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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable Tom
UDALL, a Senator from the State of
New Mexico.

PRAYER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
opening prayer will be offered by the
Reverend Dr. Silvester S. Beaman, sen-
ior pastor of the Bethel African Meth-
odist Episcopal Church in Wilmington,
DE.

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

God of grace and God of glory, as this
great Hall prepares to open for another
session of deliberations, we humbly
submit our minds, energies, gifts, and
graces to You, that we may be men and
women sensitive to the concerns of a
nation in great expectation.

Use the collective resolve of our Sen-
ate as Your instrument, building
wholeness and peace in an age where
injury, indifference, uncertainties, and
deficiency swirl as an immobilizing
specter.

Show us a glimpse of Your radiance,
remove all doubts and fears; liberating
and inspiring, until hope and possi-
bility become a living reality.

We are forever Yours and we will be
forever faithful. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ToM UDALL led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 22, 2011.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ToM UDALL, a Senator
from the State of New Mexico, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon
assumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

—————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield to
my friend, the junior Senator from
Delaware.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Delaware is
recognized.

———

THE GUEST CHAPLAIN

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise sim-
ply to give honor and gratitude that
this morning our opening prayer was
offered by the Reverend Dr. Silvester
Beaman of AME Zion on the East Side
of Wilmington, a great voice for justice
in my home State.

I think it is a critical and important
part of our Nation’s tradition that we
begin every session of the Senate with
prayerful reflection. I am thrilled that
today he is able to be joined by his wife
Renee, a registered nurse, and to be
able to comment for a moment that
Rev. Dr. Beaman, born in Niagara
Falls, NY, who started his mission
work and his service in Hamilton, Ber-
muda, with his wife, early on saw the
challenges of HIV/AIDS and the risks
and opportunities for worship and for
mission that this pandemic provides to
our community. He has been with us
now 19 years in Delaware. The two of

them have been recognized far and wide
in our State and region for the beau-
tiful Gate Outreach Ministry they have
launched. I think it was Dietrich
Bonhoeffer who first said most
tellingly that it is the charge of min-
istry to afflict the comfortable and
comfort the afflicted. Pastor Beaman,
through his leadership, his vision, his
compelling sermons, and his compel-
ling example, in partnership with his
wife Renee, has provided exactly that
sort of challenging and effective lead-
ership, that great and prophetic voice
for our community in Wilmington, DE.

I am grateful for the opportunity to
have his prayerful reflections begin our
deliberations today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will be in a
period of morning business for an hour,
Republicans will control the first half
and the majority will control the final
half. Following morning business, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 3832. Later today, the Senate will
complete action on the GSP and TAA
bill. There will be up to five rollcall
votes in relation to amendments and
passage of this bill. I will work with
the Republican leader to set a time it
is convenient to do that.

FEMA

More important, now that we have
arrived at an agreement on how to
move the trade adjustment assistance
out of here, is what is going to happen
in the House.

Last week, something all too rare
these days happened in this Chamber;
we had some bipartisanship. Ten Re-
publicans joined Democrats in voting
to give FEMA, the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, the money they
need to fund their important oper-
ations for the foreseeable future. The
House bill would have jeopardized the
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Agency’s ability to help Americans af-
fected by tragedy to put their lives
back together, but that is what the
House did.

What the House did last night was so
wrong. We passed a bill a few months
ago that would take care of funding for
the rest of this year, from October 1 to
October 1. Rather than doing what we
had agreed upon, and the American
people saw us work for months to agree
upon, they reneged on that deal. They
tried last night to send a continuing
resolution for a few weeks and they at-
tached to it—and they should not have
attached anything to it because we had
already agreed on all that—attached to
it a very unfair FEMA funding meas-
ure.

To show how spiteful they were—we
have done great things in this country,
doing things with modern vehicles. I
had an energy summit the end of Au-
gust in Las Vegas. They had all these
electric cars lined up that they could
show us. This is a result of money we
have given here, taxpayers’ money, to
stimulate that part of our manufac-
turing sector. It has worked out great.
It has been wonderful.

As STENY HOYER, one of the Demo-
cratic leaders in the House, said, what
the House did is try to legislate away
53,000 jobs. They took money that was
in the pipeline to do more of those
electric cars and other kinds of new ve-
hicles and stripped it away. They ap-
plied that toward something we have
not done around here; that is, fund
emergency situations around the coun-
try.

To rub salt in the wound, they not
only took that, 1 billion dollars’ worth,
but they took 500 million dollars’
worth and they rescinded it, wiping out
jobs, not applying it to the deficit, just
doing it, I guess, to show they are in
control of the House. But that fell
apart last night. It fell apart because
Republicans and Democrats would not
support that issue.

We don’t know what they are going
to do over there today. All kinds of ru-
mors are floating around. We don’t
know. I have not spoken to the Speak-
er or the majority leader over there. I
haven’t talked to them. There are all
kinds of rumors as to what they might
do. They might try to send it back to
us again. But the one thing I heard
loudly and clearly, and my colleagues
have to understand, the Republicans
have announced in the House they may
be in session this weekend. I hope that
is not the case. I have spoken to the
Republican leader here. If they send us
something, we will do our very utmost
to move as quickly as we can on that
to take action on whatever they send
us.

But I wish to send this message to
them. They should not renege on the
agreement that was legislated just a
few short weeks ago; that is, funding
government for the next year. We have
agreed upon that, and whatever they
send us, they should just send us a con-
tinuing resolution until we work on
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getting the appropriations bills done.
Send us a continuing resolution with
nothing attached to it. If they disagree
over there with what we did—they have
over on the House side our bill which
passed in the Senate on a bipartisan
basis. If they don’t like that, send us
back something else.

We think the overwhelming support
of the Nation is for something we did
but don’t tie it to the CR. That is sim-
ply not the right thing to do.

We are going to be alert and wait for
the House to act. We are at an impasse,
not because of what we are doing but
because of what they are doing, and we
will wait and see what action they
take. It is extremely important that
they act as quickly as they can.

We know we had scheduled next week
to be off. We hope we can do that. We
have an important holiday next
Wednesday. That is the reason we are
taking next week off. But I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues in
the Senate, both Democrats and Re-
publicans, to move forward as quickly
as we can.

———
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

THE JOBS BILL

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Mr. President,
over the past week, President Obama
has been traveling around the country,
trying to set a record for the number of
times he can say the words ‘‘pass this
bill right away’’—the number of times
he can say it, actually in a 5-minute
speech. Today he will bring his act to a
50-year-old bridge that connects my
own State of Kentucky with Ohio. The
purpose of this visit is perfectly clear.
The President’s plan is to go out to
this bridge and say that if only law-
makers in Washington would pass his
second stimulus bill right away, then
bridges such as this one would get fixed
and that the only thing standing in the
way of repairing them is people like
me.

I would like to make a couple points
about all this. First, I find it hard to
take the President’s message all that
seriously when his own communica-
tions director is over at the White
House telling people he is no longer in-
terested in legislative compromise
when the leaders of the President’s own
party in Congress are treating this bill
like an afterthought.

We would be more inclined to look at
this so-called jobs bill if the Presi-
dent’s own staff and members of his
own party in Congress started taking it
a little more seriously themselves.

Second, I remind the President that
the people of Kentucky and Ohio have
heard this kind of thing before. Don’t
forget, the President made the same
promises when he was selling his first
stimulus. It is a message he brought to
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Ohio repeatedly. Here is what he said 2
years ago this week at a stop in War-
ren, OH.

All across Ohio and all across the country,
rebuilding our roads and our bridges . . .
that’s what the Recovery Act has been all
about.

The Recovery Act is the stimulus
bill, the first one. Yet 2% years later,
what do we have to show for it? Politi-
cally connected companies such as
Solyndra ended up with hundreds of
millions of dollars, provided by the
taxpayers, and bridges such as the one
the President is attending today still
need to be fixed.

It is worth noting, in fact, this one
company blew through more taxpayer
money than the first stimulus allo-
cated for every road and bridge in the
entire State of Kentucky combined.

The President told Ohioans and Ken-
tuckians, the first stimulus would keep
unemployment below 8 percent as well.
Yet 2% years later unemployment in
both States is still above 9 percent.

We have heard these promises before,
and I don’t think the President should
expect anybody to fall for them again.
I mean, how many stimulus bills do we
have to pass before these bridges get
fixed? How many? How many
Solyndras do we have to finance? How
much money do we have to waste be-
fore the President makes good on the
promises he has already made? If a
bridge needs fixing, by all means let’s
fix it. But don’t tell us we need to pass
a $V2 trillion stimulus bill and accept
job-killing tax hikes to do it. Don’t tell
the people of Kentucky they need to fi-
nance every turtle tunnel and solar
panel company on some bureaucrat’s
wish list in order to get their bridges
fixed. Don’t patronize us by implying
that if we pass the second stimulus,
bridges will get fixed right away. The
American people heard the same thing
when the administration was selling
the first stimulus, only to turn on their
television sets 212 years later to see the
President having a big laugh over the
fact that all these shovel-ready
projects weren’t quite as shovel-ready
as they thought they were.

So I suggest, Mr. President, that you
think about ways to actually help the
people of Kentucky and Ohio, instead
of how you can use their roads and
bridges as a backdrop for making a po-
litical point. If you are truly interested
in helping our State, if you truly want
to help our State, then come back to
Washington and work with Republicans
on legislation that will actually do
something to revive our economy and
create jobs and forget the political the-
ater.

I yield the floor.

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
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Senate will be in a period of morning
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each, with the time equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the Republicans
controlling the first half and the ma-
jority controlling the final half.

The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized.

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nebraska.

——

U.N. STATEHOOD EFFORTS

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to address the Palestinian efforts
to gain statehood at the United Na-
tions, which is occurring this week. As
most of us are aware, Palestinian Au-
thority President Abbas has signaled
that he intends to ask the United Na-
tions for acceptance as a full member
state. Several of my colleagues—and I
might add from both sides of the
aisle—have expressed grave concern
over this Palestinian initiative.

President Obama has indicated if this
initiative is brought to a vote before
the Security Council, the TUnited
States plans to veto it. I support that.
However, even if the veto occurs, Presi-
dent Abbas may then choose to ask the
General Assembly to upgrade Pales-
tinian status to that of a nonvoting ob-
server state. If allowed to become a
nonvoting observer state, Palestinians
could then participate on U.N. commit-
tees and bring allegations against
Israel to the International Criminal
Court and International Court of Jus-
tice. Recognizing a Palestinian state in
this manner could also lead to further
isolation of Israel within the Middle
East. These are outcomes we simply
cannot tolerate.

Israel, beyond any shadow of a doubt,
is a stalwart friend and ally of the
United States. They share our core val-
ues as a nation. They are a thriving de-
mocracy in a part of the world where
democracies are very hard to find. And
importantly, they stand strong with us
in the battle against international ter-
rorism. Thus, it is absolutely impera-
tive we stand with Israel and do every-
thing we can to send a very clear and
straightforward message. That message
is this: The United States stands with
our friends and we will not allow an
international organization to under-
mine this important and valued friend.

Congress has been very clear on this
imperative. Our strong bipartisan com-
mitment was reinforced earlier this
summer when both the Senate and the
House of Representatives overwhelm-
ingly passed resolutions reaffirming
the commitment of the United States
to direct negotiations between the
Israelis and the Palestinians. The reso-
lutions included opposition to this Pal-
estinian bid for U.N. statehood in a
Palestinian Government that includes
Hamas.

In light of this unwavering bipartisan
support from Congress, it is crucial
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that our President continue to make it
absolutely clear that the United States
stands firm in our opposition to this ef-
fort. We have an opportunity and we
must signal to the rest of the world
that a lasting peace, which we all want
to achieve, will only result from direct
negotiations between the Israelis and
the Palestinians and not through par-
liamentary procedure at some inter-
national organization. While the
United States supports a two-state so-
lution, we will not tolerate actions by
international organizations to drive a
wedge into the Israeli-Palestinian
peace process. Although President
Abbas claims his initiative is a peace-
ful approach to resolving the conflict,
the Palestinian Authority has refused
time and time again to come to the ne-
gotiating table and to deal directly
with Israel. Setting up roadblock after
roadblock, President Abbas has de-
manded preconditions that have not
applied to previous negotiations.

This bid for U.N. statehood also vio-
lates the 1993 Oslo peace agreements
signed by the Palestinian Authority
which required the peace process to
continue through direct negotiations.
The U.N. statehood bid is counter-
productive to a two-state solution as it
will further damage Israel’s confidence
in the Palestinian Authority as a le-
gitimate negotiating partner. Unfortu-
nately, President Abbas’s intention to
form a unity government with Hamas
does not signal support or pursuit of a
lasting peace. Hamas has made clear
that they have no intention of ending
attacks on Palestinians or Israelis and
working toward a two-state solution.

Let me be very clear: If the Pales-
tinian Authority continues to asso-
ciate with Hamas and refuses to nego-
tiate directly with Israel, of course
there are consequences. I can assure
you the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives will stand together to
make our disapproval known. U.S. aid
to the Palestinian Authority is not on
cruise control. Congress will not walk
away from supporting an appropriate
way forward in the peace process that
respects the equal and inalienable
rights of all people. We will not and
cannot stand idly by while others at-
tempt to use the United Nations, not to
bring about peace, but to undermine
our closest allies and friends.

As President Obama and his adminis-
tration continue efforts to resolve this
issue before it is brought up to the Se-
curity Council, I ask them to do all
they can to relay the disapproval of
Congress and what President Abbas is
trying to do and to stand without
equivocation, shoulder to shoulder,
with our friend, the state of Israel. It is
our best chance of bringing peace to
the region.

I yield the floor and note the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would
like to speak for 5 or 10 minutes, and
my understanding is we may still be in
the Republican time, but they have al-
lowed me to speak now.

(The remarks of Mr. PRYOR per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1606
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I yield
the floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

MEDICARE

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wanted to call to the attention
of the Senate the aftermath of having
passed the health care reform bill.
There was a great deal of consternation
at the time, while we were delib-
erating, that Medicare was going to be
cut. We will recall that $500 billion was
cut out of Medicare over the course of
a 10-year period, and the amount that
was being cut was considered to be a
threat to Medicare.

As a matter of fact, when we passed
it, the Medicare cuts came from pro-
viders—often providers that stepped up
and offered to have greater efficiencies
and therefore Medicare savings over
the decade. For example, the hospitals
of America came forth and said that we
will save $150 billion. So one of the con-
siderations in Medicare was that we
were going to have to lean out the
Medicare HMO Program called Medi-
care Advantage.

If we will recall, back in 2003 when we
passed the prescription drug bill, Medi-
care Advantage—the Medicare HMO—
was actually given a bump up in Medi-
care reimbursement, some 14 percent
over and above Medicare fee for serv-
ice. As a result, people had the great
incentive to go into a Medicare HMO
because the insurance companies—the
HMOs—were getting so much more per
Medicare beneficiary. But the fact is,
we saw, on a long, projected basis over
time that it was going to Dbe
unsustainable financially for the U.S.
Government to keep giving a 14-per-
cent differential to insurance compa-
nies over what the average Medicare
recipient would get in Medicare fee for
service.

That was one of the reforms of the
health care bill—to take that 14 per-
cent differential and lean it down over
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time, but at the same time make it
more efficient, make the health care
benefits better by having a greater per-
centage of the actual delivery of that
premium dollar go to health care in-
stead of all the administrative costs
and all of that of an insurance com-
pany.

I am happy to report to the Senate
that the Centers for Medicaid and
Medicare Services came out last week
with their new results on Medicare Ad-
vantage—the Medicare HMO Program—
as a result of the new health care bill.

Nationally, the premiums for seniors
on Medicare Advantage have gone
down 4 percent and the enrollment is
up 10 percent. Now that is a significant
little victory coming out of the new in-
centives that were put in the health
care reform bill—mew incentives to in-
surance companies to improve their
Medicare Advantage; nationally, 4 per-
cent down in premiums, but they are
becoming more attractive and so the
enrollment has gone up 10 percent. I
am happy to tell you, in my State of
Florida, where there are more Medi-
care Advantage enrollees than any
other State—over a million—the pre-
miums are down 26 percent and the en-
rollment is expected to go up almost 20
percent because of the incentives in the
health care reform bill.

What in this reform bill has given
new life to insurance companies to im-
prove their Medicare coverage that
would cause the premiums to come
down and the enrollment to go up? Be-
cause CMS has now instituted a series
of financial incentives for the insur-
ance company. And that is, if the in-
surance company boosts the quality of
the service to its Medicare enrollees,
then it will get a bonus per Medicare
enrollee. So if it is rated as a 3-star or
higher, each additional star gives more
of a bonus and incentive to the insur-
ance company, responding to the fact
they have increased the quality. That
is a good thing. The insurance compa-
nies that are only rated 2% stars now
have the financial incentive to get to 3
stars.

What we have is a win all the way
around. We have a win, clearly, for the
enrollees, who are the Medicare bene-
ficiaries, because they are getting bet-
ter quality and their premiums have
gone down in Florida by 26 percent. We
have a second win for the insurance
company, because now the higher qual-
ity it achieves, it is getting reimbursed
from Medicare all the more as a reward
for having a higher quality plan. The
third win is to the U.S. taxpayer. It
lowers the overall amount the U.S. tax-
payer is going to have to pay as a re-
sult of the greater efficiencies in the
Medicare Program. I wanted to come
and share with the Senate this win-
win-win—triple win—as a result of our
having passed the health care reform
bill a couple of years ago.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

DISASTER RELIEF

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
wanted to get here a little earlier this
morning, but I was chairing a panel
and was unable to do so. I know I only
have 10 or 15 minutes or so before the
Senator from Texas speaks, so I appre-
ciate the opportunity to say a few
words about our disaster recovery and
the debate going on between the House
and the Senate about that.

Yesterday, the House was unable to
find the votes to pass the continuing
resolution, and one of the issues of de-
bate is how and when to fund our disas-
ters. I know there are a lot of people
following this debate, so I want to
bring everyone up to date on a couple
of recent developments.

First, the Chamber of Commerce has
submitted a letter to us, strongly ob-
jecting to the House using the Ad-
vanced Technology Vehicle Manufac-
turing Loan Program as an offset to
fund disasters.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
letter from the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, September 22, 2011.

To THE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES
SENATE: The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
world’s largest business federation rep-
resenting the interests of more than three
million businesses and organizations of every
size, sector, and region, strongly supports
disaster relief funding to assist victims of
natural disasters. The Chamber is also a
vocal proponent of fiscal responsibility and
recognizes that Congress must make dif-
ficult but necessary choices among com-
peting priorities.

As Congress sets spending priorities, the
Chamber wishes to highlight a few important
facts about the Advanced Technology Vehi-
cle Manufacturing (ATVM) loan program.
First, the program was authorized in the En-
ergy Independence and Security Act of 2007,
which was supported by both Republicans
and Democrats as an important step in re-
ducing America’s dependence on oil from un-
stable regimes. Second, ATVM loans, which
will be repaid with interest, incentivize
automakers and suppliers to build more fuel-
efficient advanced technology vehicles in the
U.S., providing new opportunities for Amer-
ican workers in a sector of the economy that
is critical to the nation’s recovery. Third,
the fact that the Department of Energy has
yvet to use the funds Congress appropriated
for the program is not the fault of industry;
numerous loan applicants have been in the
queue for years, waiting for the Administra-
tion to complete its due diligence.

Again, while the Chamber understands the
importance of reducing America’s unaccept-
able debt and believes that all programs
must be on the table, the Chamber urges you
to bear in mind the facts about the ATVM
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loan program, which promotes manufac-
turing in the U.S. and is an important com-
ponent of America’s energy security.
Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, it is
the position of the Democrats—and
some Republicans have taken this posi-
tion—that this is not the right way to
go about funding disasters, by requir-
ing offsets. It is not necessary, it has
hardly been done in the past—it has
been, but it is not routine—and it is
not recommended for a number of rea-
sons I have tried to explain on the
floor. But adding to that debate now is
the Chamber of Commerce saying that
is not the right offset to use if you are
going to insist on finding one.

Secondly, I want to push back on the
argument the House position will pro-
vide enough funding to get us through
the next couple of weeks. That is only
partially correct, and I want to be very
clear. When people say, well, we can go
ahead and pass the 2.65 they have in for
2012, which is an extension of last
year’s number, and then the extra bil-
lion they put in for 2011, and that will
sort of get us by the next couple of
weeks, let me be clear: It will get
FEMA by. It will fill up the disaster re-
lief fund, which is running on fumes
today. We are now down to $227 million
in the fund, the lowest balance in re-
cent memory. It will provide a small
amount of money relative to the core
budget—3$226 million. But I want to be
clear: There is no money in the House
approach for agriculture, there is no
money in the House approach for com-
munity development block grants—
zero—and there is no money for the
economic development grants that
chambers of commerce all over the
country, in areas and counties that
have been hard hit, use to help their
communities and their businesses get
back.

I just left a small business hearing,
and the fact is, after a disaster, wheth-
er it is in North Carolina or California
or Florida or Louisiana—and this is
very sad, particularly in these eco-
nomic times—about 70 percent of small
businesses never make it back. So at a
time when we are trying to create jobs
in America, help Americans get back
to work and strengthen their busi-
nesses, the House wants to pass a con-
tinuing resolution with zero money for
these economic development grants
that chambers of commerce and other
conservative organizations, as well as
nonpolitical organizations, believe are
very effective.

So, please, if you are going to vote
for the House position, don’t go home
and pat yourself on the back and say
you took care of disaster victims. You
might have filled up the FEMA fund
temporarily, but you have not left here
doing the job I think we need to do.

The third point I want to push back
on—and I know my time is limited—is
this comment last night by several
Members of the House that we have off-
set disaster relief before. Yes, we have,
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but not, to my knowledge, in the im-
mediate aftermath of the storms. As
these things have gone on over years—
for instance, 4 years after Katrina we
were trying to find money to rebuild
one of our big military bases that col-
lapsed, so we funded that through De-
fense and we found an offset. But that
wasn’t within the first couple of weeks
of Katrina. That was after 4 years, and
we couldn’t find the money and we
really wanted to find it. So there are
ways you can offset sometimes in the
distant future.

I am going to remind people that
after Katrina, in the first 3 weeks, the
Federal Government funded $66 billion
without an offset. After the collapse of
the Twin Towers, we funded $40 billion,
and sent that to New York after the
collapse of the Twin Towers. After 2004,
which was a very terrible year for Flor-
ida, this Congress sent $2 billion within
a few weeks of four hurricanes hitting
Florida. Had we not done that, that
State would be in a very serious eco-
nomic downturn now. It never could
have recovered from four hurricanes in
1 year. They didn’t hit Louisiana, they
didn’t hit Texas, they didn’t hit Ala-
bama. All four of them hit Florida. Did
we bellyache about it? Did anyone say:
Let’s run up to Washington and find a
$2 billion program that is not working
and cut it out so we can go help the
people in Florida? Absolutely not. We
sent the money to Florida, and I know
they were grateful for it. That might
be one of the reasons Senator RUBIO—
who was not in the Senate then but
now is—has voted for this position, be-
cause he knows. He remembers.

I don’t know what the House is going
to do, and I most certainly don’t think
we need to shut the government down
over this debate, but it is a very impor-
tant debate to be having. I am proud to
be leading the effort, along with many
Democrats and some Republicans who
are saying, in the aftermath of a year
that was one of the worst on record, we
do not need to find the offsets now.

I hope the House will stand strong
and beat back that position, because it
is not right today, it is not going to be
right tomorrow, and it is not right for
the future.

I just hope we can prevail.

Later on, when we are looking to fig-
ure out how to pay for all this, we have
time over the next year or year and a
half or 2 or 3 or even 4 years as we work
on moving our deficit down. All of this
is going to have to be paid eventually.
But I believe very strongly that we
must not think it is OK to get into a
pattern of, when disaster strikes, in-
stead of opening shelters, instead of
giving people immediate relief, the
first thing the leadership of this coun-
try does is run to Washington and try
to gut several other programs over-
night or quickly or without thought
before we can fund disasters. That is
not the way we should operate.

I thank the Chair for being very con-
siderate and giving me this extra time.
I thank my colleagues; I know others

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

want to speak. Again, we have a whole
document here, which I have shown be-
fore, of projects in all of our States
that have been absolutely shut down
because we have run out of money. The
only programs that are being funded
are real emergencies on the east coast.
Everything else in Missouri, Louisiana,
California, and Texas has been shut
down to fund what is happening on the
east coast. This is no way to run a rail-
road. Let’s get disaster relief now.

I hope the House will reconsider their
position. I thank the chamber of com-
merce for coming out strongly to re-
move that offset. Again, let’s see if we
can find some money for USDA—Agri-
culture—community development
block grants, and economic develop-
ment block grants. If they insist on
doing it 6 weeks at a time, which I
don’t agree with, at least put in a little
more money for these other programs
so we do not shut down, and we will
come back here in 6 weeks or 8 weeks
and figure it out.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

————————

EXTENDING THE GENERALIZED
SYSTEM OF PREFERENCES

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 2832, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 2832) to extend the Generalized
System of Preferences, and for other pur-
poses.

Pending:

Reid (for Casey) amendment No. 633, to ex-
tend and modify trade adjustment assist-
ance.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 634

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 634 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 634.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide Taiwan with critically

needed United States-built multirole fight-

er aircraft to strengthen its self-defense
capability against the increasing military
threat from China)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
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SEC. . SALE OF F-16 AIRCRAFT TO TAIWAN.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Department of Defense, in its 2011
report to Congress on ‘‘Military and Security
Developments Involving the People’s Repub-
lic of China,” found that ‘‘China continued
modernizing its military in 2010, with a focus
on Taiwan contingencies, even as Cross-
Strait relations improved. The PLA seeks
the capability to deter Taiwan independence
and influence Taiwan to settle the dispute on
Beijing’s terms. In pursuit of this objective,
Beijing is developing capabilities intended to
deter, delay, or deny possible U.S. support
for the island in the event of conflict. The
balance of cross-Strait military forces and
capabilities continues to shift in the main-
land’s favor.” In this report, the Department
of Defense also concludes that, over the next
decade, China’s air force will remain pri-
marily focused on ‘‘building the capabilities
required to pose a credible military threat to
Taiwan and U.S. forces in East Asia, deter
Taiwan independence, or influence Taiwan to
settle the dispute on Beijing’s terms’’.

(2) The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)
conducted a preliminary assessment of the
status and capabilities of Taiwan’s air force
in an unclassified report, dated January 21,
2010. The DIA found that, “‘[a]lthough Tai-
wan has nearly 400 combat aircraft in serv-
ice, far fewer of these are operationally capa-
ble.”” The report concluded, ‘“‘Many of Tai-
wan’s fighter aircraft are close to or beyond
service life, and many require extensive
maintenance support. The retirement of Mi-
rage and F-5 aircraft will reduce the total
size of the Taiwan Air Force.”

(3) Since 2006, authorities from Taiwan
have made repeated requests to purchase 66
F-16C/D multirole fighter aircraft from the
United States, in an effort to modernize the
air force of Taiwan and maintain its self-de-
fense capability.

(4) According to a report by the Perryman
Group, a private economic research and anal-
ysis firm, the requested sale of F-16C/Ds to
Taiwan ‘‘would generate some $8,700,000,000
in output (gross product) and more than
87,664 person-years of employment in the
US,” including 23,407 direct jobs, while ‘‘eco-
nomic benefits would likely be realized in 44
states and the District of Columbia’.

(56) The sale of F-16C/Ds to Taiwan would
both sustain existing high-skilled jobs in key
United States manufacturing sectors and
create new ones.

(6) On August 1, 2011, a bipartisan group of
181 members of the House of Representatives
sent a letter to the President, expressing
support for the sale of F-16C/Ds to Taiwan.
On May 26, 2011, a bipartisan group of 45
members of the Senate sent a similar letter
to the President, expressing support for the
sale. Two other members of the Senate wrote
separately to the President or the Secretary
of State in 2011 and expressed support for
this sale.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) a critical element to maintaining peace
and stability in Asia in the face of China’s
two-decade-long program of military mod-
ernization and expansion of military capa-
bilities is ensuring a militarily strong and
confident Taiwan;

(2) a Taiwan that is confident in its ability
to deter Chinese aggression will increase its
ability to proceed in developing peaceful re-
lations with China in areas of mutual inter-
est;

(3) the cross-Strait military balance be-
tween China and our longstanding strategic
partner, Taiwan, has clearly shifted in Chi-
na’s favor;

(4) China’s military expansion poses a clear
and present danger to Taiwan, and this
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threat has very serious implications for the
ability of the United States to fulfill its se-
curity obligations to allies in the region and
protect our vital United States national in-
terests in East Asia;

(5) Taiwan’s air force continues to deterio-
rate, and it needs additional advanced
multirole fighter aircraft in order to mod-
ernize its fleet and maintain a sufficient self-
defense capability;

(6) the United States has a statutory obli-
gation under the Taiwan Relations Act (22
U.S.C. 3301 et seq.) to provide Taiwan the de-
fense articles necessary to enable Taiwan to
maintain sufficient self-defense capabilities,
in furtherance of maintaining peace and sta-
bility in the western Pacific region;

(7) in order to comply with the Taiwan Re-
lations Act, the United States must provide
Taiwan with additional advanced multirole
fighter aircraft, as well as significant up-
grades to Taiwan’s existing fleet of multirole
fighter aircraft; and

(8) the proposed sale of F-16C/D multirole
fighter aircraft to Taiwan would have sig-
nificant economic benefits to the United
States economy.

