man-
age risks to help keep consumer costs 
low, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4413. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

PROTECTING FARMERS FROM THE 
EPA 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, last Friday, on June 20, 
members of the Pennsylvania congres-
sional delegation joined together to 
protect Pennsylvania farmers by fight-
ing back against another regulatory 
overreach by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. 

I, along with Senator PAT TOOMEY 
and U.S. Representatives SCOTT PERRY, 
LOU BARLETTA, and BILL SHUSTER, filed 
a brief with the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Third Circuit in Philadelphia, 
in a case that centers on the proper 
scope of the EPA’s authority under the 
Clean Water Act and the Chesapeake 
Bay watershed. 

Over the past decade, regional and 
State-led conservation efforts have 
substantially reduced agriculture’s ec-
ological footprint within the water-
shed. Today, farmers continue to im-
prove land management practices and 
remain the best stewards of our nat-
ural resources, which their livelihoods 
are dependent upon. 

Despite these success stories, the 
EPA is seeking to seize, for the Federal 
Government, powers traditionally held 
by the States and impose an uncon-
scionable economic burden on farmers 
and taxpayers. 

Mr. Speaker, the EPA has continued 
a foolish and impractical pursuit to put 
forth oppressive mandates that threat-
en the economic livelihood of our local 
farms and businesses. It is abuse of 
power that cannot and will not be tol-
erated. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. FITZPATRICK (at the request of 

Mr. CANTOR) for today on account of 
travel delays. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 4 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Tuesday, June 
24, 2014, at 10 a.m. for morning-hour de-
bate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6084. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of Colonel David S. Nahom and 
Colonel Stephen C. Williams, United States 
Air Force, to wear the authorized insignia of 
the grade of brigadier general; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

6085. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of Major General Anthony J. 
Rock, United States Air Force, to wear the 
authorized insignia of the grade of lieuten-
ant general; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

6086. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive, GSA, General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s 
final rule — Federal Acquisition Regulation; 
Contractor Comment Period, Past Perform-
ance Evaluations [FAC 2005-74; FAR Case 
2012-028; Item IV; Docket No. 2012-0028, Se-
quence 1] (RIN: 9000-AM40) received June 2, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

6087. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive, GSA, General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s 
final rule — Federal Acquisition Regulation; 
Defense Base Act [FAC 2005-74; FAR Case 
2012-016; Item V; Docket No. 2012-0016, Se-
quence 1] (RIN: 9000-AM50) received June 2, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

6088. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the annual report of 
the National Advisory Council on Inter-
national Monetary and Financial Policies; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

6089. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting a report entitled ‘‘HHS Secretary’s 
Efforts to Improve Children’s Health Care 
Quality in Medicaid and CHIP’’; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

6090. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a 
six-month periodic report on the national 
emergency with respect to North Korea that 
was declared in Executive Order 13466 of 
June 26, 2008; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6091. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and 
pursuant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to the West-
ern Balkans that was declared in Executive 
Order 13219 of June 26, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

6092. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Economic 

Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a six-month 
periodic report on the national emergency 
blocking property of the government of the 
Russian Federation relating to the disposi-
tion of the highly enriched uranium ex-
tracted from nuclear weapons that was de-
clared in Executive Order 13617 of June 25, 
2012; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6093. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

6094. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting pursuant to 
Title II, Section 203, of the Notification and 
Federal Employee Antidiscrimination and 
Retaliation Act (No FEAR Act), the Depart-
ment’s annual report for FY 2013; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6095. A letter from the Director, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s annual report for FY 2013 prepared 
in accordance with Section 203 of the Notifi-
cation and Federal Employee Antidiscrimi-
nation and Retaliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR 
Act), Public Law 107-174; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

6096. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, transmitting the Commission’s 
audited Seventy-Third Financial Statement 
for the period of October 1, 2012 to September 
30, 2013 pursuant to the Federal Managers’ 
Financial Integrity Act and the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

6097. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy, trans-
mitting the Office’s report entitled, ‘‘The 
Fiscal Year 2013 Accounting of Drug Control 
Funds and the Fiscal Year 2013 Performance 
Summary Report’’; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

6098. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Social Security Administration, 
transmitting the semiannual report on the 
activities of the Office of Inspector General 
for the period October 1, 2013 through March 
31, 2014; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

6099. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Utah Regulatory Program [STATS No. UT- 
049-FOR; Docket ID No.: OSM-2012-0015; 
S1D1SSS08011000SX066A00067F144S180110; 
S2D2SSS08011000SX066A00033F14XS501520] re-
ceived June 3, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

6100. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
North Dakota Regulatory Program [STATS 
No. ND-053-FOR; Docket ID No.: OSM-2012- 
0006; 
S1D1SSS08011000SX066A00067F144S180110; 
S2D2SSS08011000SX066A00033F14SX501520] re-
ceived June 3, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

6101. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries Off West 
Coast States; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fish-
ery Management Plan; Commercial Ground-
fish Fishery Management Measures; Rock-
fish Conservation Area Boundaries for Ves-
sels Using Bottom Trawl Gear [Docket No.: 
130808694-4318-02] (RIN: 06488-BD37) received 
May 19, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 
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