(¢) SALE OF AIRCRAFT.—The President shall
carry out the sale of no fewer than 66 F-16C/
D multirole fighter aircraft to Taiwan.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, yester-
day I came to the floor and spoke
about my intention to offer this
amendment, which is now pending be-
fore the Senate, which would require
the U.S. Government to sell 66 F-16C/D
aircraft to the Government of Taiwan
pursuant to our responsibilities under
the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979,
passed with bipartisan support of the
Congress and signed into law by Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter. Under this law, it
is the responsibility of the U.S. Gov-
ernment to provide our ally Taiwan
with sufficient defensive weapons in
order to defend itself against any pos-
sible aggression by Communist China
or from any other source. I spoke at
some length about this yesterday, and
I won’t reprise all of those arguments.

At the outset, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD 3
letters—1 signed by 45 Senators sup-
porting this sale of F-16s to Taiwan
and 2 separate letters from Senator
LUGAR, the ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, and Senator
LisA MURKOWSKI of Alaska, for a total
of 47 Senators who are on record as
supporting this sale.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 26, 2011.
PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to ex-
press serious concern about the military im-
balance in the Taiwan Strait. To maintain
peace and stability in the Strait, it is crit-
ical that your administration accept Tai-
wan’s Letter of Request (LOR) and move
quickly to notify Congress of the sale of 66
F-16 C/D aircraft that Taiwan needs in order
to modernize its air force.

Successive reports issued by U.S. and Tai-
wanese defense authorities clearly outline
the direct threat faced by Taiwan as a result
of China’s unprecedented military buildup.
Beijing presently has more than 1,400 mis-
siles aimed at Taiwan, and China is in the
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process of deploying next generation Chinese
and Russian manufactured ships, fighter air-
craft, and submarines. Military experts in
both Taiwan and the United States have
raised concerns that Taiwan is losing the
qualitative advantage in defensive arms that
has long served as its primary military de-
terrent against China.

Taiwan desperately needs new tactical
fighter aircraft. Within the next decade Tai-
wan will retire 70% of its fighter force struc-
ture. Its F-6s have reached the end of their
utility, its Mirage fighters lack parts and
life-cycle support, and its Indigenous De-
fense Fighters are being converted to a
trainer role. Additionally, Taiwan’s existing
145 F-16 A/B fighters all require a mid-life
upgrade. With F-16s already in its inventory,
Taiwan is seeking to combine its fighter
fleet around a single airframe with the com-
mensurate cost and operational benefits.

We are deeply concerned that further delay
of the decision to sell F-16s to Taiwan could
result in closure of the F-16 production line,
and urge you to expedite this defense export
process before the line closes. Without new
fighter aircraft and upgrades to its existing
fleet of F-16s, Taiwan will be dangerously ex-
posed to Chinese military threats, aggression
and provocation, which pose significant na-
tional security implications for the United
States.

The Taiwan Relations Act (TRA) of 1979 di-
rects both the Congress and the President to
make decisions on arms sales to Taiwan
based solely on the ‘‘judgment of the needs
of Taiwan,” and we believe that Taiwanese
pilots, flying Taiwanese fighter aircraft
manufactured in the United States, rep-
resent the best first line of defense for our
democratic ally, while presenting no offen-
sive threat to China.

We urge you to act swiftly and provide Tai-
wan with the F-16 C/D aircraft that are crit-
ical to meeting our obligations pursuant to
the TRA and to preserving peace and secu-
rity in the Taiwan Strait.

Sincerely,

Robert Menendez, James Inhofe, Jim
Webb, Jon Kyl, Joseph I. Lieberman,
Dan Coats, Tim Johnson, Roger F.
Wicker, Ron Wyden, John Cornyn, Ben-
jamin L. Cardin, John Barrasso,
Sherrod Brown, Jeff Sessions, Richard
Blumenthal, John Boozman, Jon
Tester, Tom Coburn, Joe Manchin III,
John Hoeven, Bill Nelson, Saxby Cham-
bliss, Barbara Mikulski, Kay Bailey
Hutchison, John D. Rockefeller IV,
Scott Brown, Herb Kohl, Chuck Grass-
ley, Jim DeMint, Marco Rubio, David
Vitter, Thad Cochran, Mike Crapo,
Johnny Isakson, Mark Kirk, John
McCain, Mike Lee, Lindsey Graham,
Kelly Ayotte, Mike Johanns, Ron
Johnson, Richard Burr, Michael B.
Enzi, James E. Risch, Susan M. Collins.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC, April 1, 2011.
Hon. HILLARY R. CLINTON,
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State,

Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY CLINTON: The issue of
U.S. defense equipment sales to Taiwan has
now become an urgent matter. Taiwan has
legitimate defense needs, and its existing ca-
pabilities are decaying. Replacement of its
tactical aircraft is warranted, is not provoc-
ative and is justified.

While it has acquired some Mirage air-
craft, Taiwan has acquired more than 400
tactical aircraft (F-16A/Bs and F-5s) sold and
produced in Taiwan from the United States.
But there have been no new sales of needed
aircraft to Taiwan in many years. Approved
transactions involved only lower-level sales
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and support for its Indigenous Defensive
Fighter (IDF)—an aircraft that the Defense
Intelligence Agency has assessed faces ‘‘lim-
ited combat range and payload capacity
[which] restrict its effectiveness in air-to-air
combat.”

Given the decrepit state of Taiwan’s F-b5s,
the service life issues associated with its
IDF, and a growing problem faced by all re-
cipient countries in obtaining affordable and
sustainable access to spare parts for Mirages,
I am very concerned that if the Administra-
tion does not act favorably on Taiwan’s out-
standing Letter of Request (LOR) for sales of
F16C/D aircraft, Taiwan will be forced to re-
tire all of its existing F-16A/B aircraft in the
next decade, leaving it with no credible air-
to-air capability. Since Taiwan already has
many U.S. F-16 aircraft, replacement and
augmentation of its existing fleet would not
affect the qualitative and quantitative mili-
tary balance in its region, and would also, in
turn, greatly assist the U.S. industrial base.

Any reasonable approach to Taiwan’s ex-
isting tactical aircraft requirements in-
cludes both sustainment of its existing F-1
6A/Bs, but also, sales of new F-16C/Ds. Lim-
iting assistance only to upgrades of F-16A/Bs
exacerbates both near and long term air-to-
air challenges due to the fact that a substan-
tial number of Taiwan’s deployed F-16A/Bs
would have to be removed from service in
order to undergo upgrades.

Over a year ago, Assistant Secretary of
State for Political Military Affairs Andrew
Shapiro assured the Committee on Foreign
Relations that your Department would un-
dertake an extensive and honest discussion
with the Foreign Relations Committee re-
garding Taiwan. Such consultations have yet
to occur. In my view, a sensible place to
start would be with Taiwan’s existing tac-
tical aircraft capability, aside from its other
air defense challenges.

I am still awaiting proposed dates from the
Department for the initiation of these dis-
cussions. In order to be able to produce need-
ed F16C/Ds and deliver them by 2015, or even
sooner should Taiwan move quickly, an Ad-
ministration decision is needed in 2011 to act
favorably on the F-16C/D request. I am par-
ticularly interested in the Department’s re-
sponses to Kkey questions: What are the
major issues associated with approval of this
LOR? Why is the Administration apparently
unwilling to act on it? What are the risks
and benefits in agreeing to the sale?

Presently, we have not received any clear
and consistent information from the State
Department regarding this matter, and I be-
lieve it is time to engage in a meaningful
consultation with this Committee on Tai-
wan.

I look forward to your prompt consider-
ation of this letter.

Sincerely,
RICHARD G. LUGAR,
Ranking Member.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 13, 2011.
PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA,
The White House, Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am pleased to join
with 47 of my Senate colleagues in urging
that your administration move expeditiously
to notify Congress of the sale of 66 F-16 C/D
aircraft that Taiwan needs in order to mod-
ernize its air force.

Within the next decade Taiwan will retire
70% of its fighter force structure. Its F-5s
have reached the end of their utility, its Mi-
rage fighters lack parts and life-cycle sup-
port, and its Indigenous Defense Fighters are
being converted to a trainer role. Addition-
ally, Taiwan’s existing 145 F-16 A/B fighters
all require a mid-life upgrade. With F-16s al-
ready in its inventory, Taiwan is seeking to
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combine its fighter fleet around a single air-
frame with the commensurate cost and oper-
ational benefits.

The Taiwan Relations Act (TRA) of 1979 di-
rects both the Congress and the President to
make decisions on arms sales to Taiwan
based solely on the ‘‘judgment of the needs
of Taiwan,”” and I believe that Taiwanese pi-
lots, flying Taiwanese fighter aircraft manu-
factured in the United States, represent the
best first line of defense for our democratic
ally, while presenting no offensive threat to
China.

Moreover, I am deeply concerned that fur-
ther delay of the decision to sell F-16s to
Taiwan could result in closure of the F-16
production line, and urge you to expedite
this defense export process before the line
closes.

I urge you to act swiftly and provide Tai-
wan with the F-16 C/D aircraft that are crit-
ical to meeting our obligations pursuant to
the TRA and to preserving peace and secu-
rity in the Taiwan Strait while strength-
ening America’s economy by keeping the F-
16 in production.

Sincerely,
LisA MURKOWSKI,
U.S. Senator.
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, as I

said, yesterday I spoke about the legis-
lation Senator MENENDEZ and I had of-
fered. That is a stand-alone bill; this is
now an amendment to this pending
trade bill. I do believe it is appropriate
for us to consider this matter in the
context of this trade bill because, of
course, we all recognize and common
sense would tell us that selling to for-
eign customers the things that we grow
here in America or that we manufac-
ture in America sustains jobs right
here at home. Indeed, we have cir-
culated among various offices what the
impact on jobs would be all across the
country when it comes to the sale and
manufacture of these F-16s. A lot of
jobs would be created in America at a
time when unemployment is intrac-
tably and unacceptably high. But that
is not the main reason I believe this
amendment is so important.

Let me back up to say that yesterday
the President did announce that he ap-
proved military exports to Taiwan, but
I wish to address first the insufficiency
of the response.

Yesterday, Congress was officially
notified by the Defense Security Co-
operation Agency that the administra-
tion had approved a retrofit for 145 F-
16A/B aircraft—aircraft Taiwan already
owns. So this is not unprecedented. We
have already sold Taiwan A/B versions
of the F-16. But, as the administration
acknowledges by saying these need to
be updated and retrofitted, these are
older aircraft and need to be modern-
ized in order to be effective.

There is no question that these up-
grades on the existing 145 F-16 aircraft
are necessary, but it is not sufficient to
deal with the airpower needs of our
Taiwanese allies. You can see by this
chart the disparity between what the
People’s Republic of China has—about
2,300 operational combat aircraft
versus 490 operational combat air-
craft—owned by the Government of
Taiwan.

But what I think the President’s de-
cision fails to acknowledge is the fact
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that many of the aircraft being flown
now in Taiwan by the Taiwan Air
Force are French Mirage aircraft which
are some 20 years old or American F-5
aircraft which were first delivered in
1975 through 1985 but which are now
virtually obsolete. It is for that reason
the sale of these additional 66 F-16C/D
version aircraft is so important—to re-
place those obsolete French Mirages
and F-5s.

Taiwan’s request had been, as I indi-
cated earlier, not for the retrofit or for
new aircraft, but they wanted both.
The administration should have ap-
proved both, and that is exactly what
47 Members of this Senate stated—the
bipartisan letters I have admitted into
the RECORD—encourage the adminis-
tration to do to make the right deci-
sion and to do both. But since the ad-
ministration chose only to go the ret-
rofit route for existing aircraft, I think
it is important for us to send a message
and to exercise our authority under the
Constitution to compel that sale.

There is a bigger point I would like
to make as well. America’s credibility
in Bast Asia and beyond is at risk by
the administration’s decision yester-
day. The President spoke at the United
Nations earlier this week and ad-
dressed many priorities of U.S. foreign
policy. I am not going to respond to
each one of them because it was a 40-
minute speech, but my point is, the
success of U.S. foreign policy in every
region of the world depends on the
credibility of the U.S. Government—
whether we stand by our friends and
whether we keep our commitments or
whether we will abandon our support
for other democracies like Taiwan. The
answer to that question is of enormous
interest not only to the people of Tai-
wan, to whom we have pledged in this
1979 law, the Taiwan Relations Act
that I mentioned earlier, but also to
the people of Israel, to the people of
Eastern Europe, to the people of Japan
and South Korea, and to the fledgling
democracies now in Iraq and the people
of Afghanistan, to people who are suf-
fering from oppressive regimes all
across the world who want the same
basic freedoms we do and who share
our values in self-government.

What kind of message does it send
from America to these friends of free-
dom? What kind of message does the
Senate send by denying our ally Tai-
wan the purchase of military exports
that they need and that they re-
quested? And what message can the
U.S. Senate send to reassure our allies
in Taiwan as well as people watching
everywhere around the world with our
credibility on the line?

I want to reiterate that this is a bi-
partisan matter. This is not a partisan
issue at all. Republicans and Demo-
crats alike have supported the Mutual
Defense Treaty signed by President Ei-
senhower in 1954, and the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act was supported with bipar-
tisan support and signed by President
Jimmy Carter in 1979, and it remains
the law of the land. That states specifi-
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cally that the United States will pro-
vide to Taiwan the defense articles
necessary to enable Taiwan to main-
tain sufficient self-defense capabilities
in furtherance of maintaining peace
and stability in the Western Pacific re-
gion.

We know the U.S. military has been
stressed by repeated deployments in
Afghanistan and Iraq and commit-
ments around the world. So why in the
world wouldn’t we want to improve the
capacity of the Taiwanese Government
to defend itself and reduce any poten-
tial burden on the United States in the
process?

I want to remind my colleagues what
sufficient defense capabilities means.
This is part of a memorandum from
President Ronald Reagan in 1982, and I
think it is worth reading.

It is essential that the quantity and qual-
ity of the arms provided Taiwan be condi-
tioned entirely on the threat posed by the
PRC [People’s Republic of China]. Both in
quantitative and qualitative terms, Taiwan’s
defense capability relative to that of the
PRC will be maintained.

That was the understanding of Con-
gress, that was President Reagan’s un-
derstanding, and that was our expla-
nation to the Chinese Government to
reassure them about the purpose for
these military sales—to provide a de-
fensive capability, not an offensive ca-
pability but a defensive capability.

Why is Taiwan asking for these air-
craft? Well, as I indicated earlier, Tai-
wan’s air defense capabilities are near-
ly obsolete, while China’s military ca-
pabilities are growing at an alarming
rate. But air defense is not just a game
of numbers; it is about the quality of
the aircraft as well.

So what about the quality of Tai-
wan’s existing forces? Well, according
to the Defense Intelligence Agency in
an unclassified report last year, many
of Taiwan’s fighter aircraft are close to
or beyond service life and many require
extensive maintenance support.

So China’s capabilities are clearly
newer, and they are growing and focus
clearly on intimidating Taiwan and,
yes, even the United States.

China’s official press agency reported
in March that the People’s Republic of
China will increase its military budget
this year by more than 12 percent. That
is on top of an increase last year of 7.5
percent. But the Pentagon estimates
that China is not being transparent
with regard to its military spending. In
fact, China’s official and public budget
of $90 billion is far less than the $150
billion that they actually spent.

So whom does China intend to in-
timidate by this growing military
power? Here is what the Pentagon had
to say in its 2011 report to Congress
called ‘“‘Military and Security Develop-
ments Involving the People’s Republic
of China.” The Defense Department ob-
served that China continued modern-
izing its military in 2010, with a focus
on Taiwan contingencies. The Pen-
tagon also noted that China’s Air
Force will remain primarily focused on
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“building the capabilities required to
pose a credible military threat to Tai-
wan and U.S. forces in the East Asia.”

Some say we shouldn’t look at our
policy with Taiwan in a vacuum, and I
agree with that. We should look at it in
the larger context, both of the region
and our strategic relationship with
China. We know many of China’s neigh-
bors in that region are concerned about
the military buildup and the increas-
ingly bellicose rhetoric from the gov-
ernment.

Last year, China claimed the South
China Sea as a core interest, which un-
settled Vietnam and the Philippines
and Indonesia and other nations in the
region. China has renewed its
longrunning border dispute with India,
and, frankly, it continues to be an en-
abler, as we know, of the nuclear
threat in North Korea. We know Paki-
stan’s Defense Minister publicly dis-
cussed the possibility of China building
a naval base in Pakistan, which is al-
ready home to a new strategically im-
portant port at the mouth of the Gulf
of Oman.

So it is important to look at the im-
pact of China’s growing military
strength and its bellicose rhetoric on
the whole region because, frankly, the
disparity I pointed out earlier between
the capability of the People’s Republic
of China when it comes to air power
and that of Taiwan is a destabilizing
influence in the region. Why in the
world would we want to create a desta-
bilizing condition in that region as op-
posed to a stable one that is in our best
interests and that is in the best inter-
ests of our allies?

We can tell that the Communist Chi-
nese Government is trying to intimi-
date the United States from living up
to its responsibilities. Last week, Chi-
na’s top official newspaper used a lot of
unnecessary language on the subject of
the arms sales to Taiwan. They called
those of us on Capitol Hill who are sup-
porting this ‘“‘madmen,” and said we
were ‘‘playing with fire’’ and said there
would be a ‘‘disastrous price” if we
continued to support our allies in Tai-
wan. They would like nothing better
than for us to turn our backs on our al-
lies in Taiwan, just like other bullies
around the world would love for Amer-
ica to retreat and to pull back in our
support for self-governing peoples ev-
erywhere.

I do not think we want to send the
message—I know I do not want to send
the message—that the United States
will give in to this kind of intimida-
tion. We should pass this legislation to
send a clear message to China and
other nations around the world who are
beating their chests and growing in
military strength and posing desta-
bilizing risks that the real madmen are
those who think America will abandon
our friends and allies and our prin-
ciples and our long-range and long-
standing strategic interests in the sta-
bility of East Asia.

As I indicated earlier, there are a lot
of people watching what we do. It
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would greatly reassure our allies and
partners around the world if we acted
in a responsible way consistent with
our legal obligation under the Taiwan
Relations Act, which apparently the
administration has declined to do.

Many of my colleagues remember
what President Clinton did in 1996. He
deployed two aircraft carrier battle
groups during the Taiwan Strait crisis
then. That crisis developed when China
tried to intimidate Taiwan, once again,
on the eve of its first free Presidential
election by conducting this series of so-
called military exercises that included
the firing of missiles just a few miles
north of Taiwan.

President Clinton responded by or-
dering the largest U.S. military force
since the Vietnam war to deploy to the
region, including carrier battle groups
led by the USS Nimitz and the USS
Independence. America’s show of re-
solve and strength did not escalate
that crisis, it diffused it—exactly what
would happen here if we made this sale
to Taiwan. It would send, as that did
then, a welcome signal to the region.

According to an article in the cur-
rent issue of Washington Quarterly,
following that crisis the region’s con-
fidence in the United States soared.
Japan, Singapore, the Philippines, and
other nations in the region all bol-
stered their security ties with the
United States.

Isn’t that what we want? If America
is going to be an undependable ally,
there is no real benefit to people align-
ing their interests with ours and join-
ing with us in these sorts of strategic
security ties.

The Taiwan Strait crisis was one of
the real foreign policy successes of the
Clinton administration, but the au-
thors of that same article conclude
that ‘“‘forsaking Taiwan now will likely
have the opposite effect.”

I want to return to a subject I
brought up earlier. In addition to our
other interests, which are many, and
having us seen as being a dependable
ally to our friends and keeping our
commitments, this bill deserves the
support of the Senate for other reasons
as well. In addition to our longstanding
bipartisan consensus on Taiwan, the
growing gap in military capabilities
between Taiwan and China, China’s ag-
gressive behavior toward its neighbors
and the United States’ credibility with
our allies and free people everywhere,
this is a jobs bill.

This is a policy that creates jobs. If
we sell this American-made product to
our friends and allies who are willing
to pay for it—and it will not cost one
dime in taxpayer dollars—it creates
jobs at home. This chart shows, in yel-
low, all of the States where jobs would
be created and sustained as a result of
these sales. This map shows every
State in which direct and indirect em-
ployment from this export sale of F-16s
to Taiwan is projected to be at least 60
person-years of employment, which is
the equivalent of 10 American workers
employed full time for 6 years.
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As you can see from this map, 32
States will have that level of job cre-
ation or more, making this F-16 sale to
Taiwan a coast-to-coast job engine. In
fact, according to a report by the
Perryman Group, the requested sale of
F-16C/Ds to Taiwan ‘‘would generate
some $8.7 billion in output.” That is
something the American economy
could use now? Furthermore, it would
directly support more than 23,000 jobs.
That is surely something we need now.

As I said, these jobs don’t cost the
American taxpayer a dime. Apart from
the paperwork and processing nec-
essary to approve the deal, these are
private sector jobs, and it is exactly
the private sector that we need to take
off again.

The one thing the Federal Govern-
ment, the U.S. Government, needs to
do perhaps more than anything else is
simply get out of the way and let these
Americans continue to stay on the
job—and collect, in addition, an esti-
mated $768 million in Federal tax rev-
enue. That is something else we could
use, more tax revenue coming in from
more employed workers so we can close
the gap in our $1.5 trillion annual def-
icit and begin to work our way toward
reducing the debt, which is more than
$14 trillion.

I thank, on a bipartisan basis, the
Senators who have supported this leg-
islation. I note that of the 47 signato-
ries on the letters that have been made
part of the record supporting this sale,
13 are from our Democratic friends
across the aisle. This is truly a bipar-
tisan effort.

For all the reasons I have mentioned,
I hope we will vote yes and pass this
important amendment to this bill.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN of Ohio). Who yields time? The
senior Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the
book of Ecclesiastes contains wisdom
that should guide us today, and I am
paraphrasing. This is not exactly what
the Scriptures say: For everything
there is a season and a time for every
matter under the Sun. Or, to state it
more colloquially, there is a time and
place for everything. Some times are
better than others; some places are
better than others.

My colleague from Texas offered an
amendment that required the Presi-
dent to sell F-16 fighter jets to Taiwan.
I, respectfully, note the debate on this
trade adjustment assistance bill is not
the appropriate time, season, or place
to raise this issue. This is a trade bill.
This is not about sales of F-16s to Tai-
wan or to any country. It is a wholly
different subject. It has nothing to do
with what we are trying to debate
today and focus our attention on so we
can get this legislation passed.

The adoption of an amendment on an
unrelated and controversial issue of
Taiwanese arms sales would derail the
carefully negotiated bipartisan agree-
ment on trade assistance. If this
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amendment would pass of itself, irre-
spective of the merits, it would derail
passage of trade adjustment assistance
because it would be an amendment. So
it would go over to the other body,
they would have to work with it,
maybe concur with it, include maybe
other amendments, and it would, per-
haps, come over here again.

We have an agreement between the
House and Senate and White House
where we pass both trade adjustment
assistance and then we can pass the
free-trade agreements and most every-
body wins. This amendment ultimately
would imperil passage of the three
pending trade agreements with Colom-
bia, Panama, and South Korea.

I know my good friend—I suspect;
that would be presumptuous of me—
but I suspect my good friend from
Texas is very much in favor of those
three trade agreements with Colombia,
Panama, and South Korea. I know a
number of my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle also support the sale of F-
16s to Taiwan.

But to paraphrase Ecclesiastes, this
is an issue that should be debated at
another time. Not here. At another
time.

Just 9 days ago, Senator CORNYN in-
troduced legislation on the F-16 issue
that tracks the substantive language of
this amendment. That amendment has
been referred to the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee where it belongs.
That is, in fact, the right way to deal
with this issue, through consideration
by the committee of jurisdiction.

In the spirit of Ecclesiastes, I, there-
fore, urge my colleagues to save this
issue for another day to vigorously dis-
cuss and debate it, to look at the mer-
its, to see what makes sense and does
not make sense. But that is for another
day. We should vote against the
amendment at this time. It could be a
very meritorious issue, I am not pass-
ing judgment on it, but this is not the
time and place. If it were adopted, it
would severely jeopardize the passage
of trade adjustment assistance and also
the free-trade agreements which are
supported by many Members of this
body.

AMENDMENT NO. 650

I would like to speak on another
matter, and that is the Thune amend-
ment. The Thune amendment looks
backwards to the past when we should
be looking forward to the future. I un-
derstand Senator THUNE will offer his
amendment very soon today.

The bill before the Senate restores
urgently needed job training for Amer-
ican workers impacted by trade. It also
clears the path for Congress to approve
our job creating trade agreements with
Colombia, Panama, and South Korea.
The bill reflects the understanding
among the Senate, the House and the
President, about how to move the trade
agenda forward. But the Thune amend-
ment looks, not forward, it looks back-
wards. It calls for a new government
report on the harm from delaying the
pending free-trade agreements. No one

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

disputes the harm; that is not the
issue. The issue is how quickly can we
adopt them.

Harm; that is, delay, is well docu-
mented, and there is blame to go all
around, so we should not waste scarce
resources to score political points; that
is, it is not worth time trying to point
the finger of blame anywhere. Rather,
it makes much more sense to get the
job done; that is, pass the free-trade
agreements. And passage of the trade
adjustment assistance will mean pas-
sage of the free-trade agreements. So
we should instead use our resources to
identify foreign trade barriers that im-
pede U.S. exports. We should help small
businesses succeed in global markets,
and we should monitor whether our
trade partners are abiding by the rules.

So let’s look forward, not to the past.
Let’s avoid further delay of our trade
agreements. Let’s defeat this amend-
ment and send to the House a clean bill
on trade adjustment assistance.

AMENDMENT NO. 651

Speaking on another amendment—
first was the Cornyn amendment, sec-
ond was the Thune amendment, and
now is the Rubio amendment, which
will be voted upon soon—I urge my col-
leagues to vote against Senator
RUBIO’s amendment. It would limit
trade adjustment benefits only to
workers who lose their jobs as a result
of imports from a country with which
the United States has a free-trade
agreement. The United States has only
about 17 free-trade agreement partners.
We do not limit our trade just to those
countries. There is a lot of trade
around the world. The United States
trades with virtually every country in
the world, not just to countries with
which we have free-trade agreements.
In fact, we export to nearly 200 coun-
tries around the world. Remember, we
have only 17 free-trade agreements, but
we export to nearly 200 countries
around the world.

Under this amendment, the Rubio
amendment, workers who lose their
jobs as a result of trade with 8 of our
top 10 trade partners, including China
and Japan, would not receive TAA ben-
efits. Why? Because there is no free-
trade agreement with those countries.
It makes no sense whatsoever. In fact,
the Rubio amendment would say to
workers around the country, if you lose
your job due to trade with China, you
are out of luck. If you lose your job due
to trade with India, you are out of
luck. Only if you lose your job with a
country with which we have a free-
trade agreement do you get assistance.

The Rubio amendment would signifi-
cantly, therefore, limit the number of
workers who get help under trade ad-
justment assistance. Why would we
want to do that? Why would we want to
do that at a time when 14 million
Americans are looking for work? Trade
adjustment assistance helps Americans
get the important retraining they need
to find good-paying jobs, and now is
not the time to shut out those Ameri-
cans.
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So for these reasons—and also be-
cause passage of the Rubio amendment
would jeopardize passage of trade ad-
justment assistance and jeopardize the
passage of free-trade agreements—I
urge my colleagues to oppose that
amendment as well.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Florida.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 651 TO AMENDMENT NO. 633

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I call up
Rubio amendment No. 6561 and ask for
its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. RUBIO] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 651 to amend-
ment No. 633.

Mr. RUBIO. I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To limit eligibility for trade ad-

justment assistance to workers who are
laid off because of an increase in imports
from, or a shift in production to, a country
with which the United States has a free
trade agreement in effect)

On page 5 of the amendment, between lines
6 and 7, insert the following:

SEC. 212. REQUIREMENT THAT TO BE ELIGIBLE
FOR TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSIST-
ANCE WORKERS BE LAID OFF BE-
CAUSE OF IMPORTS FROM, OR A
SHIFT IN PRODUCTION TO, A COUN-
TRY WITH WHICH THE UNITED
STATES HAS A FREE TRADE AGREE-
MENT IN EFFECT.

Section 222 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2272), as amended by section 211 of
this Act, is further amended by striking sub-
section (a) and inserting the following:

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A group of workers shall
be certified by the Secretary as eligible to
apply for adjustment assistance under this
chapter pursuant to a petition filed under
section 221 if the Secretary determines
that—

‘(1) a significant number or proportion of
the workers in such workers’ firm have be-
come totally or partially separated, or are
threatened to become totally or partially
separated; and

“(2)(A)(1) the sales or production, or both,
of such firm have decreased absolutely;

“(ii)(I) imports from a country with which
the United States has a free trade agreement
in effect of articles or services like or di-
rectly competitive with articles produced or
services supplied by such firm have in-
creased;

“(II) imports from such a country of arti-
cles like or directly competitive with arti-
cles—

‘‘(aa) into which one or more component
parts produced by such firm are directly in-
corporated, or

‘““(bb) which are produced directly using
services supplied by such firm,



S5858

have increased; or

“(ITII) imports of articles directly incor-
porating one or more component parts pro-
duced in such a country that are like or di-
rectly competitive with imports of articles
incorporating one or more component parts
produced by such firm have increased; and

‘“(iii) the increase in imports described in
clause (ii) contributed importantly to such
workers’ separation or threat of separation
and to the decline in the sales or production
of such firm; or

“(B)(A)(I) there has been a shift by such
workers’ firm to a country with which the
United States has a free trade agreement in
effect in the production of articles or the
supply of services like or directly competi-
tive with articles which are produced or
services which are supplied by such firm; or

““(IT) such workers’ firm has acquired from
such a country articles or services that are
like or directly competitive with articles
which are produced or services which are
supplied by such firm; and

‘“(ii) the shift described in clause (i)(I) or
the acquisition of articles or services de-
scribed in clause (i)(II) contributed impor-
tantly to such workers’ separation or threat
of separation.”.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, we have
had this important conversation this
week about trade policy in the United
States, and it is an important one.
Clearly, one of the great things that
will help us grow our economy in the
years to come is further free trade. As
we have these pending free-trade agree-
ments—and most everyone around here
I have run into says they are in favor
of, including the President, the one
with South Korea, the one with Pan-
ama, the one with Colombia—there has
been a prerequisite put in place by
those in charge in the Chamber, and
that is we deal with the TAA issues.
That is why we are on the issue today,
which clearly has been linked, free-
trade agreement and the TAA law.

I wish to talk a little bit about the
free-trade agreements because we are
continuing to wait for them to be sent
down to us. These agreements would
increase U.S. exports by billions of dol-
lars and create jobs here in the United
States. For example, there are exports
of about $12 billion annually, adding
about $14 billion to the U.S. economy.
These are real numbers.

The South Korea agreement alone,
for example, is estimated to add as
many as 70,000 American jobs. These
benefits are not realized because the
President has not submitted these for
approval to this body or to the Con-
gress. The debate we are having is not
a new one. The trade adjustment as-
sistance, or TAA, has been a policy of
the United States, for better or worse,
since the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

Interestingly, this policy was first
proposed by Senator John F. Kennedy
when he aptly titled it the Trade Ad-
justment Act. The initial goal was to
respond to perceived effects of trade
policy. In essence, you enter into a
trade policy, such as a free-trade agree-
ment with another country, and Amer-
ican workers may lose their job in the
short term, but you create a fund to
help them transition to what you hope
will be the new jobs created by the
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free-trade agreement. As you create
this new relationship with new coun-
tries and new economies, the effect of
it is while some jobs may be lost, those
jobs are replaced with new opportuni-
ties and new jobs. In the process of
that transition, between the job you
once had and the job you hope to have
in the future as a product of free trade,
you create this fund to help workers
adjust from point A to point B. That is
the purpose of it. That is why it has
been included in things such as the
Trade Act of 1974. It was ushered in
with the North American Free Trade
Agreement under President Clinton. It
was also included in the Trade Act of
2002, the last authorization of the trade
promotion authority so vital to pro-
moting the free-trade policies in the
United States.

From its inception, TAA has been
linked to free trade. Basically the un-
derstanding is when you enter into
free-trade agreements with another
country, there are short-term disrup-
tions and you need a fund available to
help workers transition during the dis-
ruption. Very simply put, you have a
job, maybe it goes overseas in the free-
trade agreement, but a new job is cre-
ated in America as a result of that
agreement and we are going to help
you transition through this fund.

That was the purpose of it until 2009
when under the stimulus bill that has
been changed and has been vastly ex-
panded. Now in order to qualify for it,
all you need to prove is that somehow
your job or the company you work for
has moved operations potentially over-
seas. That is a big problem in America.
It is a big problem in Florida.

If you talk to people, they will tell
you, we are losing our jobs. Other
countries are taking our jobs. Jobs are
going overseas. There are a lot of rea-
sons for that. The first is unfair trade
practices. This body should address
that, beginning with China and other
nations that unfairly deal with the
United States, whether it is manipula-
tion of their currency, whether it is
dumping, among other things they do
that are unfair, not to mention some of
these nations have no environmental
regulations, no protections for their
workers or wages. There are incredible
amounts of headwinds we face with re-
gard to that. That should be dealt with.
It should be dealt with seriously
through public policy, and it is some-
thing we should look at. That is not a
temporary issue. That is permanent.
That is ingrained and entrenched. Un-
less we deal with the issues involved in
that and those unfair trade practices,
no temporary measure like TAA is
going to help us deal with that. We
have to deal with that on a permanent
basis. That was not the purpose of the
TAA.

The second thing we need to deal
with is some of the impediments we are
creating ourselves. That is why I am
encouraged when I hear bipartisan talk
of tax reform, things that will make it
easier for people to build in the United
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States and open businesses here. Also,
regulatory reform. Let there be no
doubt that while there are significant
currency manipulation problems and
significant trade impediments in terms
of unfair trade practices by other coun-
tries, some of the wounds are self-in-
flicted through a regulatory and a Tax
Code that makes it difficult for people
to do things and do business in the
United States.

Again, I am encouraged when I hear
bipartisan talk about regulatory re-
form and tax reform. These are the
kinds of things that can deal perma-
nently with a permanent and en-
trenched problem. That is not the pur-
pose of TAA. Today we stand here con-
sidering this as a gateway issue be-
cause we have been told we have to
pass this bill before we can get to the
free-trade agreements, and so clearly it
links the two. If we are going to link
the two, we have to make it very clear
that this sort of existence was created
for the define purpose and the specific
purpose of helping people to transition
because of a disruption created in their
job status as a result of a free-trade
agreement.

This is a pretty simple amendment.
It says this assistance is only available
to those workers who lose their jobs to
a country we have a free-trade agree-
ment with because this is designed to
deal with the unintended consequences
and the temporary disruptions that
might be created by a free-trade agree-
ment with another country. So that is
what the amendment does, and I am
hoping to have the support of as many
of my colleagues as possible in putting
this program back into its historical
purpose.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. I wanted to speak gen-
erally about the matter that is before
the Senate on trade adjustment assist-
ance. I especially appreciate the work
that has been done by the Presiding Of-
ficer from Ohio over many years, in-
cluding his time in the House of Rep-
resentatives and here in the Senate as
well.

I want to make two comments, one
about one of the amendments we will
consider today by the Senator from
Florida, but also to speak more broadly
about this legislation. When the Senate
is considering legislation, we do not
every day do a good job of trying to put
ourselves in the position of other peo-
ple, workers and people who are suf-
fering through a tough economy. When
the Senate is doing its best work, part
of the way we get there is by trying to
figure out and understand, as best we
can, what it is like to lose a job or suf-
fer from—we are dealing with natural
disasters and natural disaster assist-
ance as well—but try to understand the
people we represent. I know we cannot
do that with full knowledge because
many of us have never had to suffer
through that kind of experience. I
think it is important we try our best to
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understand what this legislation is all
about.

This is legislation which basically
says the American people, through our
government, are going to do everything
possible to help folks when they lose a
job, and especially when they lose a job
as a result of unfair foreign competi-
tion. I have seen it in Pennsylvania for
decades. We have been getting ham-
mered because we have not often stood
up for our own workers. We have not
fought battles to help them get
through the horror of job loss because
of unfair foreign competition. All we
are saying is we are going to try to
help them to cross that bridge from
losing that job in many cases they had
for years or decades. So, No. 1, we are
going to try to help them in that crisis.

No. 2, we are going to do everything
we can to retrain them. They have to
go to the training. This is not some-
thing we can hand to them. They have
to work at the training and prepare
themselves. I think most Americans
believe when someone is in crisis, you
try to help them, but you also want to
make sure they can help themselves
through training and retraining.

I think we should consider here what
it would be like for one of us. Each of
us has a salary and has health care
here in the Senate and we have a pen-
sion plan, so we are doing pretty well.
Imagine what it is like, though, to
work in a plant for decades doing the
same work, and you do that work with
pride and dignity; you take care of
your family; you work in a job that has
a sustaining wage. You do that for dec-
ades, the same job virtually every day,
every year, but you have two things:
You have the ability to provide for
your family and you have some dig-
nity. Imagine when a hurricane, or un-
fair foreign competition, which our
government has not done enough to
fight against, sweeps through your fac-
tory and wipes you out before you can
even think about it. It wipes out every
job, or a lot of jobs. Sometimes phys-
ically it lifts the equipment off the
floor and moves it to another country.
That is what we are talking about
here. So someone who has been doing
this work for decades, in some cases,
and all of a sudden they are not only
without a job—that is bad enough—but
they are faced with the prospect of not
being able to transition because they
have been in the same job and they
have not had access to education or
training that would allow them to
transition. It would be nice if we had
an economy everyone could transition,
that you could get an educational
level—and this is what it should be if
we are doing the right thing providing
this—that we have an educational level
and an exposure to an immersion in
skills and other advantages that will
allow you to absorb that shock, allow
you to pivot when someone with unfair
trade wipes out your job. That is the
ideal. That is what we hope we can de-
velop in our education, our training
system, training strategies. That is
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why workforce development is so im-
portant, so people have the broadbased
skill level and they can absorb those
shocks. But a lot of people can’t.

All we are saying with trade adjust-
ment assistance is we are going to help
you with what we hope will be a short-
term crisis for you and your family,
and we are going to try to provide the
training opportunities.

We are going to try to provide train-
ing opportunities so people cannot just
get a new job but maybe can get a job
because they have developed a skill
that will allow them to have the same
income for their families that they are
used to but at least—at least—provide
some short-term help for folks, and
then give them skills for the long term.
That is what this is all about. This is
not complicated. It is all about that.

I understand we have a lot of folks
here who have concerns about the leg-
islation. They have concerns about one
or the other aspect of it. But I hope we
would not limit our horizons to helping
all the folks who are adversely im-
pacted.

For example, if we look at one of the
provisions—this is why I want to get to
the amendment itself that we are talk-
ing about. Here is what it does: The un-
derlying amendment covers workers
whose firms shift production to any
country—any country—including
China or India, not just countries with
which the United States has entered
into a free-trade agreement.

Look, I do not think we should be
treating workers we are trying to help
under trade adjustment assistance any
differently if they do not fall within
that category of only the 17 countries
with which we have free-trade agree-
ments. So I think we should make sure
that—of course, this is one of the
changes the underlying amendment
will validate, that we are trying to
help anyone in that category who has
been so adversely affected. So I do not
think we should limit it to just 17
countries. We trade with countries all
over the world, and we should do our
best within the limits of this legisla-
tion to make sure it applies to a lot
more than 17 countries, and that is the
effect of the underlying amendment.

The Rubio amendment would only
cover workers who lose their jobs due
to trade with those 17 countries with
which we have a trade agreement. In
some ways—this is my own opinion on
it—it puts the burden on the workers
to somehow prove they are in the right
category when the burden should be on
us to make sure we are doing every-
thing possible to help them—again,
short-term help for the crisis, long-
term help by way of skill development.

We have 14 million people in the
country out of work; 14.4 million is
what I saw at last count. Of the 14.4
million people, almost 4.5 million have
been out of work for 1 year or more.
Just imagine that. That is bigger than
the population of a number of States.
In Pennsylvania we have 12.5 million
people. If we can just consider more
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than one-third of a State’s population
being out of work for more than 1 year.

So we have a lot of people who are
out of work a long time, and they are
especially disadvantaged if they hap-
pen to work in those industries that
are particularly sensitive to or ad-
versely impacted by trade with coun-
tries that are not playing by the rules.

We are going to have a discussion
today, as well, about the introduction
of currency legislation as it relates to
China, where a number of us, including
the Presiding Officer—and it is a bipar-
tisan bill—think we have to get much
tougher as it relates to Chinese cur-
rency policy. If China cheats, that
costs jobs. So we should be very tough
in those instances, and I think we can
be, and do it in a bipartisan way.

But I would hope, with a program
that works, we would be doing every-
thing possible to keep it expanded for
people affected by countries beyond
just those 17. I know the Senator from
Florida is concerned about those work-
ers. I just hope we can keep the provi-
sions in place to protect all our work-
ers as best we can and not just start to
limit it to 17 countries at a time when
we need help for folks—short term with
the crisis but longer term with skill de-
velopment so they can transition and
start a new worklife, even if they are 45
or 50 or 55 years old. A lot of these
folks are in that age category.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I would
like to speak in support of Senator
RUBIO’s amendment and thank him for
helping us to focus on the original in-
tent of trade adjustment assistance.

Obviously, we want to help folks who
are unemployed or displaced because of
trade. But we have to realize where we
are with our country right now. We are
using borrowed money and sometimes
printed money in order to help people.
So we have a responsibility to tax-
payers and to some form of fiscal san-
ity, as well as to those who have lost
their jobs. What Senator RUBIO is try-
ing to do is to restore those original,
responsible boundaries of trade adjust-
ment assistance to make sure this pro-
gram is focused on those who are hurt
by trade agreements.

The discussion is somewhat odd in
the first place in that for several years
the President has been telling us these
trade agreements are actually going to
increase jobs in our country, expand
exports—which I believe they will—but
to use this as an excuse and to hold
these trade bills hostage for several
years in order to fund a program which
duplicates many other programs—be-
cause we need to remember, those who
are put out of work in our country
today have not only regular unemploy-
ment benefits but they have been ex-
tended much beyond what we have
done before, and there are dozens of
State and Federal training programs
now that duplicate each other. Unfor-
tunately, many of them have been
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found to be ineffective. But for us to
lay another layer of duplication on top
of that under the guise of showing com-
passion, I think we also have to make
sure we are being responsible.

So we want to help folks who are un-
employed, but we do need to make sure
we are being responsible to the tax-
payers. As I said, the trade adjustment
assistance was originally designed to
help those who were put out of work.
And, believe me, coming from a textile
State such as South Carolina, trade
with China and other countries has dis-
placed a whole lot of textile workers.
Retraining is very important. The new
jobs that moved in required more tech-
nical capabilities. But what we have
found, as we have seen how our good
intentions have hit the ground in
South Carolina and around the coun-
try, is that even our own Office of Man-
agement and Budget rated TAA as inef-
fective.

The program costs taxpayers $1.3 bil-
lion in just this year, in 2011, and we
are finding that what it was intended
to do it is not doing. It is not well man-
aged. It is not helping the people it is
supposed to help. Since its inception,
the program has gone from a focus on
those who lose their jobs because of
trade to all kinds of institutions, train-
ing groups, and, frankly, fraud, dupli-
cation, and not helping the folks it is
intended to help.

If we want to know how far out of
bounds the program has gone, we all
know the story of Solyndra solar com-
pany that got over $% billion from the
American taxpayers and then went
bankrupt and we lost our money. The
workers now at Solyndra are applying
for TAA benefits not because trade put
them out of business, but, frankly, a
coordinated effort of our government
and Solyndra management have put
these people out of work. But we can
see, if they are now using a program
called trade adjustment assistance to
add to their unemployment benefits,
the program is no longer within the
bounds that it was intended.

If we are going to tell the taxpayers
this program is intended for one thing,
we need to make sure it is. What we
are talking about now are trade agree-
ments with Colombia, Panama, and
South Korea. No one has come and told
us these agreements are going to cost
American jobs. Yet we have to pass
more spending programs and add on to
a program that has been proved ineffec-
tive in order to add jobs in America.
That is not good policy. I do not think
it is good politics.

I am thankful Senator RUBIO is tak-
ing the leadership to shine a spotlight
on the need to help people while at the
same time being responsible to tax-
payers. We do not need to be funding
additional unemployment for every
company that goes out of business and
was not properly managed. If we keep
the program focused, it will help the
people we need to help while, again,
being responsible for hard-working
Americans who are paying the taxes.
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I encourage my colleagues to take a
look at this amendment. Federal pro-
grams that continue to expand and ex-
pand and expand, they become less and
less effective; they cost more and more
money. If we are going to continue this
program, let’s do it responsibly.

Mr. President, I yield back and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 634

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want
to speak briefly again on my amend-
ment as to the sale of F-16C/Ds to Tai-
wan and respond to the comments of
the distinguished chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator BAUCUS,
who said this was neither the right bill
nor the right time. I understand every
manager of a bill wants a clean bill; in
other words, they do not want amend-
ments. They would like to bring it here
and have the Senate pass it without
any changes whatsoever. But that is
not the way our system works.

Indeed, it is actually urgent we get
this matter settled in a positive way
because, as I mentioned earlier, there
are 23,000 jobs in America that depend
on this sale—many of them in the pro-
duction line in Texas—but there are
jobs all over the United States that de-
pend on this.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
document titled ‘““‘Projected Nationwide
Employment Impact of Production of
66 F-16C/Ds for Taiwan.”

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PROJECTED NATIONWIDE EMPLOYMENT IMPACT OF
PRODUCTION OF 66 F-16C/DS FOR TAIWAN

State Job—VYears*

168.6

Alabama (AL)
Alaska (AK)
Arizona (AZ)
Arkansas (AR)
California (CA)
Colorado (C0)
Connecticut (CT)
Delaware (DE)
Florida (FL)

Georgia (GA)
Hawaii (HI)
Idaho (ID)

lllinois (IL) 77
Indiana (IN) 46.
lowa (IA) 19
Kansas (KS) 7
Kentucky (KY)
Louisiana (LA)
Maine (ME) 48
Maryland (MD)
M. husetts (MA)
Michigan (MI)
Minnesota (MN)
Mississippi (MS) 16.1
Missouri (MO)
Montana (MT)
Nebraska (NE) 0
Nevada (NV) 0
New Hampshi H

New Jersey (NJ)

New Mexico (NM)
New York (NY)
North Carolina (NC)
North Dakota (ND)

Ohio (OH)
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PROJECTED NATIONWIDE EMPLOYMENT IMPACT OF
PRODUCTION OF 66 F-16C/DS FOR TAIWAN—Continued

State Job—Years*

Oklahoma (OK) 71.8
Oregon (OR) 137.8
Pennsylvania (PA) 266.4
Rhode Island (RI) 1.1
South Carolina (SC) 66.9
South Dakota (SD) 0.0
T (TN) 1.5
Texas (TX) 35,944 8
Utah (UT) 2,602.5
Vermont (VT) 170.6
Virginia (VA) 507.7
Washington (WA) 62.9
West Virginia (WV) 0
Wisconsin (WI) 789
Wyoming (WY) 53

District of Columbia (DC) ......
Rest of US (Spillover Effects)

Total U.S.

87,664.2

* Job-Year = 1 person employed for 1 year.

Source: May 2011 report by The Perryman Group (private consulting firm),
“An Assessment of the Potential Impact of the Lockheed Martin F~16 Pro-
gram on Business Activity in Affected States and Congressional Districts”

Mr. CORNYN. This is a very inter-
esting document because it breaks
down on a nationwide basis where jobs
would come from or be affected by a re-
fusal to sell these F-16s. In California,
for example, 11,399 job-years.

If you are wondering, like I was,
what a job-year is, that is one person
employed for 1 year. So that is pretty
significant.

In Connecticut, 5,876 job-years; in
Ohio—I know the current occupant of
the chair, the distinguished Senator
from Ohio, will be interested to know
that Ohio would see 10,577 job-years as
a result of this sale.

So as manufacturing is important in
the State of Ohio, it is important in
the State of Texas. Why would we not
want to see these jobs created by this
sale?

Mr. President, I have another docu-
ment which is a letter signed by 181
Members of the House of Representa-
tives to the President of the United
States endorsing this sale. I ask unani-
mous consent it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, August 1, 2011.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to ex-
press our concerns about the military imbal-
ance in the Taiwan Straight. In order to
maintain peace and stability in the Taiwan
Strait, we believe it is critical for the United
States to sell the government of Taiwan all
the F-16 C/D it requires. We respectfully re-
quest that your administration move quick-
ly to announce its support for such a sale
and submit the required Congressional Noti-
fication for a sale as soon as possible.

Successive reports issued by U.S. and Tai-
wanese defense authorities outline the
threat Taiwan continues to face, including
the continued military buildup by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. For example, Beijing
has more than 1,400 missiles aimed at Tai-
wan and continues to add to this total. China
is forging ahead and deploying next genera-
tion military technology. Military experts
both in Taiwan and in the United States
have raised alarms that Taiwan is losing its
qualitative advantage in defensive arms that
have long served as a primary military de-
terrent.



September 22, 2011

Due to impending changes within Taiwan’s
force structure, we respectfully urge a time-
ly resolution to the aircraft sale issue. With-
in the next decade Taiwan will retire 70% of
its fighter force and without new fighter air-
craft and upgrades to its existing fleet of F-
16s, Taiwan’s situation could become quite
precarious.

As you know, the Taiwan Relations Act of
1979 (TRA) states that it is U.S. policy ‘‘to
consider any effort to determine the future
of Taiwan by other than peaceful means . . .
of grave concern to the United States.” We
remain deeply concerned that delays in the
decision on the sale of F-16s to Taiwan and
subsequently notifying Congress of their sale
could very well result in closure of the F-16
assembly line. In addition to enhancing Tai-
wan’s security, approval of the sale would
support thousands of American jobs—espe-
cially well-paying jobs in the manufacturing
sector.

Thank you for your consideration. We look
forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

Shelley Berkley, Phil Gingrey, M.D.,
Gerald E. Connolly, Mario Diaz-Balart,
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, Howard L. Ber-
man, Donald A. Manzullo, Eni F. H.
Faleomavaega, Dan Burton, Gary L.
Ackerman, Steve Chabot, Eliot L.
Engel, Elton Gallegly, Kay Granger,
Connie Mack, Dana Rohrabacher, Ed-
ward R. Royce, Sandy Adams, Robert
E. Andrews, Steve Austria.

Howard P. Buck McKeon, Sam Johnson,
Eddie Bernice Johnson, Judy Chu,
Frank R. Wolf, Tom Reed, Michael G.
Grimm, Ander Crenshaw, Rick Berg,
Paul Tonko, Tim Griffin, Charles B.
Rangel, Robert J. Dold, Frank A. LoBi-
ondo, Sheila Jackson Lee, Ann Marie
Buerkle, Michele Bachmann, Spencer
Bachus, Joe Barton, Dan Benishek.

Brian P. Bilbray, Gus M. Bilirakis, Rob
Bishop, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Tim-
othy H. Bishop, Marsha Blackburn, Jo
Bonner, Dan Boren, Robert A. Brady,
Michael C. Burgess, M.D., Dave Camp,
John Campbell, Francisco ‘‘Quico”’
Canseco, Dennis A. Cardoza, André Car-
son, John R. Carter, Donna M.
Christensen, Yvette D. Clarke, Eman-
uel Cleaver, Howard Coble.

Mike Coffman, K. Michael Conaway, Joe
Courtney, Chip Cravaack, John Abney
Culberson, Peter A. DeFazio, Rosa L.
DeLauro, Theodore E. Deutch, Jeff
Duncan, John J. Duncan, Jr., Renee L.
Ellmers, John Fleming, J. Randy
Forbes, Virginia Foxx, Trent Franks,
Marcia L. Fudge, Cory Gardner, Scott
Garrett, Charles A. Gonzalez, Gene
Green.

Ralph M. Hall, Colleen W. Hanabusa,
Richard L. Hanna, Gregg Harper, Andy
Harris, M.D., Vicky Hartzler, Alcee L.
Hastings, Nan. A.S. Hayworth, M.D.,
Joseph J. Heck, Martin Heinrich, Brian
Higgins, James A. Himes, Maurice D.
Hinchey, Tim Holden, Steve Israel,
Darrell E. Issa, Bill Johnson, Walter B.
Jones, William R. Keating, Steve King.

Jack Kingston, Adam Kinzinger, Doug
Lamborn, James Lankford, John B.
Larson, Robert E. Latta, Daniel Lipin-
ski, Zoe Lofgren, Billy Long, Blaine
Luetkemeyer, Cynthia M. Lummis,
Daniel E. Lungren, Carolyn B. Malo-
ney, Kenny Marchant, Tom Marino,
Michael T. McCaul, Tom McClintock,
Thaddeus G. McCotter, Patrick T.
McHenry, Mike McIntyre.

Michael H. Michaud, James P. Moran,
Christopher S. Murphy, Tim Murphy,
Sue Wilkins Myrick, Grace F. Napoli-
tano, Randy Neugebauer, Devin Nunes,
Alan Nunnelee, Pete Olson, William L.
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Owens, Steven M. Palazzo, Steven R.
Rothman, Jon Runyan, Tim Ryan,
Linda T. Sanchez, Loretta Sanchez,
Adam B. Schiff, Jean Schmidt, David
Schweikert.

Austin Scott, David Scott, James Sen-
senbrenner, Jr., Pete Sessions, Heath
Shuler, Michael K. Simpson, Albio
Sires, Steve Southerland II, Frank Pal-
lone, Jr., Bill Pascrell, Jr., Joseph R.
Pitts, Ted Poe, Tom Price, M.D., Mike
Quigley, Denny Rehberg, Silvestre
Reyes, Laura Richardson, David Ri-
vera, Bill Shuster, David P. Roe, M.D.

Mike Rogers, Peter J. Roskam, Todd
Rokita, Dennis A. Ross, Jackie Speier,
Cliff Stearns, Steve Stivers, Glenn
Thompson, Mac Thornberry, Edolphus
Towns, Michael R. Turner, Joe Walsh,
Lynn A. Westmoreland, Ed Whitfield,
Joe Wilson, Robert J. Wittman, Don
Young, Richard B. Nugent, Benjamin
Quayle, Robert T. Schilling, Robert B.
Aderholt.

Mr. CORNYN. I see the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma in the Cham-
ber, and I will defer to him momen-
tarily. But I want to just say we need
to understand what would happen if
this production line of F-16s was shut
down. The people who work on that
production line would have to be let go
or reassigned, actually exacerbating
the high unemployment that we know
is intolerably high. Once the produc-
tion line of a sophisticated aircraft
like the F-16 is shut down, we cannot
decide, well, next year or the year after
we are going to start up again—unless
we are going to add tremendously to
the cost. It makes it far less likely it
will ever get made because of the costs
and because of the sheer magnitude of
the effort of trying to get this produc-
tion line back together and all the peo-
ple who were employed there back to
work.

So that is why, to respond to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee, the manager of the bill, it
is so important in terms of the timeli-
ness. I agree there is a time for every-
thing, but the time for this is now.

I will just say, finally, as I indicated
earlier, this is a bipartisan measure, as
demonstrated by the 47 Senators who
signed letters to the President urging
the sale; 13 Democrats, along with the
remainder being Republicans.

In the House, this letter I mentioned
earlier which has been made part of the
RECORD, there are 181 Members of the
House—a Dbipartisan list—I actually
think that if the manager of the bill,
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, would accept this amendment,
it would enhance the votes for the very
bill he wants to see passed out of the
Senate, perhaps later today.

In conclusion, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time allocated for Sen-
ator THUNE be reserved within the time
allocated to the minority and that
quorum calls be charged equally be-
tween the majority and minority bill
time first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized.
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Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the short time
I am asking for as in morning business
not be taken from either side in this
agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me
say, as far as the subject is concerned
right now, I am very proud to have one
of the first signatures on this effort. It
is good for every reason the Senator
from Texas mentioned. On top of that,
we have allies we are dealing with. We
have the employment situation. I know
this is going to be successful. I appre-
ciate all the effort that has gone forth.

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES
SPECIALIST CHRISTOPHER DAVID HORTON

Today, I wish to recognize and pay
tribute to Army SPC Christopher
David Horton from Owasso, OK. That is
home of the Rams in case people did
not know. Chris was born in Tulsa on
October 1, 1984. He was deployed to Af-
ghanistan with over 2,000 Oklahoma
National Guard soldiers from the 45th
Infantry Brigade Combat Team. There
were actually 3,000 initially in this de-
ployment. Some of them actually went
to Kuwait at the last minute.

He was deployed to Afghanistan. This
combat team, the 45th, has probably
had more deployments than anyone
else, although this was Chris’s first de-
ployment. His unit was attacked by
enemy forces in Paktia Province on
September 9, 2011. Chris and two of his
fellow soldiers, SGT Bret Isenhower
and PFC Tony Potter, died of injuries
sustained from that firefight.

He would have turned 27 next week,
on October 1. Chris attended the Mis-
souri Military Academy in Mexico, MO,
and graduated in 2003. He excelled both
militarily and academically during his
6 years at Missouri Military Academy.
He was the 2nd platoon leader his sen-
ior year, captain of the rifle team, on
the honor roll, earning him the Aca-
demic Fourragere Award.

Chris lived a remarkable life, driven
by service and excellence. He often
spoke of his desire for America to
excel. He was a business owner and a
volunteer police officer. He was ex-
tremely patriotic and very passionate
in his love for America and for its free-
doms, knowing they have to be pro-
tected.

Chris was an accomplished rec-
reational shooter and a professional
sponsored shooter through the U.S.
Shooting Academy of Owasso, OK.
Some of his marksmen awards include
the Gus Hadwiger Award of 2009. He re-
ceived first place in novice pistol in the
Oklahoma National Guard, first place
in novice pistol in the Governor’s
Twenty Match. This guy was very
good. He excelled and was among the
very best. That was something he en-
joyed.

But in addition to shooting—this is
kind of interesting because things bond
us together. I came so close to meeting
him, but I never actually did. But one
of the things we had in common is we
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are both avid fishermen. He loved fish-
ing. That is one of the things he en-
joyed very much. Every opportunity he
had, he would fish both ocean and
freshwater.

His younger brother Nick said:

He was the best big brother I could ever
have asked for. He taught me how to drive a
car and how to fish.

That pretty much tells it all. Chris’s
mother Cherie Horton said:

My son’s passion his whole life was to be a
part of the military.

He wanted to be part of the military.

He loved his country, and he really wanted
to serve his country. He was absolutely made
to be a solder.

This is a mother speaking. Chris en-
listed in the Oklahoma National Guard
in 2008, was assigned to the 1lst Bat-
talion, 279th Infantry Regiment of the
45th Brigade of the Army National
Guard.

He attended basic training at Fort
Benning, GA, became a sniper-qualified
infantryman, and to no one’s surprise,
graduated at the top of his class. Chris
leaves behind his parents, Cherie and
David Horton, his brother Nicholas,
sister Tenley, and his wife Jane Hor-
ton. Chris met Jane while attending
the Kings College in New York City.
Jane said it was Chris’s fiery passion
and their mutual love for politics that
brought them together.

He was the most honorable man I'd ever
met in my life. That’s why I snagged him
and we were engaged within 2 months. We
were married very fast.

She knew what she was out after. I
know this is true because my staff and
I got to know Chris through his wife
Jane. She was an intern for me. She
worked in my office, and we had these
exchanges all the time. As could be ex-
pected, Jane took a personal interest
in operations in Afghanistan. She
worked with my legislative staff, re-
sponsible for military and veterans af-
fairs.

During her time in Washington, she
coordinated a campaign that resulted
in over 20 care packages being sent to
the Oklahoma National Guard Infantry
Combat Brigade. I can tell everyone
this, having been over there at a time
when a lot of these care packages come
in, we know, as we go across this coun-
try in helicopters, a lot of these pack-
ages, even though the people at home
do not know it, are dropped to kids on
the ground who love what we are doing
there.

So I think Jane represents the best
asset our military has at its disposal;
that is, the military spouses. Her zeal
and dedication are not uncommon at-
tributes for military spouses who ‘‘hold
down the fort” while their loved ones
are deployed.

I had looked forward to meeting
Chris during my upcoming trip to Af-
ghanistan another week from now. I
had a meeting during the break, the re-
cess, in Collinsville, OK, and Jane was
there. We talked about how we were
going to meet up with Chris in my up-
coming trip to Afghanistan. I had
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looked forward to meeting him during
that trip.

While this personal conversation will
not happen, I am committed to making
Chris’s desire that our Nation be led
down the right path a reality. Chris
lived a life of love for his family,
friends, and country. He will be remem-
bered for his commitment to and belief
in the greatness of our Nation.

Here are some of the comments post-
ed online in honor of his life. I think it
is kind of neat to read a lot of these.
They come from assorted different peo-
ple. Some are members of the family,
some are not. Here is one of them:

God’s got a good warrior up there with him
now.

Another one:

I want to thank the families of this won-
derful young man who was willing to give his
life for our freedom. May no one in America
take this act lightly. Love and prayers to all
of the family and friends.

Here is another:

Christopher David Horton was the kind of
young man who would do anything for any-
body.

Another one:

He is a hero—each and every servicemen/
women are—they protect our freedoms and
without them we cannot. Thank you Spe-
cialist Christopher Horton—may you rest in
peace. Prayers being said for your family.

But here is my favorite one. It is ac-
tually by his brother Nick. He said:

You will be missed more than anything
brother, especially on the range, you always
gave me a run for my money. Till we meet
again in heaven!

That is kind of great. This tough
fight took place and took the life of
Chris. But make no mistake, Chris’s
sacrifice made a difference and will
continue to make a difference not just
in Afghanistan but here in the United
States.

We are safe and our country is secure
because of Chris and all the service
men and women. We have to continue
in our unwavering support for them.
Although each servicemember we lose
hurts, it is because of our connection
to Jane that my staff and I are particu-
larly affected by the loss of SPC Chris
Horton.

I extend the deepest gratitude and
condolences to Chris’s family. I will
say something I will be criticized for—
I always am. I have always been a
Jesus guy. I find out, of course, that so
is Chris. So when something such as
this happens, even though we did not
personally meet, we are brothers. So,
in a case such as this, we do not say:
Goodbye, Chris. We say: We will see
you later.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLoO-
BUCHAR). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 634

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
are we under a time limit to discuss
the Cornyn amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
CORNYN has 33 minutes remaining.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I want to speak on
the Cornyn amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that I be
listed as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
the Cornyn amendment is important
because the President of the United
States has refused to allow the sale of
66 F-16C/D model aircraft to Taiwan.
Taiwan is trying to modernize its air
force, and it is not an issue of our not
selling to Taiwan. They have bought
the A/B models, so they have 145 F-16s
in the earlier model, the A/B. They are
trying to get the next generation of
them.

This is a foreign policy issue, but
also a domestic issue, because these are
very important sales—the 66—for the
F-16 line to be continued, and the hope
is that this sale will go through. It is
very important so that we can con-
tinue to make them for ourselves but
also sell them to our allies. Most cer-
tainly, Taiwan is an ally and has used
and likes the F-16. Taiwan has also
used the French Mirage, but the
French Mirage has a shortage of parts
for Taiwan. They are trying to consoli-
date, with F-16s, American jobs and
American fighters.

Now they are running into the road-
block of the administration. Within the
next decade, Taiwan will retire 70 per-
cent of its fighter force structure. Its
F-5s have reached the end of their util-
ity. The Mirage fighters lack parts and
life cycle support, and their indigenous
defense fighters are being converted to
trainers. Taiwan’s existing 145 F-16A/B
fighters all require a midlife upgrade.
With the F-16s already in the inven-
tory, they are seeking to combine their
whole fighter fleet with the single air-
frame, with the cost and operational
benefits and the efficiencies that one
fighter frame would give them.

We are concerned that further delay
of the decision to sell the F-16s to Tai-
wan could in fact close the production
line. That is why 45 members of the
Senate have signed a letter to Presi-
dent Barack Obama, asking him to go
forward with this sale of 66 F-16C/Ds to
Taiwan.

The Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 di-
rects Congress and the President to
make decisions on arms sales to Tai-
wan based solely on the judgment of
the needs of Taiwan. We believe that
the Taiwanese pilots flying Taiwanese
fighter aircraft manufactured in the
United States represent the best first
line of defense for our democratic ally,
and do not pose any threat to China.
There is no offense here. The Taiwan
air force just patrols the Taiwan Strait
to assure its safety and security.

I rise in support of the amendment
that has been offered. It is very impor-
tant. Bipartisan support in Congress
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for working with our ally, Taiwan,
without any offense to China is impor-
tant and we need to assure that it re-
mains solid and firm.

I hope our colleagues will help us
with the amendment that will assure
this sale goes through, that we keep
the commitments we have made, and
that we have the ability to sell to Tai-
wan; otherwise, they will surely look
for other countries to buy from.

That is not in our interest. Here we
are trying to create jobs in America. It
is certainly in our strategic interest to
have our ally buy our product, so we
can do the training and work with
them and have a strengthening of not
only our trade but our defense alliance.
It just makes sense to go forward. It is
not as if we don’t sell to Taiwan. They
have already bought 145 F-16s. They
now want 66 more of the newer version.

It is time for us to do what is right
for our country, for jobs in our coun-
try, for our national defense, and for
the keeping of our commitments and
ties with our ally, Taiwan. I urge sup-
port for the Cornyn amendment. Since
so many Democrats have signed a let-
ter to the President, I hope that will
translate into votes for the amendment
so it will be clear that the bipartisan
support in the Senate for the F-16 sale
to Taiwan is accomplished.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KIRK. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

U.S. ASSISTANCE TO PAKISTAN

Mr. KIRK. I rise to commend the
Senate Appropriations Committee,
under the leadership of Chairman
LEAHY and Ranking Member GRAHAM,
on a decision we made yesterday as a
full committee with regard to U.S. as-
sistance to Pakistan.

In short, what the Senate did was to
remove nearly all the guarantees of as-
sistance funding to the Pakistani Gov-
ernment, based on new information and
statements made by senior U.S. Gov-
ernment officials on the Pakistani
Government and its intelligence serv-
ice’s—called the ISI—support for an or-
ganization called the Hagqani network,
one of the most dangerous terrorist or-
ganizations on Earth.

We have learned from statements by
our U.S. Ambassador in Kabul, U.S.
Ambassador in Islamabad, Secretary of
State, Secretary of Defense, and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
that the Haqqgani network has become
the principle threat to the Afghan Gov-
ernment, to U.S. troops serving in Af-
ghanistan, and to our NATO allies.

We have seen the U.S. Embassy in
Kabul and NATO Headquarters were at-
tacked on September 12. At least 16
people were killed, including 5 Afghan
police officers and 11 civilians, in an
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attack organized and put together by
the Haqqani network under the direct
protection and support of Pakistan’s
Government itself. Just a few days ear-
lier, at Combat Post Sayed Abad in
Wardak Province, on September 10,
over 77 U.S. soldiers and 17 Afghans
were injured by a massive truck bomb
likely put together by the Haqqani net-
work, probably in Afghanistan, for an
attack on Americans. This June 28, at
the Hotel Intercontinental in Kabul, 12
Afghans were killed and 8 were wound-
ed during a nighttime attack, also
likely sponsored by the Haqqani net-
work. That same network attacked
Kabul Bank on February 19, with over
40 people killed.

The Haqgqani network is a different
branch of the Taliban. The Taliban
largely does not have a safe sanctuary
in Afghanistan or Pakistan. They have
surrendered much of their operational
control and initiative in eastern Af-
ghanistan to the Haggani network.

The reason why the Haqgani network
has become so powerful and so strong
is because it is protected by the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan itself, a claimed
ally of the United States that receives
substantial assistance provided by this
Congress.

We have seen a very clear picture
emerge from the administration di-
rectly connecting the Government of
Afghanistan to the Haqqgani network in
support and assistance that has been
involved in the death of American serv-
ice men and women and our NATO and
Afghan allies.

This started out on September 13,
when one of our most able Foreign
Service Officers, a real hero of Foreign
Service, our Ambassador in Afghani-
stan, Ryan Crocker, highlighted Paki-
stan support for the Haqqgani network
and its role in attacks in Afghanistan.

Four days later, our U.S. Ambas-
sador, his counterpart in Islamabad,
Cameron Munter, gave a very impor-
tant and I think brave interview on
Pakistani radio, highlighting the role
of the Pakistani Government support
for this terrorist organization and its
attacks on U.S. service men and
women in Afghanistan.

The following day, Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton, during a meeting with
Pakistan’s Foreign Minister Khar, also
highlighted the government support for
this terrorist organization and its at-
tacks on American citizens serving in
uniform in Afghanistan.

Finally, on September 20, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admi-
ral Mullen, in a presentation before the
Carnegie Endowment for Peace, also
highlighted Pakistan’s official govern-
ment support for the ISI and the
Haqgani network.

In testimony today in the Senate
Armed Services Committee, Admiral
Mullen reiterated these claims, stating
the ISI, Pakistan’s Government, had
provided explicit support for an attack
on the U.S. Embassy in Kabul and
NATO headquarters. The Haqgqani net-
work, supported by the Government of
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Pakistan, is also responsible for at-
tacks on Afghan and Indian construc-
tion efforts in the Kabul-Gardez Road
at Camp Chapman, an attack that
killed seven CIA employees and en-
abled the kidnapping of American and
British journalists.

Within Pakistan, the Haqqani net-
work serves as a trusted intermediary
between the Pakistani intelligence
service and terrorist organizations ac-
tive also against the Indian democracy
in Kashmir and throughout the sub-
continent. These include Lashkar-e-
Taiba and Tehrik-e Taliban Pakistan,
organizations responsible for the 2008
and 2011 Mumbai attacks.

Secretary Clinton, Secretary Pa-
netta, Admiral Mullen, General Allen,
Ambassador Crocker, Ambassador
Munter, and the Congress, Republicans
and Democrats here in the Senate, now
all agree that the Pakistani Govern-
ment’s complicity and longstanding
history of support and protection for
the Haqqani network is a major im-
pediment of the U.S. goal of achieving
safety and security in Pakistan and Af-
ghanistan. The Pakistani Government
should end its protection of the
Haqqani network.

The Haqqgani network is a wholly
owned subsidiary of the ISI, and is re-
sponsible for the death of American
service men and women and civilians
in Afghanistan. Both the United States
and Pakistan would benefit from a
strong and stable Afghanistan, but the
ISI part of the Pakistani Government
disagrees and supports terror. That is
why it is important that the Senate
made this decision to remove all but
the counterterrorism accounts from
Pakistan and to put in new language
conditioning any extension of aid to
Pakistan on cooperation against the
Haqqani network.

We will need to define what ‘‘co-
operation” means, and I hope what it
will mean is, No. 1, a substantive and
continuous reduction in Haqqani op
tempo against U.S. and NATO forces in
Afghanistan, showing that nearly all of
the attacks have been eliminated with-
in the calendar year and, on top of
that, authority or action by the United
States or NATO allies to hit Haqqani
targets in the frontier autonomous
tribal area, where they have been pro-
tected to date.

Unless we can meet these two condi-
tions, I believe the decision we have
made to remove the floors and stop the
guaranteed funding for Pakistan is a
wise one. This is a rare moment in
which the U.S. Ambassador in Kabul,
the U.S. Ambassador in Islamabad, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the Secretary of Defense, and Sec-
retary of State have all said that the
Pakistanis directly support terror
through the Haqqgani network and it
needs to stop. In these tough economic
times where nearly all of the assist-
ance under the legislation approved
yesterday is in the overseas contingent
operation account—which, remember,
is all borrowed money to be provided to
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Pakistan—it should be done only if
their policy of supporting the Haqqani
network ends.

I am very glad the administration
and now the Congress have spoken with
a clear voice. I only hope we hold our
nerve because, otherwise, if we go by
past policies of having mere Pakistani
promises and official statements be the
cause for releasing U.S. aid, we will re-
peat the failures of the current policy.
We need actual action. We need to un-
derstand that senior Pakistani offi-
cials—of their foreign ministry, of
their intelligence service, and of their
defense department—have directly lied
to American officials. Only by action
and cutting off the Haqqani network
can we make sure that at least the U.S.
taxpayer is not supporting this ter-
rorism.

I commend the action of the Foreign
Operations Committee yesterday. I
commend that it was a bipartisan ac-
tion. Now I hope we stick to our guns
and make sure we do not provide as-
sistance to Pakistan unless they stop
supporting this most dangerous now
terrorist operation operating against
our men and women in uniform serving
in Afghanistan.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak
as in morning business for up to 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I first rise to speak for 30 seconds
on the trade adjustment assistance leg-
islation and the amendment Senators
BAaucus and CASEY and I have been
working on, to make sure that trade
adjustment is available to workers who
have lost their jobs because of service
or manufacturing and trade competi-
tion—only not real competition, be-
cause so often the deck is stacked far
too much against American workers
and American companies. Other
amendments notwithstanding, I don’t
want to see this restricted to only
those workers who have lost their jobs
from unfair competition from coun-
tries we do not have trade agreements
with. It sounds almost silly to have to
say that. We need to keep this program
focused on all workers who need some
assistance, who need to be retrained.
They lost their jobs through no doing
of their own.

It suggests the next issue, and that is
something a bipartisan group of Sen-
ators has raised. Republican Senators,
Senator BURR, Senator GRAHAM, Sen-
ator SESSIONS, Senator SNOWE, and
Senator COLLINS, and Democratic Sen-
ators, Senator SCHUMER, Senator STA-
BENOW, I am one of the five, Senator
HAGAN, and Senator CAsEY—each of us
has pushed for legislation dealing with
the problems of currency. The Chinese
have clearly gamed the system.

We spent all this time on the budget
deficit. It is certainly worth addressing
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in a big way. But we spend so little
time on the trade deficit, and the trade
deficit cuts right into eliminating
American jobs.

Recent studies show that literally
hundreds of thousands—some 2.8 mil-
lion jobs have been lost to China since
2001, in a decade. Two-thirds of those
were manufacturing jobs lost because
of unfair trade practices, in part be-
cause of the way the Chinese game the
system on currency. Our legislation
says several things. One of the most
important parts of this legislation is
simply telling the U.S. Government,
when it is doing an investigation on
trade cases, it must consider currency
manipulation by the Chinese.

This will result, we know, in signifi-
cant job growth in our country. It will
mean more exports of U.S. products to
China because it takes off that advan-
tage they have. It will mean American
companies making products here can
compete with Chinese competition try-
ing to sell into our market—again be-
cause it takes away the unfair sub-
sidies the Chinese have had.

You do not have to go very many
places—in West Virginia, in Con-
necticut, in Ohio—to see how many
cases there are of products sold in this
country that used to be made here that
are now being made in China. Currency
is not the only reason but it is surely
one of the reasons.

I will close with this, a brief story
about a company in southwest Ohio
which manufactures paper. Until a dec-
ade and a half ago, the Chinese, the
People’s Republic of China, did not
even have a coated paper industry.
That is the sort of magazine paper,
glossy paper we are all familiar with.
The Chinese did not even have the kind
of technology to make that paper for a
decade and a half. Since then, they
started their industry. They buy their
wood pulp in Brazil, they ship it a long
way to China, they mill it in China,
they ship it back to the United States
and they undercut American compa-
nies by underpricing American compa-
nies—southwest Ohio, in many cases,
southern Ohio, American companies,
and other places. They undercut them
with price.

They tell me when you make paper,
only 10 percent of paper costs are labor
costs. What that means is the Chinese
are subsidizing in water and in credit,
in land, in energy, and in labor, and in
currency. We have been somewhat suc-
cessful in fighting back and showing
that the Chinese are cheating. But if
we have that additional tool, they can-
not game the currency system, and we
will not see the kind of job loss, the
hemorrhaging of jobs in West Virginia
and Ohio and all over this country.

American companies are some of the
most efficient in the world. The work-
ers are the best in the world. We will be
able to compete on a much more level
playing field. That is the importance of
the legislation that 10 Senators, 5
Democrats and 5 Republicans, are in-
troducing. We spoke about it today. It
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is essential the Senate move forward
on it.

I thank Senator BLUMENTHAL for
yielding me these 5 minutes and I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
MANCHIN). The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President,
are we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not in morning business.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I will proceed,
then, as in morning business.

First, I thank and commend the Sen-
ator from Ohio on his very important
efforts on Chinese currency manipula-
tion. I am proud to be a cosponsor with
him on his legislation. I intend to in-
troduce my own. He has been a very
stalwart advocate and champion of
U.S. trade interests and deserves the
thanks and commendation of this body
and the American people. I thank the
Senator from Ohio.

ISRAEL

I rise today to restate at this crucial
juncture my unwavering commitment,
as stated so eloquently by many in this
body over the years, to the United
States-Israel relationship and Amer-
ica’s unshakeable commitment to
Israel’s security.

I thank the President of the United
States for his address to the United Na-
tions, which very powerfully and cou-
rageously stated that commitment.
The President’s strong message shows
again that our shared interests, as well
as our friendship with Israel, are deep
and enduring.

As my colleagues know all too well,
the Israelis and Palestinians must
reach agreement through negotiations
on the issues that divide them, not
through the United Nations. Israel has
repeatedly endorsed a two-state solu-
tion that will sustain it as a Jewish
and democratic homeland. To be
achievable, any lasting peace and any
plan for peace must acknowledge the
real security concerns that Israel faces
day in and day out and has faced
throughout its history.

The President’s powerful remarks at
the United Nations were inspiring in a
forum that has been repeatedly hi-
jacked by dictators and despots for the
purpose of delegitimizing Israel and fo-
menting anti-Semitism. The Pales-
tinian Authority’s bid for United Na-
tions recognition is a distraction from
the hard work, the really hard work
needed to achieve peace and find an eq-
uitable solution.

As the President said, ‘“The fact is
peace is hard.” To succeed, ‘‘peace de-
pends upon compromise among people
who must live together long after our
speeches are over.”

Tough compromises will have to be
made by both the Israelis and the Pal-
estinians. The United States is ready
to assist both peoples in taking nec-
essary risks for peace, and Israel is
willing to sit down and commence
those talks immediately with the Pal-
estinians.
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The bid for United Nations recogni-
tion is also a distraction from the dete-
riorating situation in the Middle East,
where governments of the region, both
old and new, seem all too willing to use
Israel as a target and as a scapegoat,
rather than face the legitimate needs
of their own people.

In Turkey, for example, the govern-
ment has stretched to seek a con-
frontation with Israel rather than ad-
dress the humanitarian disaster on its
doorstep in Syria. In Egypt, the gov-
ernment honored those who attacked
the Israeli Embassy in Cairo, rather
than release from detention their citi-
zens arrested for advocating for demo-
cratic reforms and freedom. Most con-
cerning to this Chamber, Iran’s Gov-
ernment has doggedly pursued nuclear
weapons and threatens to destabilize
the entire region. Nobody is fooled
about the military dimensions of Iran’s
nuclear program.

On this day we do not yet know how
the Palestinian Authority’s bid for
statehood recognition at the United
Nations will be resolved. I do know my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
will not be sidetracked from advo-
cating for the hard work toward peace.
By encouraging the Palestinian Au-
thority to return to the negotiating
table, which they have refused to do,
and by continuing strong United
States-Israel defense cooperation our
Nation will deter those who would seek
to achieve victory over Israel by either
using the force of arms or manipu-
lating international institutions such
as the United Nations.

By sending the Iran, North Korea,
and Syria Sanctions Consolidation Act
of 2011 to the President for his signa-
ture, we can do our part to call atten-
tion to Iran’s use of denial and deceit
to advance its nuclear program. By
passing a foreign operations appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2012 that aligns
our assistance with our international
commitments—including over $3 bil-
lion in aid to Israel—this body will,
again, demonstrate its leadership in
striving for peace.

Finally, I would be remiss if I did not
call attention to the fact that while
each of us was free to hear the Presi-
dent’s remarks, yesterday was and
today remains another day that Gilad
Shalit is held hostage by Hamas. As a
nation founded on the unalienable
right to liberty, we must repudiate
those who seek to forge a nation while
continuing to collaborate with his cap-
tors. I urge his release.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues and the President on all of
these efforts. They are truly bipar-
tisan. They unite us as a body and they
unite the American people. I thank
you.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask to
speak as in morning business for up to
5 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I would like to thank
my friend, the Senator from Con-
necticut. Let me add my voice to his.
There is no better friend or stronger
ally. This is one of the key relation-
ships our country has. Like the Sen-
ator from Connecticut and the Pre-
siding Officer and others, we have a lot
of things in this body we disagree with,
but our firm support for Israel, particu-
larly at a time when there is so much
turmoil in that region, it is important
the Senator from Connecticut, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, spoke on that issue.

RECOGNIZING FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

I am going to take a moment today
to repeat something I do on a regular
basis. It is something I inherited from
the former Senator from Delaware, Mr.
Kaufman, when he was here. He would,
on a fairly regular basis, come down
and recognize the great work of indi-
vidual Federal employees.

We spend a lot of time in this body
talking about what government does
not do well and how we need to rein in
and get our government in order. I
know the Presiding Officer and I share
those beliefs. There are an awful lot of
good folks who work for our Federal
Government day in and day out who do
not get much recognition but provide
incredibly valuable service to literally
300 million Americans.

So following in Mr. Kaufman’s foot-
steps, I come down and pick a Federal
employee to recognize. I will get to
this Federal employee in a moment.

Let me just say we have already seen
rumblings in the press of another po-
tential political brinksmanship around
the end of the fiscal year. I see my
good friend, the Senator from Mary-
land, who, like me, a Senator from Vir-
ginia, has a disproportionate number of
Federal employees in our respective
States. The Presiding Officer from
West Virginia probably has a dis-
proportionate number of Federal em-
ployees as well.

Every time we get to that eleventh
hour, we put all these Federal employ-
ees’ lives in limbo, and that is not fair.
It is not right. Every time we do this,
we self-inflict upon this economy an-
other effort imposed by us that slows
our economic recovery. I know the ma-
jority leader and others are trying to
work in good faith to make sure we do
not have another brinksmanship
around the end of the fiscal year.

Mr. CARDIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. WARNER. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. CARDIN. Let me thank my col-
league from Virginia. He is absolutely
right. We went through a pretty tough
time a month ago when we reached an
agreement on the funding levels. It
should be a very simple process to get
a continuing resolution passed that
will extend the government based upon
the agreement that was reached just a
month ago.

The Senator from Virginia is right
about our Federal workforce. Our Fed-

S5865

eral workforce is doing more work with
less people. They are subjected to a 2-
year pay freeze, which they were sub-
jected to before we had an agreement
to deal with the deficit. For the sake of
our Federal employees, for the sake of
the people who depend upon their serv-
ice, and for the sake of our economy
and for good governance, the passage of
what we call a clean continuing resolu-
tion that allows us to work out the in-
dividual appropriations bills should be
beyond any disagreement.

I thank the Senator from Virginia for
his leadership not only on behalf of
Federal employees, but also on behalf
of sensible budgeting so we do not have
to go through this type of ordeal and
put people through this unnecessary
anxiety.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator
from Maryland. I will now take a mo-
ment in this continuing effort to recog-
nize examples of the kind of people who
serve our government—oftentimes for
not much recognition, a lot less pay
and, candidly, some disdain from peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle.

HONORING ALFONSO BATRES

Mr. President, I am pleased to honor
Dr. Alfonso Batres, who is the chief re-
adjustment counseling officer at the
Veterans Health Administration. He
has direct oversight of 300 vet centers,
50 mobile vet centers, and over 1,900 vet
center staff providing readjustment
service to war zone veterans and their
families across the United States. He
has worked extensively to ensure vet
centers—which are small storefront op-
erations located throughout the coun-
try—are accessible to as many people
as possible. His efforts led to nearly
200,000 veterans and their families to
visit vet centers a total of 1.2 million
times in 2011 alone.

Dr. Batres has also expanded the
scope of coverage for vet centers and
worked to improve the quality of the
services offered to veterans. For exam-
ple, he provided family bereavement
service and the Combat Call Center,
which allows veterans to talk to other
combat veterans about readjustment
issues they may be experiencing.

Dr. Batres’ dedication to providing
quality veteran-centric care has led to
praise throughout the health care com-
munity. According to Lawrence
Deyton, a former Veterans Affairs col-
league:

Dr. Batres’ combination of vision and per-
sonal experience . . . has translated into the
Vet centers becoming the gold standard, and
a model for public health programs.

In an interview, Dr. Batres said:

The opportunity to serve veterans and
their families as a civil servant through the
Vet centers program has been a dream real-
ized and an honor.

In 2009, when I first joined this body,
I helped launch a comprehensive study
that evaluated the quality of care and
benefits we are providing to our return-
ing combat veterans, especially women
who are affected by post-traumatic
stress syndrome and traumatic brain
injury. I think we are very fortunate to
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have someone as dedicated as Dr.
Batres working on these important
issues.

I hope my colleague will join me in
honoring the doctor, as well as all of
those at the Department of Veterans
Affairs, for their excellent work today.
I also am proud to recognize that Dr.
Batres, as a Virginian and a Vietnam
veteran, has dedicated 37 years to pub-
lic service.

As I was saying earlier, along with
the Senator from Maryland, there will
be issues on which we disagree with our
friends on the other side of the aisle.
We have to have a way to argue, de-
bate, and decide on those disagree-
ments, but let’s make sure we do not
put this country and our Federal em-
ployees in more—and, equally impor-
tant, the 300 million Americans who
not only depend on those services that
are provided, but mostly are about try-
ing to recover in this economy—let’s
not have act 3 of that kind of political
brinksmanship which started in the
spring and then over the debt crisis and
now potentially at the end of this
month, which are, in effect, self-in-
flicted wounds on our economy that is
struggling so much to recover.

I yield the floor and note the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 651

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank
Senator RUBIO for offering his impor-
tant amendment that will constrain
spending on TAA by limiting TAA ben-
efits to workers negatively impacted
by free trade agreements negotiated by
the U.S. Government.

As I explained in offering my amend-
ment yesterday to tighten the standard
of eligibility for TAA, the expanded
TAA Program will grow and grow and
cost more and more taxpayer money.
The expanded TAA Program proposed
by the chairman is no longer about
trade policy but, rather, about expand-
ing a domestic spending program. The
TAA Program proposed by our friends
across the aisle extends TAA to serv-
ices workers and to workers impacted
by shifts of production or services to
any foreign country. In an integrated
and rapidly expanding global economy,
conceivably all business decisions
made at home and abroad could trigger
TAA’s generous benefits.

As I predicted at the beginning of
this debate, many of my friends who
support TAA have argued that more
people used the TAA Program when it
was expanded in 2009; therefore, it must
be working. I strongly reject this argu-
ment. Spending more money and certi-
fying more workers does not mean a
program is succeeding; it simply means
the program is expanding and costing
more and more taxpayer dollars.
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Proponents of an expanded TAA Pro-
gram tell us there is a moral obligation
for the government to help mitigate
the costs from job losses associated
with increased imports and offshore
outsourcing, which often occurs as a
result of direct government policies,
that is, trade agreements. But why do
we choose to reward some Americans
who lose their jobs due to adjusting to
some Federal policies—in this case,
trade policy—but not others? Even if
one were to concede that the Federal
Government has some obligation to
help those who lose their jobs due to
the trade policy actions of the United
States, surely workers who lose their
jobs for reasons that have nothing to
do with Federal Government actions
should not receive these favorable TAA
benefits.

I have heard lots of talk about the
improvements made in the 2009 TAA
stimulus expansion. One word I do not
hear much anymore is ‘‘globalization,”
because if you go back and look at the
actual bill, the 2009 stimulus TAA
package was actually called TGAA,
trade and globalization adjustment as-
sistance. The chairman has dropped the
‘“‘globalization’ reference in the title of
the TAA extension amendment we are
considering today, but the legislation
retains the untenable expansion of eli-
gibility criteria included in the 2009
stimulus version.

The TAA Program we will vote on
today, as offered by the chairman has
lost any nexus to U.S. trade policy ac-
tions. Under the chairman’s expanded
TAA Program, workers who lose their
jobs, allegedly due to shifts in produc-
tion to non-free-trade agreement coun-
tries, will be eligible for the generous
TAA benefits.

As I highlighted in my remarks yes-
terday about Solyndra, in a dynamic
U.S. and global economy, businesses
can start up and shut down for many
reasons that have absolutely nothing
to do with foreign trade and certainly
nothing to do with any specific U.S.
trade policy. Solyndra failed due to a
bad business model and an ill-con-
ceived Federal loan of a half a billion
dollars in taxpayer money—it was a
little bit more than that—not because
of trade policy. That Solyndra workers
may receive TAA benefits highlights
the problems with the program.

Globalization has changed how our
businesses operate—both large and
small—and all the variables that now
impact buying and selling decisions
through global supply chains, shifting
demographics, shifting demand trends,
different tax regimes, and ever-chang-
ing investment climates will nec-
essarily create opportunities and chal-
lenges for all American businesses. We
should help American businesses and
farmers compete for the new customers
and consumers around the world, and
we do this best by prying open those
markets, protecting American intellec-
tual property rights and investments,
and strengthening the rule of law.

That is why my colleagues and I con-
tinue to push the White House to send
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the three pending free-trade agree-
ments to Congress for a vote, so we can
help our businesses and farmers better
compete in a global economy. If we
want to help our economy and create
jobs, passing the FTAs should be our
first order of business.

The best response to globalization is
to harness its dynamic growth to our
benefit, not to choose winners and los-
ers and give them unproven training
and additional income support and
health care entitlements. If the pur-
pose of TAA is to help workers adjust
to trade policy actions by the govern-
ment, then only those workers im-
pacted by trade with U.S. free-trade
agreement countries should be eligible.

Again, I thank my colleague and
friend, Senator RUBIO, for offering this
important amendment and trying to
look out for the taxpayer and narrowly
constrain spending on TAA. I urge my
colleagues to support his amendment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 650

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 660 to make it pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
THUNE] proposes an amendment numbered
650.

Mr. THUNE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 650
(Purpose: To require a report on the con-
sequences of failing to act on trade agree-
ments)

At the end, add the following:

TITLE —ITC REPORT
SEC. _ 01. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Quantifying
the Effects of Failure to Act on Trade Act”.
SEC. 02. ITC REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) FAILURE TO ACT ON AGREEMENT.—NoOt
later than 2 years after the date that the
President enters into a trade agreement, the
International Trade Commission shall sub-
mit a report described in subsection (b) to
Congress, if —

(A) legislation to implement the agree-
ment has not been submitted to Congress;

(B) a bill to implement the agreement has
not been considered by either House of Con-
gress,; or

(C) the agreement has not entered into
force with respect to the United States.

(2) FOLLOW UP REPORT.—The International
Trade Commission shall update the report
required by paragraph (1) each year there-
after, if legislation to implement the agree-
ment has not been submitted to Congress, a
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bill to implement the agreement has not
been considered by either House of Congress,
or the agreement has not entered into force.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall contain the
following:

(1) A quantitative analysis of the impact
on United States businesses and individuals
caused by the delay in the implementation of
the agreement. The analysis shall examine
all relevant factors impacting United States
businesses and individuals, including—

(A) lost market shares for United States
exports in foreign markets resulting from
new trade agreements implemented between
the country with respect to which the trade
agreement was entered into and any other
country, and market shares lost for United
States exports resulting from any other fac-
tor;

(B) how the delay in implementing the
agreement is affecting the advancement of
United States trade objectives, described in
the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Authority
Act of 2002 (or any subsequent trade pro-
motion authority); and

(C) how the delay in implementing the
agreement is affecting the protection of in-
tellectual property rights of United States
businesses operating in foreign markets.

(2) The impact on employment in the
United States resulting from the delay in
implementing the agreement.

(3) An estimate of the probable impact on
United States businesses, in terms of ex-
ports, profitability, and employment, if the
trade agreement does not enter into force by
the end of the calendar year following the
date of the Commission report

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The International
Trade Commission shall submit the report
required by this section with respect to—

(1) any trade agreement entered into on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act;
and

(2) any trade agreement entered into before
the date of the enactment of this Act if such
agreement has not entered into force with
respect to the United States by June 30, 2012.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I rise in
support of this amendment, which I
filed yesterday afternoon, which deals
with what I believe is a very important
topic; that is, the high cost of delay
when it comes to the pending free-
trade agreements. I raised this issue
yesterday, and I wish to reemphasize
my comments in light of the fact that
we will be voting on this amendment
this afternoon.

Most of the debate the last few days
has been about the merits of trade ad-
justment assistance. But there is an-
other aspect of trade adjustment as-
sistance renewal we should consider. It
is the fact that there has been a real
cost to America’s economy and to the
American businesses as a result of the
President’s strategy to link passage of
the three trade agreements to a re-
newal of an expanded Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Program.

This is very unfortunate, especially
considering that even the White House
acknowledges that passing the trade
agreements is one of the best things we
could do in the short term to create
jobs. According to the Business Round-
table, the passage of the trade agree-
ments will support 250,000 American
jobs. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce
estimates that as many as 380,000 U.S.
jobs could be in jeopardy if we do not
pass the free-trade agreements.
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One would think passage of these
trade agreements, which were signed in
2006 and 2007, would have been an early
priority for the Obama administration.
Yet here we are more than 2% years
into this administration, and the Presi-
dent still has not made a commitment
to send us the trade agreements so we
can consider them.

Perhaps some might say it takes
time to get an agreement implemented
after it has been signed. Let’s consider
some recent trade deals the United
States has negotiated. Consider the
U.S.-Australia Free Trade Agreement.
This agreement with an important ally
was signed on May 18, 2004, and entered
into force on June 1, 2005, a little over
1 year later.

Consider the U.S.-Chile agreement.
This agreement was signed on June 6,
2003, and entered into force on January
1, 2004, only a little over half a year
later. Perhaps we should look at the
U.S.-Peru agreement. This agreement
was signed on April 12, 2006, was passed
by the Democratically controlled
House in November of 2007, and the
Democratically controlled Senate in
December of 2007.

Let me repeat. A Democratic House
and Democratic Senate took up and
passed an agreement, negotiated and
signed by a Republican President, just
over a year and a half after it was
signed. So we know that even when the
President and the majority in Congress
come from different parties, we have
still been able to implement our trade
agreements expeditiously for the good
of the country.

My point is not simply that the three
pending free-trade agreements are long
overdue. The point is, our process for
considering trade agreements did not
envision such long delays between sign-
ing and implementation. Nevertheless,
we need to respond to this unfortunate
reality, and my amendment helps us to
do so.

It is very simple. Under current trade
promotion authority procedures, the
International Trade Commission must
prepare a report that is submitted to
the Congress no later than 90 days after
a trade agreement is signed. However,
there is currently no requirement that
the ITC conduct a study to assess the
negative impact on U.S. businesses
when we delay implementation of an
agreement, as we have for more than 4
yvears with Korea, Colombia, and Pan-
ama.

My amendment would simply require
the ITC to assess the negative impact
to U.S. businesses if a trade agreement
is signed but has not been considered
by Congress within 2 years. The ITC
study would focus on lost U.S. export
opportunities, how the delay has im-
pacted U.S. trade objectives as set out
under trade promotion authority, as
well as how the delay impacts the pro-
tection of U.S. intellectual property
overseas.

The study would also estimate the
impact on U.S. employment if the
trade agreement in question continues
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to languish. Finally, the ITC would be
required to update their study in every
subsequent year that the trade agree-
ment is not considered by Congress or
if it is still not entered into force.

My amendment follows a very basic
principle. If the President believes a
trade agreement is in America’s na-
tional and economic interests, he needs
to submit it to Congress. If he does not
submit it to Congress, we need to have
better information as to what the costs
are of that delay. If we think these
trade agreements are important—and
the President spent much of the month
of August talking about the need to
pass them, so clearly he believes they
are important—then we need to be able
to more effectively weigh the disadvan-
tages imposed upon American busi-
nesses and consumers as a result of not
implementing them.

I wish to emphasize this is not a par-
tisan amendment. It will apply to any
future President who delays implemen-
tation of a trade agreement, Demo-
cratic or Republican. Why is this so
important? Because the global econ-
omy in which American businesses
compete is not static. It is dynamic,
fast moving, and ever changing. As we
stand here today, there are more than
100 new free-trade agreements cur-
rently under negotiation around the
world. Yet the United States is a party
to only one of those negotiations, the
Trans-Pacific Partnership.

I have with me the ITC report on the
U.S.-Colombia agreement issued short-
ly after it was signed. The date on this
report is December 2006, over 4% years
ago. Would it not be helpful to have a
recent report that would take into con-
sideration the impact to U.S. busi-
nesses from the Canada-Colombia trade
agreement that recently went into ef-
fect or the EU-Colombia Free Trade
Agreement that will go into effect next
year?

Let’s consider the cost of delay to
just one U.S. company, Caterpillar. As
we all know, Caterpillar is a leading
producer of large construction and
mining equipment and a major U.S. ex-
porter. Caterpillar exports 92 percent of
its American-made large mining
trucks. Caterpillar’s large truck ex-
ports to Colombia face a 15-percent
duty, which adds about $300,000 to the
cost of each of those trucks exported to
Colombia.

Just imagine the advantage Cater-
pillar could have had for the last sev-
eral years over its Japanese and Chi-
nese competitors if the Democratic
House in 2008 had not refused to con-
sider the Colombia agreement when
President Bush submitted it or if Presi-
dent Obama had submitted it promptly
upon taking office.

But the Caterpillar example is just
one company. We did an unbiased, ob-
jective, and expert study on the cost to
all U.S. businesses of delay. My amend-
ment would accomplish this.

Consider that U.S. companies have
paid more than $5 billion in tariffs to
Colombia and Panama since the trade
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agreements with these nations were
signed more than 4 years ago. More im-
portantly, U.S. businesses have lost
countless business opportunities in
Korea, Colombia, and Panama.

Consider another example, the mar-
ket for agricultural products in Korea,
which is the world’s 13th largest econ-
omy. Korea’s tariffs on imported agri-
cultural goods average 54 percent, com-
pared to an average 9-percent tariff on
these imparts into the United States.
Passage of the Korea Free Trade Agree-
ment will level the playing field. Yet
this administration continues to delay
sending these agreements to Congress.

At a time of near-record unemploy-
ment and slow economic growth, this
delay is unacceptable. This ongoing
delay is having a real impact on Amer-
ican businesses, and it will only get
worse as the EU-Korea agreement has
now entered into force and European
companies are getting the benefits of
lower tariffs and market access.

The Colombian market for agricul-
tural products is another good example
of the high cost of delay. In 2010, for
the first time in the history of U.S.-Co-
lombia trade, the United States lost to
Argentina its position as Colombia’s
No. 1 agricultural supplier.

Consider the story of the three main
crops we grow in South Dakota: corn,
wheat, and soybeans. The combined
market share in Colombia for these
three U.S. agricultural exports has de-
creased from 78 percent in 2008 to 28
percent in 2010, a staggering decline of
50 percentage points. This situation
will only get worse now that the Can-
ada-Colombia agreement has taken ef-
fect as of August 15 of this year.

As Gordon Stoner, a wheat grower
from Outlook, MT, testified before the
Finance Committee earlier this year:
“Our share of the Colombia wheat mar-
ket has declined from 73 percent in 2008
to 43 percent in 2010, and industry rep-
resentatives in Colombia indicate we
could lose our entire market share fol-
lowing implementation of the Canada-
Colombia free trade agreement.”

We are living in a global economy
where America cannot afford to stand
still on trade. There is another cost to
the delay in submitting these free-
trade agreements to Congress that we
should consider. This is the loss of
trust we may experience and be cre-
ating with new potential trade agree-
ment partners. Consider, if a country is
an emerging economy today and they
have the opportunity to negotiate a
comprehensive trade agreement with
either the European Union or the
United States, what message is our
delay sending to those potential trad-
ing partners?

Unfortunately, the message appears
to be that if they negotiate with the
EU, they will get the benefits of an
agreement much sooner than if they
spend the time and effort to negotiate
an agreement with the United States.
This is best exemplified by the negotia-
tions with South Korea, a large econ-
omy, a major market for agricultural
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goods, as I mention, and manufactured
goods as well as services.

The U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agree-
ment was signed in June of 2007. Ko-
rea’s trade agreement with the EU was
launched in May of 2007, just 1 month
earlier. We had basically finished the
entire negotiation process and wrapped
up our agreement with Korea by the
time the EU was just launching the be-
ginning of their negotiations with
Korea. As I mentioned earlier, the EU-
Korea agreement has now taken effect,
and the President has not even yet sub-
mitted our agreement with Korea to
Congress for consideration.

Again, we are not creating a favor-
able impression for any future trade
agreement partners. As emerging
economies mature, millions of new
middle-class consumers enter the glob-
al marketplace. This is an impression
we simply cannot afford to let persist.
American businesses and exporters
need acces to fast-developing markets.

Imagine if American business oper-
ated the way Washington, DC operates.
What if American companies, such as
Apple or IBM, waited 4 or 5 years to de-
velop their next product? Would they
continue to outinnovate their foreign
competition? Of course not. Just as
U.S. businesses cannot afford to stand
still, the U.S. Government cannot af-
ford to stand still as we have on trade
for these past several years.

In 1960, exports accounted for only 3.6
percent of U.S. GDP.

Today, exports account for 12.5 per-
cent of our GDP. Exports of U.S. goods
and services support over 10 million
American jobs. It is long past time
that we get back in the game by pass-
ing the three pending trade agree-
ments.

My amendment will ensure that if we
delay, if we fail to act, we will have a
better assessment of the cost to Amer-
ican businesses and consumers of that
delay. Hopefully, that information will
make us more likely to act with a
sense of urgency.

My amendment should not be con-
troversial. It doesn’t change the under-
lying bill or change trade adjustment
assistance. It should not be something
that would affect the ability of this
legislation to pass the House. It is a
forward-looking amendment that will
improve the process under which we
consider future trade agreements.

It is important that we get this done.
The year 2006 is the last time we had an
assessment of the impact of not acting
on the Colombia Free Trade Agree-
ment. Earlier today, Senator BAUCUS
made some remarks about my amend-
ment and referred to it as a ‘‘back-
ward-looking” amendment. Nothing
could be further from the truth. It is
not about casting blame or looking
back; it is about improving trade by
giving Congress better, more com-
prehensive information on the impact
of delay.

Senator BAUCUS said earlier that no-
body disputes the harm from delaying
agreements. But has the U.S. Govern-
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ment quantified the harm of the delay
in a comprehensive fashion so that we
know exactly the cost the delays are
imposing on U.S. businesses and indi-
viduals and impact on U.S. employ-
ment or on the protection of U.S. intel-
lectual property in foreign markets?
The answer is no. As a result, it is
more difficult than it should be to bal-
ance the benefits of this delay on the
one hand, which would be any benefits
from renewal of the expanded TAA,
with the cost on the other hand. This is
9 months away. I certainly hope the
Colombia, Korea, and Panama Free
Trade Agreements will pass soon and
go into effect long before next June.

This amendment is forward looking,
as it applies to future trade agree-
ments, if they are not submitted to
Congress or considered by Congress or
not entered into force within 2 years of
being signed. This will apply to a trade
agreement by a future Republican
President just as much as by a Demo-
cratic President. If there is a substan-
tial delay in implementing a trade
agreement the United States signed in
good faith with another nation, what-
ever the reason for the delay, maybe
we in Congress should have better in-
formation as to the specific impact on
U.S. businesses of this delay. That is
all this amendment would do. It
doesn’t affect GSP or TAA. It would
not imperil this bill in the House.
There is no good reason to oppose this
amendment. I hope we can adopt it
today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SANDERS). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of the amendment
filed by my colleague from South Da-
kota. This amendment deals with an
important issue, namely, the cost of
delay when it comes to free-trade
agreements.

The President’s desire to increase
spending on TAA—an expensive domes-
tic spending program of debatable
worth—at a time when taxpayers are
struggling to make ends meet during a
recession makes no sense to me.

His strategy to link passage of FTAs
to renewal of this expanded TAA pro-
gram is equally perplexing. TAA is
meant to assist workers who have al-
legedly lost their jobs due to trade. But
the administration has repeatedly stat-
ed that the three pending trade agree-
ments will create jobs, not cause peo-
ple to lose them.

According to the Business Round-
table, passage of the three pending
trade agreements will support 250,000
American jobs. Since jobs will be cre-
ated rather than lost, it makes no
sense to link the passage of an ex-
panded version of trade adjustment as-
sistance to these three FTAs. In fact,
the only jobs lost to date have been
those caused by the President’s refusal
to send these FTAs to Congress. His re-
fusal to act has caused U.S. farmers,
manufacturers, and service providers

(Mr.
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to cede market share to our competi-
tors in Panama, Colombia, and South
Korea.

Given the state of the economy under
this administration, one would think
passage of these trade agreements—
which were handed to the President
wrapped up in a bow by his prede-
cessor—would be the first order of busi-
ness. Yet, here we are, more than half-
way into this administration and the
President has not even made a commit-
ment to send us the trade agreements
50 we can consider them.

My colleague’s amendment would
help us assess the impact of the Presi-
dent’s delay, and future Presidents as
well, on the American economy.

The amendment would require the
ITC to assess the negative impact to
U.S. businesses if a trade agreement is
signed but has not been considered by
Congress within 2 years. Among other
things, the ITC study would highlight
lost U.S. export opportunities, the im-
pact on the protection of U.S. intellec-
tual property overseas, the impact on
U.S. employment to date, and the pro-
spective impact on U.S. employment if
agreements are not sent to Congress.

If the President believes these trade
agreements will create jobs, he needs
to submit them to Congress. It is ab-
surd that they are still sitting on the
President’s desk, while our companies
and workers lose market share to our
competitors in Colombia, South Korea,
and Panama.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from New Hampshire be per-
mitted to make her remarks at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New Hampshire is recognized.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I thank my col-
league. I agree with both of my col-
leagues, who have spoken, that we live
in a globalized economy, and it is im-
portant for us to make sure we have
the benefits of that globalized economy
in America. It has offered us incredible
new opportunities. But there are oppor-
tunities that have not been shared
equally across our economy and our
workforce.

I believe that when given a level
playing field, the American workforce
has shown it can outcompete and
outinnovate any economy in the world.
That is the way we will get our econ-
omy moving again, by unleashing the
power of American entrepreneurship.

I have spoken before about ending
the false debate between so-called free
trade and fair trade. I think we need
competitive trade, a policy that fo-
cuses on growing U.S. exports, opening
new markets for U.S. companies, job
training for our workforce, and tough
enforcement of trade rules.

We can help our workforce compete
by giving them access to foreign mar-
kets. Fully 95 percent of the world’s
consumers live outside of the United
States, but only 1 percent of U.S. small

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

businesses is doing business outside of
the United States, or exporting their
products. Increasing our exports is
vital to the long-term health of our
economy.

At the same time, we have to ac-
knowledge that trade creates new chal-
lenges for many American companies
and American workers. We have to un-
derstand no graph showing GDP growth
is a comfort to a mother who suddenly
cannot feed her family because her fac-
tory has shut down; and no statistic
about market efficiency is going to pay
a young man’s rent when his company
moves its engineering operations over-
seas. When Congress promotes inter-
national trade, it enters into a com-
pact with all American workers that
they will not be left behind. Competi-
tive trade means making sure all of us
can compete.

For nearly 50 years, the Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Program has been
lending a hand to workers faced with
the negative consequences of inter-
national trade. It has been supported
by liberals and conservatives, Demo-
crats and Republicans. Its premise is
simple: If you lose your job to foreign
trade, we will help you prepare for a
new career and help keep you afloat
while you train. Over the last 2 years,
almost a half million Americans have
begun a new chapter in their lives with
the help of trade adjustment assist-
ance.

In 2009, Congress enacted some com-
monsense reforms to the TAA Pro-
gram. For years, Americans who lost
their jobs to India or China were denied
access to this program because the
United States doesn’t have a specific
trade agreement with either country.
Given the growing economic power of
those two nations, that left an unac-
ceptable number of Americans facing
trade effects on their own. In 2009, we
changed the program so that TAA sup-
ported all Americans whose jobs were
sent overseas. But those reforms have,
unfortunately, expired. This week, we
have the opportunity to restore them,
and we should.

The 2009 reforms also updated the
TAA Program to protect workers in
service industries, in addition to those
in manufacturing. Fifty years ago,
when the program was created, no one
could have imagined the advances in
technology that would allow foreign
service workers and engineers to com-
pete with our own domestic workers in
those fields. This week, we have an op-
portunity to restore the 21st century
perspective to the TAA Program.

I want to share a couple of stories
about New Hampshire workers who
have benefited from trade adjustment
assistance. The first is a story about
Joanne Sanschagrin of Gilmanton, who
worked at Aavid Thermalloy for 22
years. She was a buyer for the com-
pany, but the company was threatened
by competition from several nations,
including China. She knew she needed
to get a new job before she was laid off.
Under the old TAA terms, the ones we
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are operating under now, she would not
qualify for help under TAA. Under the
2009 reforms, Joanne sought and re-
ceived training as a licensed nursing
assistant. She completed training in
June, and last month she began a job
in her new career, and she loves it.
TAA has supported her through this
process and paid for her training, so in-
stead of being unemployed, she is now
a dynamic part of our economy, work-
ing in one of its fastest growing fields.

Another New Hampshire worker,
Robert Arsenault, who is a veteran,
had worked for 21 years making paper
at the mills in Gorham and Berlin. The
paper industry has been devastated by
offshore competition. As the Chair
knows, we have lost so many of our
mills throughout northern New Eng-
land. When those mills in Berlin and
Gorham closed, Robert used trade ad-
justment assistance to get a commer-
cial driver’s license at the White Moun-
tains Community College. He recently
started a new full-time job with a pav-
ing and contracting company.

TAA doesn’t just help out individual
workers; it also helps small businesses
that are being hurt by international
trade. New England Forest Products is
a hardwood manufacturing company
that has been operating in Greenfield,
NH, since 1993. But during the recent
recession, they found themselves losing
business to cheap Chinese lumber. In
search of answers, they applied to the
local trade adjustment assistance cen-
ter for help. They worked with TAA to
develop a marketing strategy and ad-
vertising materials that now help the
small business sell their hardwood
flooring and other products directly to
consumers. In part because of this im-
portant program, New England Forest
Products saw sales increase 28 percent
in the following year.

This isn’t just one encouraging story.
Of the 18 businesses in New Hampshire
that have received TAA in the last 4
years, all 18 are still operating, and
many are adding employees. These are
the kinds of stories the Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Program makes pos-
sible, but only if we sustain these crit-
ical reforms and strengthen TAA’s role
as both a critical safety net and a driv-
er of the American economy for dec-
ades to come.

I urge my colleagues to support the
trade adjustment assistance amend-
ment when it comes to the floor for a
vote later today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I want to
emphasize one final time, as we get
closer to votes on these amendments,
the importance of getting the free-
trade agreements passed and put into
force, but also the importance of un-
derstanding that, as we move into the
future, we not make the mistakes we
have made with respect to these agree-
ments, and that is to let them languish
literally years, and at the same time be
losing market share, be losing jobs for
Americans, and be losing market op-
portunities for American businesses.
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Again, I wish to point out just a cou-
ple things I think personalize this; one,
as I mentioned in my earlier remarks,
we have a company such as Caterpillar,
which makes large mining trucks and
exports 92 percent of them. They pay a
$300,000-per-truck tariff to get into the
Colombian market. Think of a country
such as South Korea, with the 13th
largest economy in the world. They are
a big importer of American agricul-
tural goods, with 54 percent right now
being the average tariff on goods that
are exported from the United States—
agricultural products exported from
here to Korea, but 9 percent is the av-
erage tariff on their goods coming into
this country. That 54-to-9 ratio is an
incredible disadvantage, putting Amer-
ican businesses at a tremendous dis-
advantage relative to the countries
around the world with whom they have
to compete.

At the same time these trade agree-
ments have been languishing here for
over 4 years, other countries have
stepped in—the European Union, Aus-
tralia, and Canada—and filled the vacu-
um we have left. As a consequence,
American businesses have been hurt
and hurt profoundly. More impor-
tantly, as we sit in this economy we
are in and talk about the importance of
job creation, there isn’t anything we
could do that would probably create
jobs more quickly than to get these
trade agreements enacted. It means
thousands of jobs for Americans, it
means business opportunities for
American businesses overseas, and it
means market share we should be
maintaining or perhaps even acquiring
and that we are losing as a result of
not having these agreements entered in
force after they have been negotiated
these many years ago.

So my amendment looks prospec-
tively into the future. It requires that
we know specifically—quantitatively—
what are the impacts of delay when it
comes to getting these free-trade
agreements not only ratified by the
Congress but entered into force with
these other countries. I think it is crit-
ical information we need to know. We
need to know what harm, what eco-
nomic consequences are the result of
these trade agreements being delayed.

I hope we will get bipartisan support
for this amendment today. It doesn’t
do anything to alter TAA. It doesn’t do
anything to alter GSP. It doesn’t do
anything to affect the passage of this
agreement in the House. But it will, as
we look into the future, make it much
more clear to us what these economic
impacts are with regard to these trade
agreements and our delay in getting
them implemented.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

AMENDMENT NO. 634

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the amendment that has
been introduced by the Senator from
Texas, Mr. CORNYN. I think it is amend-
ment No. 634. I will take only a few
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minutes, as I know my colleague from
Indiana is waiting, but I do wish to
speak to it, if I may.

The Senator from Texas has intro-
duced an amendment that takes an un-
precedented step in the Senate; that is,
the step of actually requiring the
President, by mandate—with respect to
one weapon system in one singular
amendment—to sell a specific weapon
to another country. Specifically, the
Senator wants to take the unprece-
dented step of requiring the President
of the United States to sell 66 new F-16
fighter aircraft to Taiwan.

The amendment mandates the sale of
these new aircraft, despite the fact
that just yesterday the President and
the administration notified Congress of
their intention to provide Taiwan with
nearly six billion dollars’ worth of
items in defense goods and services, on
top of money they have already pro-
vided to Taiwan—including upgrades to
Taiwan’s current fleet of 145 F-16s.

I will stand by my record of 26-plus
yvears of voting for the appropriate de-
fense relationship with respect to Tai-
wan and China. We have always re-
spected the Taiwan Relations Act, and
I think we have consistently stood by
Taiwan and kept faith with that act.
Without a doubt, the growing military
disparity between China and other
countries in the region, as well as
China and Taiwan, is something we
need to be thinking about and taking
into account as we contemplate the
long-term future of all those relation-
ships in that region. But that said, I
am opposed to this specific amend-
ment. I believe Senator BAUCUS, who
has already spoken in opposition to it,
and others, I believe, are opposed to it
for two appropriate reasons: one, the
substance of the amendment itself—
and I will speak to that—but also,
plain and simply, this is not the right
vehicle to address this issue.

Everybody understands that consid-
eration of TAA is part of a very com-
plicated approach to what Senator
THUNE just commented on—a much-
too-long-awaited dealing with several
trade agreements a lot of us want to
pass and we think we should pass. Pas-
sage of this TAA proposal—without
these other issues being added to it,
which would put it in jeopardy—is crit-
ical to being able to help American
workers as well as to lining up those
three pending trade agreements which
will create jobs in the United States
and which will also enhance our secu-
rity. So if we were to pass the Cornyn
amendment—which we know the ad-
ministration strongly opposes—that
would imperil this very carefully craft-
ed jobs package we are now consid-
ering.

On that basis alone, I would urge col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment. But I believe there are powerful,
substantive reasons for why this
amendment shouldn’t pass just on its
own. Mandating the sale of one par-
ticular weapon is not the way for the
United States to respond or to deal
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with or manage the complex national
security challenge of that region and
the complexity of the relationship with
Taiwan.

I would remind colleagues that the $6
billion in new arms sales, of various
kinds—including a major upgrade
package to all the 145 F-16s—is an
enormous, important package which
Taiwan wants and needs and which
Taiwan believes will bring it up to par
with respect to those systems and the
need to be able to defend itself.

I think we have to remember that
ever since President Nixon opened the
door to China nearly 40 years ago, the
United States has worked very care-
fully to promote peace and stability in
the Taiwan Strait. The Taiwan Rela-
tions Act has long governed our policy
toward Taiwan because we don’t have a
formal diplomatic relationship or a for-
mal treaty.

With respect to arms sales, let me
share with my colleagues what the
TRA says. It shall be the policy of the
United States ‘‘to provide Taiwan with
arms of a defensive character’” and ‘‘to
maintain the capacity of the United
States to resist any resort to force or
other forms of coercion’ which would
jeopardize the security of the people of
Taiwan. Finally, the TRA obligates the
United States to provide such defense
goods and services to Taiwan as are
‘“‘necessary to enable Taiwan to main-
tain a sufficient self-defense capa-
bility.”

The Obama administration and the
committees of jurisdiction in the Sen-
ate and House, with respect to it, take
the provisions of that act very seri-
ously. The administration has care-
fully analyzed, as have we, the military
balance across the Taiwan Strait, and
we have consulted closely with the
Government of Taiwan as to how to
best meet Taiwan’s defensive needs.

On Wednesday, the administration
formally notified Congress of its intent
to send a very substantial retrofit
package that would upgrade the cur-
rent fleet. As I mentioned, there are 145
F-16s that Taiwan has today and that
Taiwan relies on today for its current
defense needs. These upgrades include
state-of-the-art avionics and weap-
onry—including Actively Electroni-
cally Scanned Array Radars, targeting
systems, the AIM-9X air-to-air mis-
siles, and precision-guided munitions.
So I don’t believe there is any question
but that the United States is now, and
will continue to be, in full compliance
with the requirements of the TRA.

But this package also makes clear
that support for Taiwan is not a par-
tisan issue. The Bush administration,
in its 8 years—two full terms—notified
Congress of the sale of roughly $15 bil-
lion total in arms sales to Taiwan.
With the announcement of this sale of
the additional items Taiwan needs, the
administration—the Obama adminis-
tration—in less than 3 years has ap-
proved the sale of over $12 billion in
arms to Taiwan. So we have $15 billion
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over 8 years from the Bush administra-
tion and $12 billion over 3 years from
the Obama administration.

Moreover, the administration’s $5.8
billion retrofit and training proposal
provides the necessary parts, equip-
ment, training, and logistical support
for a cost-effective upgrade of Taiwan’s
current status; most importantly, it
elevates Taiwan’s current fleet of F-16s
to a level of capability consistent with
the most advanced export variants of
this aircraft.

Let us understand where we are—
what the state of play is. Taiwan has
an urgent defense need today. They
have 145 aircraft we have already sold
them. We are prepared to provide them
an upgrade that brings those aircraft
up to the total state of the art of the
most advanced export variants we are
allowed to export to another country,
and it will prevent these 145 aircraft
from becoming obsolete. This is the
most sensible, cost-effective, effective
way to provide an upgrade and to pro-
vide Taiwan with the capacity it needs.

To the degree people are thinking
jobs in the United States of America
and what about selling, a lot of us have
never believed we ought to use defense
sales or weapons sales to create jobs.
There are a lot more effective ways of
creating jobs. But to whatever degree
anybody wants to measure this by that
standard, the $5.8 billion sale an-
nounced yesterday will be welcome
news to the workers of Lockheed Mar-
tin, Northrop Grumman, Raytheon,
Pratt & Whitney, and many other de-
fense firms.

Again, I emphasize that is not the ra-
tionale for the sale, and none of us
should resort to those kinds of sales for
the purpose of jobs. But if that is going
to be a measurement or a consideration
in anybody’s mind, make no mistake,
the $6 billion the President has pro-
posed will have its own impact.

Finally, let me point out to col-
leagues, and I think it is an important
consideration, nothing in the proposed
upgrade package will preclude the
United States from providing new F-
16s as we go down the road, as they
may be necessary, as a judgment is
made about them or any other similar
platform to Taiwan in the future. The
administration has taken pains to
make clear to Congress and to Taiwan
the approval of this sale does not and
will not prejudice any future decision
on new aircraft.

Yesterday, President Ma Ying-jeou of
Taiwan said the upgrades to Taiwan’s
existing F-16A/B jets are aimed at
maintaining the country’s self-defense
capabilities while pursuing peaceful de-
velopment across the Taiwan Strait.

The President of Taiwan said of the
upgrade package:

We have to develop peaceful ties with
Mainland China. But we haven’t for one sec-
ond let our guard down when it comes to
Taiwan’s security.

I don’t believe the Taiwanese believe
they are letting their guard down. I
don’t think they believe we are not
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meeting their needs. Obviously, Con-
gress has an important role to play in
determining how to meet those needs,
but I don’t think we should, in the
wake of the evidence here, make an
independent judgment outside of what
is already happening. We certainly
shouldn’t blindly defer to the Execu-
tive on Taiwan arm sales. But I think
to compel the Executive to make a spe-
cific arms sale to a specific country
measured against the steps already
taken and the steps being taken would
be an unprecedented intervention by
the Senate under circumstances where
there just has not been made the kind
of compelling, urgent argument that
that is the only way to proceed. So I
urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment when the time comes for
us to vote on it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes out of my remaining
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. I thank my colleague
from Indiana.

I would like to respond briefly to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

This isn’t an assessment I have made
that Taiwan needs these aircraft; this
is one made by the Department of De-
fense in their 2011 report on China’s
growing military power. They detailed
the increasingly precarious situation
in the Taiwan Strait, stating that
China seeks the capability to deter
Taiwan independence and influence
Taiwan to settle the dispute on Bei-
jing’s terms.

So it is clear from the press reports
from China’s state-run newspaper, the
very bellicose comments, that this is
really an attempt by mainland China,
the People’s Republic of China, to in-
timidate not only Taiwan but also the
United States, and we should not give
in to that intimidation.

This chart which I pointed to earlier
demonstrates the growing imbalance in
the Taiwan Strait. This is why these
additional aircraft are needed. The red
one is 2,300 operational combat aircraft
for the People’s Republic of China
versus 490 operational combat aircraft
for the Taiwanese.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
correct to the extent that the upgrades
are welcome on the 145 F-16s we pre-
viously sold to Taiwan. But it is not
adequate because 100 of these aircraft
currently operational by Taiwan are
obsolete and are going to be retired.
Taiwan has intended that the new F-
16C/D series replace the fleet of F-5s—
those were previously sold U.S. aircraft
from the 1975 to 1985 range which are
now old and obsolete—and then the
French-made Mirage 2000-5 fighters. So
100 of these planes demonstrated here,
of the 490, are going to be retired, and
the 66 aircraft that are the subject of
this amendment will replace some of
those retired vehicles.
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So I don’t think that thinking about
the future of our relationship with Tai-
wan or problems we may see on the ho-
rizon is enough. We need to do some-
thing now.

I would also point out that you can’t
just take the production line at Lock-
heed Martin and basically eliminate it
because there are no further demands
or contracts for F-16 sales. Basically,
all the personnel—the 23,000 people di-
rectly involved in those jobs—will be
reassigned or be fired, let go, because
there are no contracts in place as late
as the fourth quarter of this year for
new F-16s. So I think looking at this
down the road doesn’t take into ac-
count the current loss of jobs or the
disruption of disbanding this produc-
tion line, which cannot easily be recon-
stituted if there are no contracts, in-
cluding the sale of these 66 F-16s.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, may I in-
quire as to the allocation of time? The
Senator from Vermont has generously
yielded me the opportunity to speak
for a few moments. I want to make
sure I don’t get the situation mixed up
here so that we run out of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida, Mr. RUBIO, has 17
minutes. The Senator from South Da-
kota, Mr. THUNE, has 9 minutes.

Mr. COATS. I ask unanimous consent
to take 6 minutes of Senator RUBIO’s
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
not object, but I ask consent that upon
completion of that, I be allowed 7 min-
utes as though in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President I want to
respond to some of the statements that
have been made by my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle regarding the
need to add disaster relief to the Con-
tinuing Resolution we will consider
this week.

There is no question that there is a
need for some emergency supplemental
appropriations for fiscal year 2011 dis-
aster relief. There is agreement on
both sides of the aisle that FEMA is
short of money to meet its immediate
needs in this fiscal year which expires
at midnight on September 30. The Dis-
aster Relief Fund is dangerously low,
and on September 9 the President re-
quested $500 million in emergency ap-
propriations to finish out the imme-
diate needs between now and the end of
this fiscal year, which is just a little
more than 1 week away, and that has
been provided and taken care of.

The House is working on sending the
Senate a continuing resolution that in-
cludes this emergency funding and
more—more than the President’s $500
million request. The House CR is ex-
pected to include §774 million for
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FEMA—the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency—plus an additional
$226 million for the Army Corps of En-
gineers for emergency flood control.
This emergency funding is not covered
by the Budget Control Act, so in ac-
cordance with procedures that have
been put in place this year and in try-
ing to be as careful with taxpayers’
money as we can, the House offered an
offset. That was defeated yesterday in
the House.

While this funding covers FEMA’s
immediate needs, as requested by the
President, through the rest of the fis-
cal year, the House bill also includes
additional funding at the current level
of $2.65 billion in fiscal year 2012 for
FEMA’s Disaster Relief Fund, which
will provide the necessary funding to
deal with the requests and make sure
people get the support they need from
losses in the various disasters through
this continuing resolution period,
which will go to around November 18.

It is important to note that, despite
some of the allegations being made,
Republicans support this disaster fund-
ing. It is critical to respond to the
many disasters that have affected so
many States over the past few months.
However, the additional funding for fis-
cal year 2012 sought by Senator REID
and Senate Democrats is not needed
immediately. In fact, the President has
not requested immediate passage of
any of this additional funding beyond
what is needed to provide FEMA what
it needs to address the situations and
to make the necessary payments be-
tween now and the expiration of this
current resolution which we will be
voting on this week.

This is not to say we should not con-
sider additional disaster relief. I recog-
nize the challenges that so many
States face in response to the disasters
that have recently struck across the
country. My own home State of Indi-
ana has experienced floods that mer-
ited a disaster declaration from the
President earlier this year. As a na-
tion, we need to step forward and ad-
dress these immediate needs, but we
have a process in place in this body to
address this.

The Budget Control Act recently
passed by Congress does allow a process
for providing disaster relief in fiscal
year 2012 through a disaster cap adjust-
ment. As a result from that, the Senate
Appropriations Committee—which I
am the ranking member of the Home-
land Security Subcommittee which
oversees FEMA—has been considering
the fiscal year 2012 bill and has in-
cluded disaster assistance, where ap-
propriate, pursuant to the disaster cap
adjustment in the Budget Control Act.
The key words here are ‘‘where appro-
priate.” We need to be in a position to
provide additional funding should more
disasters occur. But there is no need to
go forward with what Senator REID has
proposed, that is, dumping a lot of
money that has not yet been certified
as needed into an expenditure, particu-
larly at a time when every dollar of ex-
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penditure needs to be carefully weighed
in terms of our current fiscal situation.

Some have noted that while the CR
may adequately fund FEMA, it doesn’t
address the other agencies that need
additional disaster funding. If that is
the case, then why hasn’t the President
requested these additional funds imme-
diately?

On September 9, the President sent
Congress his request for additional
FEMA disaster relief funding, includ-
ing the $500 million emergency funding
for the remainder of fiscal year 2011.
However, this request did not include
any funding for the other agencies in
Senator REID’s proposal.

I ask unanimous consent for just 1
more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COATS. If this is the case, why
did he not ask for this? We don’t need
to include this additional funding to
meet the needs of the people for the
disasters that have already occurred.
The funding necessary to do that is in-
cluded in the House bill on which we
will be voting.

Republicans want to ensure that the
communities devastated by disasters
receive the resources that will help
them rebuild. We recognize that Amer-
ican citizens have had their lives
turned upside down by Mother Nature.
The CR will provide adequate disaster
relief through November in accordance
with the President’s request and
FEMA'’s stated needs. As a result, there
is no need to have all of this additional
assistance immediately as part of the
CR. I urge Members to support passage
of the CR the House will be sending us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

REMEMBERING MASTER SERGEANT SHAWN

STOCKER

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
spoken many times here on the floor,
as has the distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer, about the disaster and tragedy
Vermont faced from Hurricane Irene.

We all learned with profound sadness
that MSG Shawn Stocker of the
Vermont Air National Guard suffered a
fatal heart attack while working on a
road reconstruction project in Cav-
endish, VT. Sergeant Stocker was the
first sergeant of the Vermont Air
Guard’s Civil Engineering Squadron.
We in Vermont mourn this tragic loss,
and our thoughts and prayers are with
Sergeant Stocker’s wife Kristine and
their children. When I spoke with Kris-
tine today, I told her that I would talk
about her husband on the floor, and his
sacrifice for his community, and for
our country.

It struck me that what happened on
the morning of Sergeant Stocker’s
passing says much about him, and
about the Vermont National Guard.
When Sergeant Stocker passed, his
troops gathered to consider how best to
honor his memory that day. Ulti-
mately, They decided to keep on work-
ing, to continue helping their neigh-
bors in Cavendish. ‘It is what Shawn
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would have wanted us to do,” they
said.

We have talked often of the loss and
suffering in Vermont in the aftermath
of Hurricane Irene. But we must recog-
nize the skillful and tireless work of
the Vermont National Guard, which
has been so critical to rebuilding our
state. They have answered the call to
duty to help their neighbors in need.
Sergeant Stocker and his fellow Guard
members put their country first, do
whatever the mission requires, and we
will never forget that.

From the very beginning of the dis-
aster up until today, the Vermont Na-
tional Guard has been deployed to help
Vermonters in need. I spoke to Sec-
retary Panetta last night in Wash-
ington, and I told him what a great job
the Vermont National Guard is doing.

Let me show my colleagues a photo-
graph. This photo is of a Vermont air-
drop of supplies to a Vermont town.
That town was totally cut off. The only
way we could get in the supplies was to
bring them in by helicopter. In the
days following Irene, the Vermont Na-
tional Guard immediately went into
action to make sure the storm victims
cut off by Irene’s destruction received
emergency supplies. Helicopters
airdropped food and water, and we
reached out to other State Guards.

I talked with the Senators from
Maine. They told me how happy their
Guards were to be able to come down
and help out. It demonstrates the
versatility of the National Guard.

In addition to meeting our imme-
diate needs, the Vermont Guard has
taken on major projects such as debris
removal and road construction. As in
so many other States, when Vermont
has a need, our National Guard is there
for us. Often they are the first to arrive
and the last to leave. Guard units who
have come to Vermont to help include
ones from New York, Ohio, Maine,
West Virginia, Virginia, South Caro-
lina, and Illinois. All of these Guard
units have said: We are here. Call us.
Tell us what you need. That is one of
the things we love about the National
Guard. When one State needs help,
every State steps up.

One thing Vermont did need in the
immediate aftermath of Irene was heli-
copters. The distinguished Presiding
Officer and I helicoptered around the
State. It was regrettable that our
State needed more airlift. Why did we?
Because many of our Black Hawk heli-
copters were still in Iraq following the
most recent deployment. They are the
most modern in the fleet, but they are
in Iraq. In this season of war, it takes
a moment to remember the troops and
equipment sent overseas are not going
to be available to help out at home if
we need them in an emergency.

Like that deployment of equipment,
every dollar we spend on the conflict in
Iraq and Afghanistan is one less dollar
we have to invest in recovery and re-
building in America.

Let me show another photograph to
my colleagues. Look at that National
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Guard working to put in these roads.
They are stretched thin, as are the Na-
tional Guards all over this country be-
cause so many of them serve overseas
in Iraq and Afghanistan. These are tal-
ented engineers, talented men and
women, people who know what to do
and have the equipment. They can do
things nobody else can do, certainly
not in our little State.

This is a time to choose investment
at home first. I hear people tell me we
can’t pay for disasters in America un-
less we take money out of education or
medical research or other things Amer-
icans need, but we can sign a blank
check to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan.
I am saying, let’s worry about Amer-
ica. Americans need help. We are ask-
ing for a tiny percentage of what we
are spending on a credit card for Iraq
and Afghanistan.

America needs us. The citizens in our
States are suffering because of a nat-
ural disaster. The men and women of
the Guard who have come to their aid
deserve nothing less.

For the last decade we have waged
two wars on the Nation’s credit card.
We totally ignored paying for it during
that time, even though we have raised
taxes to pay for every other war in this
Nation’s history. We did, however,
pause to throw ourselves a party in the
form of tax breaks tilted toward the
very wealthiest among us. The policy
was wrong, and it hurt America.

Now, after all these years of funding
wars and rebuilding other countries
overseas, the leadership of the House of
Representatives, in their continuing
budget resolution that was defeated
yesterday, brazenly told the American
people we can no longer afford to come
to the aid of Americans in need. In-
stead we are going to offset the costs of
rebuilding America by cutting a pro-
gram that Americans badly need.

This is ‘““Alice in Wonderland.” Are
they asking the wealthy to pay their
fair share? No. Are they asking the oil
and gas companies making record prof-
its quarter after quarter to sacrifice
their tax giveaways? No. Are they ask-
ing a sacrifice from those companies
who get tax breaks for shipping Amer-
ican jobs overseas? No.

That is wrong. We cannot ask these
suffering people to sacrifice and refuse
to ask those who have the most to con-
tribute their fair share.

We can’t cut programs that are going
to create new jobs, that provide a basic
safety net for struggling families and
seniors, while giving every break pos-
sible to the very wealthiest among us.
It is unconscionable. It is not the
American way.

I have been privileged to be in the
Senate representing our great State of
Vermont for 37 years. We have always
dealt with disaster bills together. We
have worked across the aisle in the
spirit of bipartisanship. Vermonters
have not asked why we help out with
an earthquake in California. We do it.
Vermonters don’t ask why we help out
in Louisiana or Texas or Virginia. We
do it.
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We are the United States of America.
We work together. We can not afford to
toss aside that tradition.

The decision of some to inject poli-
tics and political point scoring into
disaster relief is a new low for Con-
gress, a Congress that is already scor-
ing records for unfavorability. Leader
REID is right to call for a continuing
resolution that includes an emergency
disaster relief package that will get aid
to all 50 States suffering from the ef-
fects of these unprecedented natural
disasters.

We try to rebuild Iraq and Afghani-
stan and nobody questions that. In-
stead, let’s rebuild America.

I encourage my colleagues here and
in the House of Representatives to do
the right thing for people who need our
help and move forward with Leader
REID’s bill. Our fellow Americans need
our support. Let’s start spending some
time worrying about America.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, with the time to be
equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 633

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the Casey-Reid amend-
ment. Over the past several days we
have had the opportunity to publicly
discuss and debate a number of serious
flaws in the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Program and its proposed expan-
sion. Perhaps the most egregious as-
pect is voting to spend more taxpayer
dollars on an expanded domestic spend-
ing program of dubious value at the
very same time our colleagues on the
supercommittee are scrutinizing every
penny of Federal spending in a bipar-
tisan effort to get our Federal deficit
under control.

It makes me wonder whether this
body understands the gravity of the
deficit we are facing. As a country, we
are simply spending more money than
we have. If it continues we are going to
be bankrupt. We will bankrupt our
country and leave behind a grim future
for our children and grandchildren.

We will hear many of my colleagues
talk about how important it is to spend
this money, and I am sure a lot of them
will feel good about their votes. But we
all know the good feeling that comes
from buying things we cannot afford is
fleeting while the debt accrued hangs
like a dark cloud over our daily lives.
We simply cannot afford to continue to
spend money our country does not
have. This is why I, for one, am voting
no.

Despite my concerns, I am convinced
that this amendment and bill will pass.
This spring, the President made it
clear that if this domestic spending
program was not expanded and ap-
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proved he would abandon our allies in
Colombia, Panama, and South Korea,
and cede these growing markets to our
foreign competitors. How shortsighted.

While the President may have been
willing to accept that outcome, many
of my colleagues were not. They
stepped up to the plate and vowed to
support efforts to move the process for-
ward. As a result, the deck in favor of
this bill was stacked long ago.

Still, I am glad we have had an open
debate on the merits of this program.
Earlier this year, the President at-
tempted to shield TAA from strict
scrutiny and debate by jamming it into
the South Korea implementing bill.
Doing so would have been a clear abuse
of U.S. trade laws and would have de-
nied the Senate an opportunity to fair-
ly debate and amend TAA. The Amer-
ican people deserve better than this
and Finance Committee Republicans
fought hard to ensure that this did not
happen. It is largely a result of their
efforts that we are here today.

Even though the deck was stacked
against our amendments long ago, this
discussion has been a useful exercise. It
has been over 9 years since the Senate
engaged in a real trade debate on the
Senate floor. Senators deserve an op-
portunity to have their voices heard on
issues related to international trade,
and by engaging in debate we are hon-
oring our republican constitutional
traditions. We are doing what the
American people expect us to do: open-
ly discussing problems and, in doing so
helping to resolve them.

During this debate, a number of
amendments were offered that enabled
Senators to go on record regarding
their trade priorities and core beliefs.
For the first time in years, we were
able to draw clear distinctions between
rhetoric and action. Of course, there
has been debate about the merits of the
free-trade agreements themselves.

As I noted earlier, the President and
many of my colleagues who purport to
support these agreements made it clear
that in reality they only support the
FTAs in exchange for something else.
That something else turned out to be a
demand for more spending. I am wor-
ried that going forward this pattern
will continue. I certainly hope not. As
a nation we cannot afford to hold our
international economic competitive-
ness hostage to unrelated demands for
more spending or for a more liberal so-
cial agenda.

During the course of this debate, I
have expressed concerns that the real
cost of the TAA expansion bill is un-
known. Recall that benefits under TAA
are paid out on top of unemployment
insurance, which is supposed to take
care of those who are out of work. As
more and more people take advantage
of the program, and as the number of
weeks of regular unemployment insur-
ance contract, the cost of this entitle-
ment program could spiral out of con-
trol. So a number of amendments were
offered that would help constrain its
future growth so we do not end up
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sticking the American taxpayer with
another out-of-control spending pro-
gram.

Every single one of these amend-
ments was rejected by my colleagues
across the aisle. Their passion for
spending runs so deep that even an
amendment by my friend and col-
league, Senator KyL, which imple-
mented one of President Obama’s rec-
ommendations to cut TAA funding for
firms, was rejected. At a time when the
supercommittee is struggling to cut
spending in areas such as defense and
health care, I find it astonishing that
my colleagues cannot support elimi-
nating a program that even President
Obama agrees should be cut. That is a
true rarity—that is, that President
Obama agrees to any kind of a cut, not
that my colleagues will not support
eliminating a program. That, we know,
has happened around here for all of the
35 years I have been in the Senate. But
even when President Obama, one of the
biggest spenders in the history of the
world, agrees that a program should be
cut, they will not even do that.

My colleagues across the aisle also
chose to reject an amendment to pro-
vide their own President with the au-
thority to negotiate new trade agree-
ments. Can you believe that? We all
know the authority to negotiate trade
agreements expired years ago. Since
then the United States has been sitting
on the sidelines while other countries
negotiate agreements all around the
world. Everyone knows if we are not in
the game we do not even have a small
chance to win. Right now, the United
States is not in the game.

While it is true that the President is
in the process of negotiating an agree-
ment to create a transpacific partner-
ship, we all know that the chances of it
actually succeeding are actually al-
most nonexistent without trade pro-
motion authority.

While the protrade rhetoric sounds
good from the other side, when it
comes down to concrete action, Presi-
dent Obama and his Democratic col-
leagues are absent once again. I am
perhaps most disturbed by their rejec-
tion of my amendment which would
have made the expansion of this domes-
tic spending program contingent upon
submission, approval, and signature of
our pending free-trade agreements with
Colombia, Panama, and South Korea.
This amendment simply held President
Obama accountable.

The President said there would be no
FTAs unless Congress passed TAA. The
insinuation is that if Congress does
pass TAA, the President will submit,
support, and sign all three FTAs.

Yet, even today we do not know if
that is the case. My understanding is
the White House has given no indica-
tion they will actually submit these
agreements for a vote. That is truly pa-
thetic. They are willing to spend more.
They are willing to pass TAA so they
can spend more regardless of whether
they are sincere about doing these free-
trade agreements that will provide al-
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most 250,000 new jobs in this country,
or at least jobs.

My amendment simply called for
Presidential accountability. But even
Presidential accountability was re-
jected by the other side. Once again,
protrade rhetoric of the past several
months has been shown to be nothing
but a facade. I will be voting against
the amendment to expand TAA, and if
it is approved, I will vote against final
passage of the bill. I simply cannot
condone more spending on a program
with dubious value at a time when our
Nation is clearly broke. I remain hope-
ful President Obama will submit our
pending free-trade agreements to Con-
gress. If he does, and they are ap-
proved, I am confident President
Obama and his team will drape them-
selves in the protrade flag and claim
responsibility for moving these agree-
ments forward. The fact of the matter
is the authority to negotiate these
agreements and the actual negotiation
of these agreements themselves is due
to the hard work of late nights of
President Bush and his team. This is
one instance where President Obama
can rightly place responsibility at the
feet of his predecessor.

My Republican colleagues and I put
forward a number of amendments dur-
ing the week to constrain government
spending, open foreign markets for our
products, and hold the President ac-
countable for his rhetoric. Unfortu-
nately, every single one was defeated,
mostly along party lines. But we will
not be deterred. We will continue to
fight against out-of-control govern-
ment spending. We will continue to
fight for Presidential authority to open
foreign markets to U.S. exports. We
will continue to fight for transparency
and accountability in our international
trade policy. While we may not win the
battle today, I am confident we will
win in the end.

Over the next year I plan to conduct
rigorous oversight of President
Obama’s trade policy. If these agree-
ments are eventually submitted and
approved, I will work hard to make
sure they enter into force quickly. I
also plan to conduct extensive and con-
tinued oversight of the operation of the
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program.
I am convinced it is a flawed program
and that strong congressional over-
sight will help expose those flaws. I
will also work hard to make sure our
next President, whoever that may be,
has the authority to negotiate strong
trade agreements that tear down bar-
riers to American exports. Over the
past several days many of my col-
leagues expressed interest in updating
this authority. I welcome that interest
and want to express my sincere desire
to work with them to immediately see
that trade promotion authority is re-
newed. Our Nation and our workers
cannot afford to wait.

I ask unanimous consent that we di-
vide the quorum call I am about to sug-
gest equally between both sides.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the votes with respect to amend-
ments and passage of H.R. 2832, the
GSP bill, occur at 4:30 p.m.; that all
after the first vote be 10-minute votes;
that prior to the vote in relation to the
Cornyn amendment, there be 10 min-
utes equally divided, with remaining
provisions of the previous order re-
maining in effect; finally, the amount
of additional time this agreement adds
for debate on the bill and amendments
prior to the votes be equally divided
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BAUCUS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EDUCATION REFORM

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
according to the Washington Post this
morning, the President and his Edu-
cation Secretary will announce tomor-
row that the Department of Education
will begin a process to grant waivers to
States from the provisions of No Child
Left Behind. No Child Left Behind, of
course, is a law that was passed with
bipartisan support in 2001 and 2002 by
Congress. We are in its ninth year of
its implementation.

It needs to be fixed, and Congress
needs to act to fix it. Republican Sen-
ators and Members of the House have
already offered legislation that will
begin to do that, which I will talk
about in a minute. But my purpose in
coming to the floor is to talk about the
waiver requests the Secretary of Edu-
cation may begin to approve. My re-
quest of the Secretary and of the Presi-
dent is that as they establish a waiver
process and as they begin to approve
waivers, they show restraint and not
take unto themselves responsibilities
that are the responsibilities of Con-
gress.

The truth is, the Secretary has the
States over a barrel. We have about
100,000 public schools in America, and
as he has correctly said, about 80 per-
cent of them, under the current law,
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are going to be deemed as failing
schools soon.

The President and the Secretary and
we Republicans would like to take the
responsibility for determining which
schools are succeeding or failing and
put that back in the hands of the
States. We would like to take the re-
sponsibility for determining which
teachers are highly qualified and put
that back in the hands of the States.
That is a part of the legislation we in-
troduced last week.

Substantially, those ideas are ideas
the President and the Secretary either
have advanced or agree with. So we
have a lot of agreement about this. But
the Secretary has the States over a
barrel. Most Governors want a waiver.
Almost every State, from Missouri to
Tennessee to Georgia, will be asking
for a waiver.

What I hope the Secretary will do is
to look at the applications, and if those
applications submitted by the States
for exemption from the requirements
of No Child Left Behind, if they would
enhance student achievement, then ap-
prove them. If they would not advance
student achievement, then deny them.

But the restraint I am asking for is
that the Secretary not use this occa-
sion, when the States are over a barrel,
to become a national school board and
begin to impose on the States those re-
quirements that Congress would not do
through legislation and that States
ought to be deciding for themselves.
This is the request of the States them-
selves.

The States have been working over
the last 10 years in very good ways to
take steps forward together. They have
created common standards. They have
created tests to measure performance
against those standards. The chief
State school officers are in the middle
of creating an accountability system.
A lot of progress has been made in
what I like to call the holy grail of ele-
mentary and secondary education:
finding a way to reward outstanding
teaching by connecting it to student
achievement. This is something Ten-
nessee became the first State in the
country to do when I was Governor in
1983 and 1984 and which many school
districts in many States are trying to
do now.

So the difference of opinion I have,
potentially, with this Secretary and
this President on what to do about No
Child Left Behind may seem very
small. Let me compliment the Presi-
dent and let me compliment the Sec-
retary in this way. They stuck their
necks out and have taken some posi-
tions to help make better schools that
are not popular with their natural con-
stituents.

I admire that. I respect that. They
have advocated a number of changes in
the schools; for example, getting rid of
the adequate yearly progress provision,
moving out of Washington the respon-
sibility for deciding whether schools
are succeeding or failing; changing the
highly qualified teacher provision so
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States can figure that out through
their own systems.

All those are things we agree on, Re-
publicans and Democrats. Where we
may disagree, and the reason we have
not advanced ahead with bipartisan
legislation on No Child Left Behind, is
what I would call the difference be-
tween Washington mandates and ap-
proving State requests or one might
even say, the difference between a na-
tional school board and giving States
the responsibility for making their own
decisions.

Here is an example of what I mean.
There is agreement, as I said, that this
process called adequate yearly progress
for a lot of schools should not be de-
cided here. We will read in the paper
that such and such school is not suc-
ceeding or it is failing. It is a good idea
for Tennessee or for Missouri or for
California to set performance targets
to replace adequate yearly progress.
But those performance targets ought
to be in the States’ application and not
be required and defined by the U.S. De-
partment of Education in Washington,
which could turn it into a national
school board.

A growth model, the idea of giving
States and school districts credit for
making progress, sort of an A for ef-
fort, to go along with an A for achieve-
ment, that is a good idea. President
Bush, in his administration, began to
permit that exemption from No Child
Left Behind.

But superintendents ought not to be
flying to Washington from Nashville
and Denver and different parts of
America and asking anybody in Wash-
ington to approve their growth model
or even be required to have one if they
have some other way to decide whether
schools are succeeding or failing.

Let me take another example that I
have a very deep interest in. Teacher
and principal evaluation systems re-
lated to student achievement. Ten-
nessee became the first State in 1984 to
pay teachers more for teaching well.
Up until then, not one State paid
teachers one penny more for teaching
well. In my office this morning were
the two Principals of the Year from
Tennessee and three representatives of
the Tennessee Education Association.
Four out of the five were voluntary
participants in our Master Teacher
Program or Career Ladder Program
and were telling me how grateful they
were for that.

But let me tell you this, it was a con-
troversial and difficult effort. It was
opposed massively by the National
Education Association, whose members
this morning were thanking me for the
program, because it is not easy to de-
termine, in a fair way, how to reward
outstanding teaching, particularly if
we are going to relate it to student
achievement and particularly if we are
going to relate it to performance pay.

The best way to do that is to encour-
age States and encourage school dis-
tricts to try different ways of doing it
and hope they succeed and borrow
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ideas from one another. This is what
the Teacher Incentive Fund has done
for the last few years as a part of No
Child Left Behind. I fully support that
program and hope we will continue giv-
ing money to help school districts who
want to try different forms of perform-
ance-based pay.

But to require a student-teacher
evaluation in order to get a waiver
from No Child Left Behind runs the
risk of school districts all over the
country—100,000 schools—being super-
vised by a national school board.

I have had very good conversations
with well-meaning superintendents and
others in school districts who say: But
Congress has to make us do it or we
will not do it. I do not buy that. I do
not think you can make schools better
from Washington, DC. We can create an
environment in which they might suc-
ceed. Schools are similar to jobs. We
have a national responsibility for
them, but we cannot create them here.
We can create an environment to make
it easier and cheaper to create jobs,
private sector jobs. We can create an
environment to make it easier to cre-
ate better schools.

Then, the next thing someone would
say is: There is no harm in just saying
in a Federal law or in a requirement
for a waiver that we must have a
growth model or we must have a per-
formance standard or we must have a
teacher-principal evaluation program.
What is wrong with that?

Here is what is wrong with it. That is
not the end of it. Because there is the
habit then, every time I have seen it—
one time when we passed a law saying
the Secretary of Education could not
do it, of creating regulations to inter-
pret what the Federal Government
means by growth models, performance
standards or teacher-principal evalua-
tion systems, a lot of well-meaning
staff members and other people and
peer review groups then decided what a
teacher-principal evaluation system re-
lated to student achievement looks
like. That is going to be very hard to
do since nobody knows what it looks
like. That would be akin to telling peo-
ple—requiring them to drive cars be-
fore the car was invented.

We have had several good experi-
ments around the country that are
identifying good teaching, rewarding
performance, relating it to student
achievement and relating it to better
pay. But it has been very hard to do.
No one is absolutely sure how to do it.

The worst thing we could do at this
time with teacher and principal eval-
uations related to student achieve-
ment, even though I believe it is the
holy grail of school reform, is to im-
pose any version of it from Wash-
ington.

I am simply asking the President and
the Secretary to show restraint tomor-
row. I have a lot of admiration for this
Secretary and respect for the Presi-
dent’s positions on Kkindergarten
through the 12th grade education.
Many of the ideas in the legislation ad-
vanced by Republican Senators last
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week to fix No Child Left Behind were
suggested by Secretary Duncan. He has
gone out of his way to work with Re-
publicans, as well as Democrats. He has
been an energetic, able Secretary, and
I support most of his ideas.

For example, he supported the idea—
we agreed to it, Democrats and Repub-
licans, Senate and House—that instead
of reauthorizing this big law, we would
fix it. Then we identified nine areas we
tried to fix. The Secretary was com-
fortable with that, and so were Demo-
cratic colleagues and Republican Sen-
ators. We set a new, realistic, chal-
lenging goal to help all students suc-
ceed. We agree on that: Instead of a
goal that would require 80 percent
schools to be labeled as failing, we will
have a new goal that says students will
be college and career ready when they
graduate from high school.

We agreed we should free 95 percent
of schools from the Federal require-
ment of conforming to a federally de-
fined adequate yearly progress man-
date. What that simply means is, in-
stead of Washington deciding whether
a school in Nashville is succeeding or
failing, that decision will be made by
the State of Tennessee. The State of
Tennessee will be able to do it a lot
better today than it could in 2001, be-
cause since then we have had common
standards adopted by 44 States—tests
of those standards adopted by about
the same number. We have chief state
school officers agreeing on the prin-
ciples of accountability systems—these
are the performance targets, growth
models, and other such things. In the
case of Tennessee, they won the Race
to the Top competition, which I also
support.

The third thing is that the Federal
Government will help States fix the
bottom 5 percent of their schools—that
is 4,500 schools picked by the States.
The Secretary agrees with that, and we
Republicans agree, and I believe our
Democratic colleagues agree.

We agree on requiring States to have
high standards that promote college
and career readiness for all students.
We agree on encouraging the creation
of State and school district teacher and
principal evaluation systems to replace
Federal highly qualified teacher re-
quirements. But for us that means al-
lowing States—if they choose to do it—
to use title II money to pay for it. We
are not going to require it or define it.
We are going to let it flourish.

We believe in continuing the nec-
essary reporting requirements. This
may be the greatest contribution of No
Child Left Behind since 2002. It requires
reports on how schools are doing by
subgroup, not on the average. So we
can find out if African-American chil-
dren or Hispanic children are doing as
well as other children. We have this
great volume of information now from
school districts all over the State, so
that we have, in effect, better report
cards.

We believe on the Republican side—
and I think there is agreement, in prin-
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ciple, at least, on the Democratic
side—that we should allow school dis-
tricts to transfer Federal funds more
easily to meet their needs and to con-
solidate Federal programs.

We believe in empowering parents. In
my office this morning, one of the
State Principals of the Year from Ten-
nessee was from Powell Middle School
in Knoxville. Their enrollment is up
this year, from 920 to 1,060, because
parents were choosing to take their
children out of schools that weren’t
succeeding, and they were permitted to
transfer them to another school—in
this case, the Powell Middle School,
where they could succeed.

That is my request of a Secretary 1
admire and a President whose K-12
education policies I respect: Please
show restraint. Just because you have
every State over a barrel, doesn’t mean
you should be tempted to use this op-
portunity to become a national school
board. Step back, look at the applica-
tions for waivers. If they enhance stu-
dent achievement, say yes; if they
don’t, say no.

Then one last point. Someone might
say, and they’d be exactly right, that
the real reason the Secretary is grant-
ing waivers is because Congress hasn’t
done its job. We’re in our ninth year of
No Child Left Behind and we should
have fixed it 4 years ago when the law
expired. It has just continued, accord-
ing to the provisions of the original
law. We have substantial agreement in
the Senate, except for these account-
ability provisions, these differences
over whether we are creating a na-
tional school board. We should come to
a conclusion about this. We should get
a result. We shouldn’t create a situa-
tion where every Governor has to come
to Washington to get a waiver from
standards that don’t work anymore.
That is our job. The Secretary has the
power to grant waivers, but he should
do it in a limited way and Congress
should get to work fixing No Child Left
Behind so there is no need for waivers.
I call on our Democratic colleagues,
with whom we have met dozens of
times, to redouble our joint effort to
get a result.

This is not a case where we don’t
want President Obama to succeed, as
some have suggested. We want him to
succeed, because if the President suc-
ceeds on K-12 education, the country
succeeds. We substantially agree on
how we need to fix No Child Left Be-
hind. We still have a few differences of
opinion. The Secretary’s regulatory ac-
tion should not do what the Congress
ought to be doing. I respectfully sug-
gest that he should show restraint and
we should get to work.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak
as in morning business for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DISASTER RELIEF

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, we find ourselves in a peculiar
condition. We must have the people
across this country scratching their
heads and wondering: What are those
guys doing? We know the American
people do not think much of us as it is,
but they are surely going to think less
of us when they see what is happening.

We have a tradition in our country
that when disaster strikes, we respond.
Americans pull together and help each
other. We saw that happening in the
aftermath of Hurricane Irene, which
devastated New Jersey and other
States along the east coast, and other
natural disasters hitting our country
across its breadth—forest fires in one
State, water shortages in another, and
other problems in others. There isn’t a
State in this country that hasn’t felt
the wrath of a storm or the difficulty
that nature presents. But the one thing
we don’t see is the spirit of coopera-
tion. It certainly doesn’t extend to
some of our colleagues.

I look at the House disaster relief
proposal, and one thing is for sure: It is
totally inadequate. Madam President,
this is an emergency, and it is just
plain heartless for our colleagues to
turn their backs on families who are
struggling to rebuild their shattered
lives. I don’t know what they are
thinking because we know difficulties
have struck all 50 of our States at one
time or another, a lot fairly recently.
Yet these people are saying: No, we are
not going to give you enough money to
deal with the emergencies that we
have.

I hope the people who are in their
districts or in their States look at
their representatives and say: Hey,
wait a second. We have problems here.
And these people who are so negatively
disposed are raising havoc within the
families of their own States or their
own districts. They are just turning
their backs on them.

The early estimates suggest that
Hurricane Irene could become 1 of the
10 costliest storms in American his-
tory, with damages that could exceed
$10 billion. This violent storm produced
some of the worst flooding in a cen-
tury, destroying homes and displacing
countless families.

In my State of New Jersey alone, 11
lives were lost, people were turned out
of their houses. In many cases, as I saw
them—as President Obama saw them
when he came to my State—they can’t
go back to those houses. They cer-
tainly, for the most part—those who
had to evacuate their homes and put
their furniture out on the front lawn—
their furniture is unusable even if they
can get in their houses. So life has a
grim picture for these people.
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The President came to New Jersey to
see for himself the destruction that
Hurricane Irene caused. I joined him on
a tour of the city of Paterson, NJ. It is
my hometown. I was born there. It was
one of the cities hardest hit by flood-
ing. We have a picture. It has lots of
pretty colors, but it is a disastrous por-
trayal—water all over the place, a
bridge just about underwater. We wit-
nessed unforgettable images—streets
and sidewalks covered in mud, and in
some houses the second floors were
covered in mud as well.

But Paterson is not alone. This pic-
ture shows the damage in Bound
Brook, NJ. Here we see, again, flooded
roadways. By the way, my State of
New Jersey happens to be the most
densely populated State in the coun-
try. We have 9 million people living in
a very small area. So when something
like this hits, it hits a lot of people in
a hurry.

In Cranford, NJ, this material we see
here you might call trash, but the peo-
ple who lived here didn’t call it trash.
These were their possessions. These
were the things their kids slept on
night after night, or tables they ate
from every day. Trash. These people
across the Capitol—people on the other
side in the House of Representatives—
they say: Oh, too bad. First of all, we
will have to go find the money if we are
going to do anything; and, secondly, we
are just not going to give enough
money to deal with the problem.

We have a city called Boonton, NJ.
People are unable to get what they
need. There was a bridge there before.
It is gone. How do they get across
town? Well, maybe they just don’t.

With Hurricane Irene we witnessed
nature’s power to destroy, and now it is
time to see the Federal Government
step up; get in there to repair, rebuild,
restore, and give people encourage-
ment. When the President of the
United States stood before the people
in New Jersey, I saw them weep when
they held his hand. They wept not be-
cause it was a sad picture for the Presi-
dent, but because it was a sad picture
for their lives. They are thinking about
their own kids and their own lives, and
seeing the President was a sign of re-
lief. They were thinking: The President
of the United States is here. He is
going to make sure we get help in a
hurry.

But our Republican friends on the
other side, they say: No hurry. No
hurry. I hope the people in these
States, the people in these districts,
will record these moments. We will re-
mind them about it.

Even before this hurricane struck,
FEMA’s primary source of funding for
cleanup and recovery—the Disaster Re-
lief Fund—was already on life support.
They didn’t have enough money to do
their job. The fund was depleted by re-
cent tornadoes, flooding that wreaked
havoc across the Midwest and South,
and wildfires that ranged across the
South and the West. So here in the
Senate we passed a bill, and it wasn’t
easy.
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A lot of our colleagues stood up to
the assignment and said: OK, I don’t
necessarily agree, but I agree concep-
tually. Therefore, I will agree to make
$7 billion in funding available to help
victims of Hurricane Irene as well as
victims of the recent tornadoes and
wildfires. Our bill provides funding to
get us through the end of the month
because the fiscal year ends at the end
of September—just a few days away—
and to support emergency needs when
the next fiscal year begins in October.

Last week, 10 Republicans had the
guts to stand up and say: I don’t care
that it is the Democrats who are pro-
posing this; I care about the people it
is going to serve. They stood up and
voted with us. It took courage. They
stood up for their constituents and peo-
ple across the country who are trying
to rebuild their lives. This was a coura-
geous vote for them, and it shows there
is bipartisan support for the Senate
disaster relief bill.

In contrast, the House Republicans
couldn’t even get enough support from
their own party to pass their measly
proposal last night. It is time for them
to embrace the Senate plan on disaster
relief and stop using disaster victims
as political pawns.

Who are they going to hurt? Are they
going to hurt President Obama? Are
they going to hurt Democrats who are
in office? No. The pain goes to the ordi-
nary people who work for a living and
take care of their families and those
proud Americans serving in our mili-
tary. Those are the people to whom
they are saying no.

It is too bad. It is too bad. A lot of
these people are veterans and have
come back from dangerous duty. They
go home, their unemployment rate is
high, and very often they are rebuild-
ing their lives. If they have a home, a
domicile, in these areas, they say we
can’t help them.

The House Republicans’ halfhearted
approach offers little more than $3%
billion in disaster relief. That sounds
like a lot of money, but it is not even
close to being enough. It is going to
leave our residents, our States, our cit-
ies and towns out in the cold at a time
when they desperately need help.

In addition to shortchanging FEMA,
the House provides zero funding for
many of the programs that are needed
to help us recover. Our Senate bill in-
cludes funding for the community de-
velopment block grants—a very impor-
tant program. It gives communities
money and the latitude to deal with
the problems that face them. It pro-
vides our communities with long-term
support and Economic Development
Administration grants to help busi-
nesses grow again—to hire people and
to produce product. It also includes
funding for the Department of Agri-
culture to help farmers and residents
in rural areas to recover. It is the kind
of help we offered in 2008 and 2010 when
hurricanes and heavy rains caused de-
struction in States such as Texas and
Kentucky, Tennessee and Indiana, and
it is what we have to do again.
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The House Republicans failed to pro-
vide funding for farmers, economic de-
velopment, or long-term support for
local communities to rebuild. That is
what you do when you have a crisis or
a natural disaster, and there can’t be
any debate about the help that is re-
quired in all 50 States. It requires bi-
partisan support because we can’t get
it done with only one party.

Every State has experienced a dis-
aster in recent years. This year alone,
Federal disasters have been declared in
48 States. FEMA is working in every
one of those States to help commu-
nities rebuild and recover—if they have
the resources. If they don’t, they will
not be on the job and people will con-
tinue to suffer. So if the House Repub-
licans get their way, every State is on
the verge of disaster.

Incredibly, the House proposal pays
for disaster relief by taking money
from advanced technological develop-
ment that will help our automobile in-
dustry, for instance, and create jobs. In
the Senate, we have to reject this mis-
guided approach. We have to say no
way. We are not going to rob Peter to
pay Paul. They simply want to rob
Peter and Paul—that is what they
want to do—of assistance and help.

We should ask why it was acceptable
to provide more than $800 million to in-
vade and then rebuild Iraq without
paying for it, no questions asked. Ask
the families who made sacrifices in
that war how they felt about it. We
turn our back on it. That is what we
have done. But when the time comes to
rebuild America, some Republicans
want to hold the money hostage until
painful spending cuts are inflicted else-
where.

They are gunning for the President of
the United States. They think they are
going to be able to smash President
Obama’s accomplishments: getting a
couple million people to work, the
packages that got the decline stopped
where it was and started to turn
around.

We have to remember something. I
was once the senior Democratic mem-
ber on the Budget Committee, so I
know about balancing budgets. But
when these reckless tax cuts came up
for the wealthy and cost $700 billion
over 10 years, they were approved with-
out being paid for. It is pretty clear,
when it comes to giving big tax breaks
to millionaires and billionaires, the
wealthy among us—and I say this with-
out meaning to boast. I ran a very good
company, a company I helped start
with two other fellows that now em-
ploys 45,000 people, where there were
three of us, and I, with my education
being paid for by the government be-
cause I served in the Army for 3 years
and I got the G.I. bill.

So I will tell you this—and I will tell
this to all my colleagues and I hope
they hear me. I think it is time for peo-
ple like me who have made money to
pay something back, to give strength
to our country, and not argue about
whether they pay enough tax. They
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don’t pay enough tax. Warren Buffet
says they don’t pay enough. They lis-
ten to him, that they don’t pay enough
tax. It doesn’t hurt those of us who
have been successful the least bit to
pay a few more percent in taxes. We
can feel good about it. Look in the mir-
ror after we have put something in of
value that our country needs, that
strengthens the working class of people
that tells them: Listen, we have gotten
our share, and now it is our responsi-
bility to give back some part of that
share.

It is pretty clear; when it comes to
giving big tax breaks to millionaires
and billionaires, the Republicans don’t
give a second thought as to how much
they cost. But to our country’s disaster
victims, they have to go to the back of
the line and wait their turn.

When disaster strikes, victims don’t
want us to reach for the budget ax.
They want us to extend that helping
hand that gets their lives back started
again. The fact is, disaster victims
have enough to worry about. In many
years, people’s lives have seen mo-
ments of jeopardy and difficulty, and
they fully gave what they had to help
their country, feeling all the time that
the government is going to stand be-
hind them.

That is what this country of ours is
about, this democracy. The Constitu-
tion demands that we improve the lives
of our citizens; that we give them
rights, we give them support, we give
them a view of life.

House Republicans want to turn their
backs on storm victims. A lot of them
are new here. They ought to enjoy
these terms because they may not have
another one when the public finds out
what they are doing, turning their
backs on storm victims, local commu-
nities, regional economies, and farm-
ers. Their proposal will cost us jobs,
and I hope their jobs will be included in
it when it comes time next year to
vote.

I appeal to my Republican col-
leagues, stand—stand for those who
live in your States, including our
neighbors, including the States’ chil-
dren, including the States’ families.
Remember this, Republican Senators,
Republican House Members. We rep-
resent people across political lines,
across religious lines, across all dif-
ferent lines, and our obligation is to
take care of those people when they
need help; to give them some support,
to give them some hope, to give them
some vision.

That is what we are supposed to be
doing. We are supposed to be encour-
aging our citizens, our constituents,
and not simply turning our back. What
we ought to have is a camera in here
that shows every time people vote no
on issues and make sure it is clearly
understood when people turn their
backs on their fellow citizens.

We face serious fiscal challenges in
our country, but we cannot put a price
on human life. Nothing—nothing is
more important than keeping our com-
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munities, our families, and our econ-
omy safe.

I yield the floor, and I note the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 651

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion occurs on amendment No. 651, of-
fered by the Senator from Florida, Mr.
RUBIO. There will be 2 minutes of de-
bate equally divided prior to the vote.

Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I will

The

be brief.
The amendment 1is simple and
straightforward. It just returns the

TAA Program back to its original in-
tent. It was designed to help workers
who were displaced from their jobs or
lost their jobs as a result of trade prac-
tices, primarily as a result of free-
trade agreements between the United
States and other countries. It is one of
the reasons why, I believe, the major-
ity has brought this issue before us be-
fore proceeding to the free-trade agree-
ments with South Korea, with Panama,
and with Colombia. What this does is it
returns it back to that. It clearly rec-
ognizes there are workers who have
been hurt by unfair trade practices un-
related to trade agreements, whether it
is what China does or other nations do,
and those things need to be dealt with,
but they need to be dealt with sepa-
rately.

This program was originally designed
to help workers who were harmed in
the short term. That is why it is called
adjustment. These are workers who are
trying to adjust as a result of some dis-
ruptions that may have occurred as a
result of a trade agreement.

I think what we can take solace in
knowing is that the best thing you can
do for a worker who has lost his job is
to get him a job. Ultimately, that is
what free-trade agreements do. They
create jobs in America, as the White
House has recognized.

My hope is that we will proceed
quickly to the passage of the three
free-trade agreements, and again I urge
the White House to submit those and
that this body take them up as soon as
possible.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, the
conflict here with regard to the amend-
ment that has been proposed is that on
our side of this debate, we think this
should be a broad array of help for
workers. If a worker loses his or her
job and we can provide eligibility for
trade adjustment assistance, we
shouldn’t limit that just to the 17
countries with which we have a trade
agreement.

Say if we have a problem with mas-
sive job loss as a result of what China
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is doing, either because they are cheat-
ing on currency or not playing by the
rules—as we know they have not in
many instances. I have a table here
that indicates that in fiscal year 2012,
when you look at the estimated num-
ber of workers certified under trade ad-
justment, whether they are import-re-
lated certifications or whether they are
all other certifications, you add it up
and there are more than 287,000 people
who are impacted. A lot of those are
impacted by way of unfair trade from
China.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CASEY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), and the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER)
would have voted ‘“‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 62, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 146 Leg.]

YEAS—34

Alexander Hatch McCain
Ayotte Heller McConnell
Blunt Hoeven Moran
Boozman Hutchison Murkowski
Burr Inhofe Risch
Chambliss Isakson Roberts
Coats Johanns Rubio
Coburn Johnson (WI)
Cochran Kirk $hune

oomey
Cornyn Kyl Vitter
Crapo Lee
DeMint Lugar

NAYS—62
Akaka Grassley Portman
Baucus Hagan Pryor
Begich Harkin Reed
Bennet Inouye Reid
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Blumenthal Kerry Sanders
Boxer Klobuchar Schumer
Brown (MA) Kohl :
Brown (OH) Landrieu gﬁzsﬁ‘;:i
Cantwell Lautenberg
Cardin Leahy Shelby
Carper Levin Snowe
Casey Lieberman Stabenow
Collins Manchin Tester
Conrad McCaskill Udall (CO)
Coons Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Webb
Franken Murray Whitehouse
Gillibrand Nelson (NE) Wicker
Graham Nelson (FL) Wyden
NOT VOTING—4

Barrasso Enzi
Corker Paul

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 34, the nays 62.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of this amend-
ment, the amendment is rejected.
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AMENDMENT NO. 650

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question occurs
on amendment No. 650, offered by the
Senator from South Dakota, Mr.
THUNE. There will be 2 minutes of de-
bate equally divided.

The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, my
amendment simply requires a study by
the International Trade Commission
when a trade agreement has been
signed but the implementing legisla-
tion has not been taken up by Congress
within 2 years. The study will examine
the impact of lost export opportunities,
the impact on U.S. jobs, and the im-
pact on and the protection of U.S. in-
tellectual property resulting from the
delay.

Today we have anecdotal evidence,
but there isn’t a comprehensive gov-
ernment report on what delay means
for U.S. businesses in our economy. I
wish we did not need this amendment,
but we have seen with the Korea, with
the Colombia, and with the Panama
agreements we cannot assume an
agreement will be implemented swiftly
after it is signed.

This amendment is not about casting
blame. The study will apply to trade
agreements whether negotiated by a
Democratic or a Republican President.
It is not about the past. It is just the
fact that Congress deserves better in-
formation about the impact when we
delay these trade agreements. This
does not affect TAA, it does not affect
the underlying bill, and it does not af-
fect passage in the House. It is a com-
monsense amendment.

I hope my colleagues will support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. Our ex-
porters face major challenges in global
markets. We are faced with surging im-
ports from China. China has a regime
in place that is cheating American
innovators and forcing them to share
their intellectual property.

Instead of dedicating the scarce re-
sources of the International Trade
Commission to look into these issues
and to identify other foreign trade bar-
riers that impede our exporters, we
would essentially task the Inter-
national Trade Commission to tell us
what we already know.

For example, we know that in the
case of the pending agreements, we had
an opportunity to get a better deal for
our companies that export automobiles
and to promote human rights in Co-
lombia by reducing violence.

We are on the precipice of consid-
ering these agreements. Let’s not turn
back the clock. Instead of using scarce
resources to have an armchair debate
about what we already Kknow, let’s
dedicate the resources of this agency to
help workers and businesses.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), and the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Alexander Grassley McConnell
Ayotte Hatch Moran
Blunt Heller Murkowski
Boozman Hoeven Portman
Brown (MA) Hutchison Risch
Burr Inhofe Roberts
Chambliss Isakson Rubio
Coats Johanns R
Coburn Johnson (WI) Z;zslg;ns
Cochran Kirk Snowe
Collins Kyl Th
Cornyn Lee une
Crapo Lieberman Tgomey
DeMint Lugar Vitter
Graham McCain Wicker

NAYS—52
Akaka Hagan Nelson (FL)
Baucus Harkin Pryor
Begich Inouye Reed
Bennet Johnson (SD) Reid
Bingaman Kerry Rockefeller
Blumenthal Klobuchar Sanders
Boxer Kohl Schumer
Brown (OH) Landrieu
Cantwell Lautenberg g?:&:::w
Cardin Leahy
Carper Levin Tester
Casey Manchin Udall (CO)
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM)
Coons Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
Gillibrand Nelson (NE)

NOT VOTING—4

Barrasso Enzi
Corker Paul

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays are 52.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of this amend-
ment, the amendment is rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 634

There is now 10 minutes of debate
prior to a vote in relation to amend-
ment No. 634 offered by the Senator
from Texas, Mr. CORNYN.

The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my opposition to
the Cornyn amendment that would
force the administration to sell new F-
16s to Taiwan.

Yesterday, the administration an-
nounced details of a $5.8 billion arms
package to Taiwan.

The central element of this package
is the decision to support a substantial
upgrade to Taiwan’s existing fleet of
145 F-16 A/Bs.
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The upgrades include state-of-the-art
avionics and weaponry such as tar-
geting systems, AIM-9X air-to-air mis-
siles and precision guided munitions.

The deal also includes the active
electronically scanned array radars
that, according to Taiwan’s Defense
Ministry, will allow its planes to detect
China’s new J-20 stealth aircraft.

The package also includes pilot
training and spare parts for Taiwan’s
F-5 jets and C-130 transport planes.

It will significantly improve Tai-
wan’s self-defense capabilities without
increasing cross-strait tensions.

As we all know, Taiwan has asked
the administration to accept a letter of
request to sell 66 of the newer F-16 C/
Ds.

Those who support the sale of new F-
16s to Taiwan were clearly dis-
appointed by the decision to move for-
ward with only upgrades to Taiwan’s
existing fleet.

Senator CORNYN described the deci-
sion as a ‘‘capitulation to Communist
China” and a ‘‘slap in the face to
strong ally and longtime friend.”’

Nothing could be further from the
truth.

First, let’s be clear: The administra-
tion has deferred the decision on the
sale of new F-16s to Taiwan, it has not
rejected it outright.

It has acted in a manner consistent
with the previous administration that
also refused to accept Taiwan’s request
for new F-16s.

Let me remind my colleagues that
under the Obama administration, total
arms sales to Taiwan have totaled
$12.25 billion, more than double the
amount sold during President George
W. Bush’s first term.

It is clear these attacks are more
about politics than the security and
self-defense capability of Taiwan.

Next, let’s look at the arms sales
package itself.

The decision to upgrade Taiwan’s ex-
isting fleet of F-16 A/Bs will provide
many of the same capabilities as the
new F-16 C/Ds.

According to the Pentagon, with a
robust retrofit the F-16 A/B and F-16 C/
D are comparable aircrafts. The up-
graded F-16 A/Bs will have active elec-
tronically scanned array, AESA, ra-
dars, equal to the new F-16s; embedded
global positioning system inertial
navigation systems, equal to the new
F-16s; ALQ-213 warfare management
systems, equal to the new F-16s; night
vision goggles, equal to the new F-16s;
AIM-9X Sidewinder missiles, equal to
the new F-16s; sensor fused weapons
and laser guided bombs, equal to the
new F-16s.

And the list goes on.

According to Mark Stokes of the
Project 2049 Institute and a former
Pentagon China expert, the radar ‘‘of-
fers a significant capability that would
be able to maintain Taiwan’s quali-
tative advantage’’ over China.

Michael Pillsbury, a current Pen-
tagon consultant on China, argued that
the A/B upgrades could be perceived as
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providing Taiwan with more capabili-
ties than the C/Ds.

Supporters of this amendment will
argue in favor of both upgrades and
new planes, as requested by Taiwan.

Allow me to repeat: The administra-
tion has not formally rejected the sale
of new F-16s. It is still under active
consideration.

Clearly, the decision to upgrade the
F-16 A/Bs does not prevent the admin-
istration from later selling Taiwan the
newer planes.

Regardless of timing, we have to con-
sider carefully what impact the sale of
new F-16s to Taiwan would have on
cross-straits relations.

In May 2010, I had the pleasure of vis-
iting China and Taiwan for a series of
meetings with Senators MARK UDALL
and KAY HAGAN.

We had full and rewarding discus-
sions on a range of issues, including cy-
bersecurity, energy, trade, and cross-
strait relations.

One bright story in the region, I be-
lieve, is that of Taiwan and its rela-
tionship with the mainland.

The reports we received on our visit
were encouraging.

The three direct lines—air service,
sea service and postal service—are all
in place.

The number of flights between Bei-
jing and Taiwan has reached 270 per
week, and I understand they are
packed to the brim.

There is also substantial Taiwanese
in China today.

Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou told
us he was thrilled that negotiations
were successful on an Economic
Framework Agreement, Kknown as
ECFA, which he subsequently signed
and was ratified by Taiwan’s legisla-
ture.

On the 1-year anniversary of its pas-
sage, Taiwanese officials announced
that agricultural exports to China cov-
ered by the agreement jumped 262 per-
cent—to $69.31 million—in the first 7
months of 2011 compared to the same
period in 2010.

Overall, Taiwanese exports to the
mainland in the first half of 2011 to-
taled $61.56 billion, up 10.53 percent
from the year before.

Follow-on talks have recently begun
between both sides which will focus on
the trade in goods and services and dis-
pute resolution.

With the momentum generated by
the agreement, I believe China and Tai-
wan should begin to address the secu-
rity situation across the strait.

It is my strong belief that China
should begin to reduce its more than
1,000 ballistic missiles deployed along
its coast.

I deeply believe that enhanced eco-
nomic cooperation and constructive
dialogue will move China and Taiwan
away from military confrontation to a
clear path of resolving differences dip-
lomatically.

In my view, the arms sales package
for Taiwan announced by the adminis-
tration will improve Taiwan’s self-de-
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fense capabilities and still enhance this
ongoing cooperation and dialogue.

Selling the new F-16’s to Taiwan
would only serve to undermine the
progress we have made with China this
year.

Military escalation between Taiwan
and China, which the sale of the F-16 C/
D variant would be construed as, is not
in the best interests of the United
States.

Finally, let me discuss how this
amendment is being proposed.

Simply put, a trade bill to renew the
Generalized System of Preferences and
the Trade Adjustment Assistance Pro-
gram is not the proper vehicle for a
sensitive foreign policy debate.

The administration and most of my
colleagues on this side of the aisle have
made it clear that we must renew trade
adjustment assistance before we con-
sider the trade agreements.

If this amendment passes, it will
threaten the chances of passing trade
adjustment assistance in the House
and, ultimately, consideration of the
three outstanding free trade agree-
ments with South Korea, Panama and
Colombia.

If we are to have this debate, it
should be during consideration of the
Defense authorization bill.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Cornyn amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak on the amendment of-
fered by Senator CORNYN regarding the
sale of F-16C/D fighter aircraft to Tai-
wan.

Let me begin by reiterating that I
am a strong supporter of Taiwan’s
right to self-defense. That is why I am
proud to support the proposed arms
sale package to Taiwan that the
Obama administration transmitted to
Congress just yesterday.

This package would provide an esti-
mated $5.85 billion in arms sales to Tai-
wan, including a significant advanced
technology upgrade to 145 F-16A/B air-
craft that are currently part of Tai-
wan’s air defense fleet.

But what I cannot support is the
process by which Senator CORNYN is
seeking to require the sale of addi-
tional F-16C/D aircraft to Taiwan.

Instead of mandating this sale on a
trade adjustment bill, I would like Con-
gress to continue to work with the
Obama administration to determine
how to best meet our obligations under
the Taiwan Relations Act to ‘‘make
available to Taiwan such defense arti-
cles and defense services in such quan-
tity as may be necessary to enable Tai-
wan to maintain a sufficient self-de-
fense capability.”

A defeat of the Cornyn amendment
does not take the potential sale of F-
16C/D aircraft to Taiwan off the table.
In fact, the administration has stated
that it is still considering the possi-
bility of F-16C/D sales to Taiwan.

I am confident that the United
States will continue to help ensure
Taiwan’s security and stability long
into the 21st century.
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Mr. CORNYN. I would like to offer a
bipartisan proposition to my col-
leagues here in the nature of this
amendment. The reason I say this idea
enjoys bipartisan support is 47 Sen-
ators, Democrats and Republicans,
have joined in a letter to the adminis-
tration asking that the administration
grant a sale of F-16C/D models to our
ally Taiwan.

This amendment would compel that
sale because unfortunately the admin-
istration declined to make that sale
yesterday, notwithstanding the fact
that the Taiwan Relations Act signed
by Jimmy Carter and passed by a bi-
partisan Congress requires the United
States to provide Taiwan with defense
articles necessary to enable Taiwan to
maintain sufficient self-defense capa-
bilities.

They have lost that capability, as
demonstrated by this chart taken from
Defense Department records. Cur-
rently, the People’s Republic of China
has about 2,300 operational combat air-
craft to Taiwan’s 490. Taiwan, by com-
parison, has 490 operational aircraft, of
which about 100 need to be retired,
French Mirage aircraft, F-5 aircraft.
About 100 of them need to be retired
because they are literally obsolete.

What this amendment would do
would be to compel the sale of 66 F-16C/
D models to our friends in Taiwan.
Why is this important? Well, the De-
partment of Defense reports that Chi-
na’s military power is in an increas-
ingly precarious situation for the re-
gion and that China seeks the capa-
bility both to deter Taiwan independ-
ence and influence Taiwan to settle the
dispute between them on China’s
terms.

This amendment would compel that
sale. My colleague from Massachusetts
argued earlier that the retrofit of 145 of
the F-16A/B models, which Taiwan has,
which the United States sold, is an ade-
quate substitute. It is not. All that will
do is help upgrade 145 of these aircraft
that I identified earlier. It will not
meet the need created by the retire-
ment of the obsolete French Mirages
and the F-5.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I think
all of us agree with the intent and the
direction the Senator from Texas
wants to go here with respect to our
friendship and our support of Taiwan.
In the 26 years I have been here, I have
never not supported doing what is nec-
essary to live up to the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act. But the Senator is reaching
way beyond what we have ever done in
the Senate, which is to compel a single
weapons systems sale by the President
with respect to a complex relationship
such as China-Taiwan and the entire
presence of the United States in the
areas of the straits and in that region.
We have never done that.

Moreover, the President of Taiwan
has said it is entirely adequate. He
feels they will have the defensive ca-
pacity necessary under the TRA in
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order to be able to defend themselves
at the current level with the upgrade
we are providing.

Let me point out that under Presi-
dent Bush, over 8 years, we provided $12
billion to Taiwan—over 8 years. In 3
years of the Obama administration, he
has provided about $12 billion—3 years.
So there was $15 billion by Bush over 8
years, $12 billion by Obama over 3
years.

The upgrade that is being provided—
$6 billion worth of upgrade, sales of
weapons—includes state-of-the-art avi-
onics and weaponry, including the Ac-
tive Electronically Scanned Array Ra-
dars, targeting systems, Aim-9X air-to-
air missiles, and precision-guided mu-
nitions. Those airplanes, those 145 F-
16s, will have state-of-the-art capacity
at the highest level of any F-16 that we
are allowed to sell to any country in
the world.

Moreover, the administration has
made it absolutely clear that this does
not preclude the sale of F-16s maybe in
the next months, maybe in the next
year, but that ought to be done by any
administration, Republican or Demo-
cratic, in an orderly way as a matter of
good arms policy and as a matter of
good foreign policy. In addition to
that, the administration is unalterably
opposed to this.

So here we are working hard under a
fairly careful script to get TAA out of
here so we can move to three trade
agreements that a lot of us want to
move and pass, which means jobs for
America. They have been long overdue.
We pass this amendment, we lose that
opportunity. It is that simple.

So these are all tradeoffs, but this is
a tradeoff measured against the lack of
any need for urgency as a matter of de-
fense policy and foreign policy to do
this. So I say to my colleagues, why,
for the first time, without that show-
ing of urgency and need, particularly
given the President of Taiwan’s own
statements, are we going to for the
first time compel a President to do
something he does not think he wants
to do in the context of the relationship
with both China and Taiwan?

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes 30 seconds.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, as my
colleagues know, under article I, sec-
tion 8 of the U.S. Constitution, Con-
gress is given the power to regulate
commerce with foreign nations. That is
why this amendment is relevant to this
trade bill we are getting ready to pass,
because it is important that products
manufactured in the United States,
and produce grown here, that we sell it
to markets abroad because it creates
jobs here at home, in addition to ful-
filling our legal obligation under the
Taiwan Relations Act.

I must say I disagree with my col-
league from Massachusetts. The up-
grade on the 145 aircraft does nothing
to substitute for the retiring of the
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French Mirage aircraft and the F-bs,
given the disparity of air power be-
tween China and Taiwan.

Because we are all concerned about
jobs, let me remind my colleagues that
32 different States will receive benefits
by way of jobs as a result of these
sales. This isn’t the primary reason
why this is important. This is about
American prestige, keeping our prom-
ises, and not letting the bullies of the
world, including China, intimidate the
United States; and it is about keeping
solemn commitments to our allies.

I ask my colleagues to vote yes, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President,
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute 24 seconds.

Mr. KERRY. Let me say, very quick-
ly, that the sale of weapons measured
against the policy decisions in a set of
relationships that are critical to the
balance of power and the threat and
danger and so forth has never been
translated into a jobs program. If you
want it to be—$6 billion spent on these
upgrades—Northrop Grumman, Lock-
heed Martin, and a host of companies
will benefit from that $6 billion and
may benefit from the sale of weapons
down the road.

This is a policy issue. The policy
question is whether the President of
Taiwan can speak for Taiwan as the
Senator from Texas speaks for Taiwan.
It is whether we are going to be ade-
quately meeting the needs of the TRA
and the foreign policy priorities of an
administration that, it seems to me,
given the statements of the President
of Taiwan, not only don’t violate it but
sustain the relationship of the TRA.

I have proudly voted in support of
Taiwan for the entire time I have been
here, 26 years. I believe I am voting for
them today, even as I oppose this
amendment but support the adminis-
tration’s $6 billion program for upgrade
and those 145 F-16s—and maybe we will
sell them some others.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has elapsed.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, briefly,
once this production line is shut down
for the production of the F-16, it can-
not be reconstituted. The 2,000 people
currently working on the F-16 produc-
tion line will be reassigned or fired and
so this is important.

This isn’t something we can take up
willy-nilly later on because we finally
have gotten around to it. It is timely,
and it needs to be done now to keep our
commitment to our ally and show the
Chinese what they need to see from
America; that is, strength, not weak-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The clerk will call the
roll.

how
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The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), and
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 148 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Alexander Grassley McConnell
Ayotte Hatch Menendez
Blumenthal Heller Moran
Blunt Hoeven Murkowski
Boozman Hutchison Nelson (FL)
Brown (MA) Inhofe Portman
Burr Isakson Risch
Chambliss Johanns Roberts
Coats Johnson (WI) Rubio
Coburn Kirk Sessions
Cochran Kyl Shelby
Collins Lee Snowe
Cornyn Lieberman Thune
Crapo Lugar Toomey
DeMint Manchin Vitter
Graham McCain Wicker

NAYS—48
Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hagan Pryor
Begich Harkin Reed
Bennet Inouye Reid
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Boxer Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Kohl Shaheen
Cardin Landrieu Stabenow
Carper Lautenberg Tester
Casey Leahy Udall (CO)
Conrad Levin Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden

NOT VOTING—4

Barrasso Enzi
Corker Paul

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 48, the nays are 48.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of this amend-
ment, the amendment is rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 633

Under the previous order, there is
now 2 minutes of debate, equally di-
vided, in relation to amendment No.
633 offered by the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. REID) on behalf of Mr. CASEY.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask an
affirmative vote on this amendment.

Trade adjustment assistance is very
simple. We have a job crisis in the
country. This program for decades now
has helped people get through crises
and, very importantly, has allowed
them to be trained and retrained for
the jobs of the future. We need this
program, our workers need it, and our
economy needs it.

I commend the work of Chairman
BAucUs and my colleague from Ohio,
Senator BROWN. I ask for an affirma-
tive vote on this amendment.

My colleague from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
thank Senator BAUCUS and Senator
CASEY for their leadership.
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This is about helping people who
have lost their jobs, not only through
no fault of their own but because of ac-
tions taken in this body and the House
of Representatives on trade agreements
and on trade policy.

I met a woman in Youngstown the
other day who lost her job in manufac-
turing and she went back to school.
She and her daughter are both now in
nursing school training to be nurses.
That is what TAA is about.

Vote for the Casey-Baucus-Brown
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this is a
caustic program of dubious value. In
our hearings, the representatives of the
administration couldn’t come up with
one job that would be lost as a result of
these free-trade agreements.

There is no evidence that TAA works
and, in all honesty, there is no commit-
ment from the President we are going
to have the free-trade agreements
come up anyway. I have to say that
even though we haven’t done a trade
agreement in years, TAA continues to
grow and TAA is on top of unemploy-
ment insurance that we are paying
anyway, and it isn’t justified.

All I can say is, literally, this pro-
gram should not be adopted at this par-
ticular point. And if it is adopted, it
ought to be adopted based upon reason
and so forth.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 633.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), and the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER)
would have voted ‘‘nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 69,
nays 28, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 149 Leg.]

YEAS—69
Akaka Gillibrand Murkowski
Baucus Hagan Murray
Begich Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bennet Heller Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Hoeven Portman
Blumenthal Inouye Pryor
Blunt Isakson Reed
Boozman Johanns Reid
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Kohl Shaheen
Cardin Landrieu Shelby
Carper Lautenberg Snowe
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Coats Levin Tester
Cochran Lieberman Udall (CO)
Collins Manchin Udall (NM)
Conrad McCaskill Warner
Coons Menendez Webb
Durbin Merkley Whitehouse
Feinstein Mikulski Wicker
Franken Moran Wyden

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

NAYS—28
Alexander Hatch Paul
Ayotte Hutchison Risch
Burr Inhofe Roberts
Chambliss Johnson (WI) Rubio
Coburn Kirk Sessions
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Crapo Lee Toomey
DeMint Lugar :
Graham McCain Viter
Grassley McConnell
NOT VOTING—3
Barrasso Corker Enzi
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.

SHAHEEN). On this vote, the yeas are 69,
the nays are 28. Under the previous
order requiring 60 votes for the adop-
tion of this amendment, the amend-
ment is agreed to.

Under the previous order, the clerk
will read the bill for a third time.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

There is now 10 minutes of debate
equally divided prior to a vote on the
passage of the measure.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, this
bill addresses our country’s most ur-
gent priority—jobs. It helps American
workers acquire the skills they need to
compete and win in the global econ-
omy. It gives American businesses bet-
ter access to the materials they need
to make world-class products, and that
is just the beginning. It also opens the
door to an ambitious trade agenda, an
agenda that will increase U.S. exports,
grow our economy, and create jobs.
That agenda includes our pending free-
trade agreements with Colombia, Pan-
ama, and South Korea.

The first step is to renew the trade
adjustment assistance. Trade adjust-
ment assistance has been an essential
part of U.S. trade policy for nearly 50
years. When we negotiate trade agree-
ments, we create new economic oppor-
tunity and spur growth but also in-
crease competition. TAA helps Amer-
ican workers and businesses meet that
competition with job training, income
support, health coverage, and technical
assistance.

Over the years we have reformed
TAA to keep pace with the changing
global economy. In 2009 we extended
TAA to cover service industry workers
and workers whose jobs shifted over-
seas to any country, and we increased
funding for job training and health
care. But the 2009 reforms expired.
They expired last February.

Congress has mnever approved one
free-trade agreement, much less three,
with TAA expired. This year must be
no exception. This legislation will re-
store the 2009 TAA reforms and respon-
sible program cuts to achieve nec-
essary cost savings. This legislation
will clear the path to consider and ap-
prove our free-trade agreements with
Colombia, Panama, and South Korea.

If we do not approve this legislation
we will impose a roadblock that could
derail our three free-trade agreements.
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We cannot afford to fail. Weak con-
sumer demand at home threatens to
stall our recovery. We need these
agreements to increase sales of U.S.
farm products, manufactured goods,
and services abroad.

The International Trade Commission
estimates that these agreements will
boost U.S. exports by $13 billion. Most
important, these additional exports
will increase economic growth and sup-
port tens of thousands of American
jobs. We cannot delay.

This summer, for example, trade
agreements between the European
Union and Korea, and between Canada
and Colombia entered into force. U.S.
exporters are losing sales to their Eu-
ropean and Canadian competitors.
American jobs are at risk. Let’s restore
U.S. trade adjustment assistance for
American workers, let’s expand trade
preferences for the benefit of American
manufacturers, and let’s move quickly
to our pending free-trade agreements
with Colombia, Panama, and South
Korea.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I will
vote in support of the amendment to
renew and extend both the General
System of Preferences and trade ad-
justment assistance. It is the correct
approach for Congress to extend trade
adjustment assistance, TAA, including
an extension of the 2009 bipartisan re-
forms, before considering the pending
trade agreements with South Korea,
Colombia, and Panama.

TAA is not a substitute for fighting
to keep jobs here in the United States.
However, given the realities of a global
economy we must provide a safety net
so workers who lose their jobs as a re-
sult of expanded trade and
globalization are able to transition to
new jobs through retraining and that
they have access to affordable health
care coverage.

The 2002 TAA law covered only man-
ufacturing workers who lost jobs as a
result of imports or if those jobs shift-
ed to FTA partner countries. In 2009, as
part of the Recovery Act, the TAA Pro-
gram was expanded through bipartisan
efforts to increase training funding. It
also expanded eligibility to include the
service sector and farmers and to cover
workers whose jobs were been moved
anywhere offshore, not just to a FTA
partner country. Finally, it expanded
access to TAA’s health coverage tax
credit, which helps certified workers
purchase private health insurance.

Those 2009 expansions expired on
February 13, 2011 and are overdue for
reauthorization. The bill the Senate is
considering today is a bipartisan agree-
ment to restore most of the 2009 provi-
sions through December 31, 2013. It will
also apply the benefits retroactively
from February 12, 2011.

There is clearly a need for an ex-
panded TAA Program. Since the 2009
reforms, almost 450,000 workers have
been certified for TAA assistance: over
40 percent of whom were certified
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under the expanded provisions and
coming from every state in the union.
As a leading manufacturing state and a
significant contributor to global trade,
Michigan has relied on the TAA Pro-
gram to retrain workers for new ca-
reers and certified nearly 50,000 work-
ers since the 2009 reforms.

Michigan also houses the Great
Lakes Trade Adjustment Assistance
Center. The Great Lakes TAA Center
helps hundreds of firms in Michigan,
Indiana and Ohio compete in the global
economy. The TAA for firms program
assists mostly small and medium-sized
companies that experience loss of jobs
and sales because of foreign imports.
TAA for firms has helped to retain or
create tens of thousands of jobs by sav-
ing companies and jobs imperiled by
import competition. This TAA exten-
sion includes $16 million for this impor-
tant program—TAA for firms.

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I rise
today to express my strong support for
the renewal of Trade Adjustment As-
sistance programs which for decades
have served as a critical lifeline for
thousands of Mainers whose jobs have
been adversely affected by increases in
foreign imports and shifts in produc-
tion overseas.

During my entire tenure in Congress,
I have worked tirelessly with my col-
leagues to reform and expand TAA pro-
grams to assist workers, businesses,
and communities harmed by trade lib-
eralization in competing in an increas-
ingly global marketplace.

And frankly if there were ever a mo-
ment to rebuild and equip our work-
force to make greater strides when it
comes to competing in the global econ-
omy is there any doubt, that time is
now?

Consider that China will surpass the
U.S. economically in 2016—a mere five
years from now—according to the
International Monetary Fund. Consider
that the total U.S. international trade
deficit for 2010 was $497 billion, up from
$374 billion in 2009. And our trade def-
icit with China increased from $226 bil-
lion in 2009 to $273 billion in 2010—a 20-
percent increase in just 1 year alone!

Whoever is elected President in 2012
will be the last President to preside
over a U.S. economy on top of China’s
if we continue with our current poli-
cies, which, in large part are fueling
our decline and China’s rise. Make no
mistake, this is the regrettable direc-
tion in which we are headed as long as
we import more than we export, amass
soaring deficits, consume more than we
produce, and outsource thousands of
jobs.

Domestically, our Nation’s $14.7 tril-
lion debt is projected to reach 100 per-
cent of GDP this year; unemployment
has been hovering near or above 9 per-
cent; and 22 million Americans are ei-
ther unemployed or underemployed. In-
deed, we are experiencing the longest
unemployment period in American his-
tory since data collection started in
1948, surpassing even the 1982 double-
dip recession.
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Manufacturing has also grown at the
slowest pace in 2 years. The housing
downturn is still plaguing the country,
with no plausible end to foreclosures in
sight. Home prices in March fell to
their lowest level since 2002. Con-
sumers, confronted with higher gas and
food prices, are spending less on discre-
tionary items.

And in my home State of Maine wage
and salary employment levels have
fallen precipitously through December
2010, with job losses of 26,900, a 4.4-per-
cent drop. Overall, employment num-
bers in my State have returned to year
1999 levels, erasing the economic gains
of the past decade.

At a time when Maine and our Na-
tion are struggling to revive our lack-
luster economy—the worst since World
War II, renewing and reforming TAA
represents a central avenue we must
take if we are to reinvigorate our
workforce so that American enterprise
is positioned to battle for customers
with our counterparts in countries like
China.

TAA programs—such as TAA for
Workers, TAA for Firms, and TAA for
Farmers have proved invaluable to ac-
celerating the adjustment process and
expediting the means by which laid-off
workers are able to rejoin the work-
force and contribute to the bottom-line
at a high level.

TAA is crucial in providing Ameri-
cans with the skills and assistance
needed to meet this challenge. As
President Kennedy said in 1962, TAA is
“a program to afford time for Amer-
ican initiative, American adaptability
and American resiliency to assert
themselves.”

Under the TAA for Workers Program,
eligible beneficiaries in Maine—such as
laid-off pulp and paper manufacturers—
participate full-time in customized and
on-the-job training or pursue
coursework at local colleges and uni-
versities to acquire the skills they need
to reenter the workforce. As of the end
of 2010, thousands of Mainers had been
certified for TAA and reentered the
workforce.

Additionally, under the TAA for
Farmers Program, hundreds of blue-
berry producers and lobstermen in my
state, facing increased pressure from
foreign products, have found the pro-
gram’s technical assistance and train-
ing extremely useful in retooling their
businesses to ensure Maine’s agri-
culture industry and fisherman remain
among the best in the world.

Likewise, the New England Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Center recently
reported that 15 Maine companies have
taken part in the TAA for Firms Pro-
gram over the last several years. These
companies have taken advantage of the
program to reconfigure their business
models, develop new strategies, and
make other adjustments necessary to
remain competitive in the inter-
national economy—benefiting a com-
bined 1,120 Mainers employed by these
firms.

However, despite these irrefutable
successes, I have no doubt that some of
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my colleagues will argue in favor of al-
lowing TAA to expire. And they might
argue that we should not be giving
‘“‘special treatment’” to individuals
whose jobs have been affected by trade.

Allowing this vital program to lapse
would amount to a colossal missed op-
portunity not only for American work-
ers but for our economy as well. When
a Maine saw or paper mill closes and
the orders it used to handle are filled
by a Canadian or Chinese plant, that
has a cascading affect across not just
Maine’s forestry industry but shipping
businesses, our service sector, and the
thousands of additional workers and
rural communities that rely on this in-
dustry for their very survival.

The fact is, losing one’s job to trade
is not equivalent to losing one’s job be-
cause of technological advancements
or economic adversity and downturn.
The difference is that trade liberaliza-
tion actions—such as implementing
NAFTA or accepting China into the
WTO—are the chosen policy of the U.S.
Government—a path I would argue has
often sacrificed manufacturing jobs in
order to gain market access for other
sectors of our economy. Consequently,
our government is all the more obli-
gated to aid our workers and commu-
nities hurt by foreign trade.

To those who point out that there are
inefficiencies associated with TAA, I
agree that efforts at reform must re-
duce costs and eliminate waste. That is
why this bill lowers program expendi-
tures, includes cost-cutting provisions
from areas such as case management
and administrative expenses, and
grants States greater discretion to
manage the programs.

Furthermore, the reforms made in
this legislation require new perform-
ance measures, metrics, and account-
ability as a precondition for receiving
training and benefits. In fact, the bill
raises the standards by which appli-
cants may receive waivers from train-
ing program requirements—elimi-
nating many of the loopholes that pre-
viously could have been used to avoid
participation in key job skill pro-
grams.

Finally, I am pleased that the legis-
lation before us maintains the ex-
panded eligibility for service workers
and those displaced by trade with non-
FTA partners like China and India.
And it maintains initiatives I have
championed such as the health cov-
erage tax credit—all of which are vital
components to helping sustain both
workers and businesses and enable
them to contribute to our economic re-
covery.

Along with the enforcement of our
existing trade laws, trade adjustment
assistance must be a central pillar of
our Nation’s trade agenda. On Feb-
ruary 8 I sent a letter to the Senate’s
leadership urging that they work with
me to secure a long-term reauthoriza-
tion of TAA so that families in Maine
and across the U.S. are prepared for
new employment opportunities. Unfor-
tunately, as so often seems to be the
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case in the Senate, action on this job
creation package has been delayed for
far too long—over 7 months since I sent
my letter.

Congress still has an opportunity to
overcome this legislative inertia in
order to benefit U.S. industries that
have been devastated by foreign im-
ports. American businesses and their
employees are doing their part—Con-
gress must do likewise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise
in opposition to this bill before us. It
extends the generalized system of pref-
erences program for 2 years, as amend-
ed and, as amended, expands the trade
adjustment assistance program.

I want to be clear. I support the un-
derlying bill passed by the House that
extends the GSP Program. GSP helps
American companies compete in the
global marketplace while helping de-
veloping countries grow their econo-
mies and achieve sustainable economic
growth to lift their people out of pov-
erty.

As I have made clear over the past
few days, I have serious concerns with
expanding the Trade Adjustment As-
sistance Program as it has been amend-
ed by this bill. We can no longer afford
to increase domestic spending on pro-
grams that have dubious value and
unproven results. That is what this bill
will do.

I cannot condone this spending, so I
will vote no. I offered an amendment
that would have ended the mystery
surrounding the sequencing of TAA and
the three pending free-trade agree-
ments that have been the subject of
much intrigue and speculation.

My amendment would have called off
the expansion of TAA until our free-
trade agreements with Colombia, Pan-
ama, and South Korea were enacted.
Everything would move together. Isn’t
that what this whole bargain is sup-
posed to be about?

Well, that amendment did not pass
and the White House still refuses to
say when they will send up the FTAs
for a vote. That does not seem right or
fair to me. TAA is an unproven and
costly and counterproductive program.

I urge my colleagues to also oppose
this bill, but should it pass, I hope the
President finally matches actions with
words and sends the FTAs up for a
vote. I am convinced all three will re-
ceive strong bipartisan votes. Amer-
ican businesses, farmers, and workers,
and our friends and allies in Colombia,
Panama, and South Korea cannot af-
ford any delay.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
has the time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes remain.

Mr. McCONNELL. After today’s vote,
the White House has no more excuses.
The time has come to send the three
pending trade agreements to Congress.
We waited for the chance to pass these
trade agreements that our economy
desperately needs and that even the
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White House admits will create tens of
thousands of jobs.

The White House asks us for a path
forward on trade adjustment assistance
in exchange for sending these deals up
to Congress and we gave it to them. I
cannot say I am happy about that. This
is a program that I and many Repub-
lican Members have serious questions
about. Thanks to the leadership of two
of our Members, Senator BLUNT and
Senator PORTMAN, we are where we are
today, and the Senate will soon pass
TAA without an amendment. Both par-
ties in the Senate have acted in good
faith to move this process forward.
Now it is the President’s turn. No more
moving the goalposts; no more excuses.
It is time for the administration to
demonstrate something that seems to
be in short supply on the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue, and that is
trust. The Senate today will have acted
on trust in passing TAA even before we
have received the agreements. The
White House has refused to show the
same trust in congressional Repub-
licans who have assured them that
TAA will move along with the free-
trade agreements.

I kept my promise I would allow TAA
to move forward in the Senate as long
as Republicans had a chance to amend
it. It is time for the administration to
deliver theirs. It is time for the Presi-
dent to send up these long-pending
free-trade agreements without further
delay.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. For the benefit of the Sen-
ators, so we can look at the schedule a
little bit this evening, first of all, I ap-
preciate the support for this trade ad-
justment assistance from my Repub-
lican colleagues. It is an important
piece of legislation. I am glad we are
able to complete this at least in the
Senate.

As I have said many times, we have
to make sure the House also passes
this. I have been told by the Speaker
and others in the Republican leader-
ship in the House that they will do
that. I am hopeful and confident they
will. Once that is done—and they have
ways of making sure through a rule
they can issue, it would not be sent to
the President. They do not have to en-
roll it until the trade bill is passed.
Once the trade bill is passed, of course,
they would send the trade adjustment
assistance to the White House.

This is the first step of this agree-
ment, I don’t need to tell everyone
here—I have spoken to the Republican
leader many times—I do not support
any of those trade agreements, but I
am going to live up to what I said I
would do and do what I can to move
those through the Senate as quickly as
possible so there are fair votes on all of
them. We are waiting for the House to
take action also.

Finally, without belaboring the point
on trade adjustment assistance, I re-
peat what I said earlier. I appreciate
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very much the support of the Repub-
licans in getting the votes necessary to
pass this bill. It was a nice vote and I
appreciate it very much.

As far as the rest of the evening, I
just talked with the House Democratic
leadership, some of them, and right
now the Republicans are still trying to
get enough votes to pass something
over there. Right now they have not
been able to do that so they have not
even asked for the rule to be issued. We
are waiting to see what they do. Some
of the reports out of the House are
troubling, to say the least. One of the
latest proposals we have heard—re-
member, one reason this went so bad is
that 53 House Republicans wrote a let-
ter to the Republican leadership in the
House and said, unless you cut back
the CR—remember, that is an agree-
ment we worked on for 3 months to get
agreements so we took care of the
301(a)s and 301(b)s for the rest of the
year. They said until you cut that by
$28 billion, we are not going to vote for
it—$28 billion.

The latest we have heard from the
House in an effort to satisfy the $28 bil-
lion that the 53 Republicans want is
they said they are going to cut renew-
able energy projects by another $110
million. So if that goes through, then
the 53 Republicans, instead of settling
for $28 billion, are going to settle for
$110 million. From Las Vegas, those are
not very good odds in a card game.

I hope we do something that is fair
and realistic. I hope they send us a CR.
I hope they send a reasonably impor-
tant number on FEMA. We know what
is needed. The Secretary of Homeland
Security was in Joplin, MO, today,
looking at the devastation there and
the work that has stopped in that town
that was struck by winds of 300 miles
an hour.

We are here. We are going to have a
caucus in 20 minutes, but I cannot see
us doing anything tonight.

Mr. MCCONNELL. If my friend would
yield on that point.

Mr. REID. Surely.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I think I can prob-
ably speak for everybody on this side
that if we had a choice between wrap-
ping all of this up sometime tonight, as
opposed to coming back tomorrow, I
think I am pretty safe in saying we
prefer, if it is possible, to complete the
job tonight knowing full well we are
scheduled not to be here next week.
Presumably if we finish the job in a
way that is satisfactory to both the
House and the Senate, I think our pref-
erence would be to grind through and
to try to get to the end tonight.

Mr. REID. I understand what my
friend is saying. I am sure if we took a
vote, everyone would agree on that. If
we don’t get that bill until after mid-
night tonight, there is a limit as to
what we can do. It may be necessary to
come back sometime tomorrow morn-
ing. I have a number of us over here
who have important things to do, not
only legislatively but some with their
own personal business. So I understand
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if we have to come back tomorrow, we
will try to do it as early as possible. We
have some very serious things to do
here. We have millions of people who
are struggling because of this disaster
relief. We talk about disaster relief as
if it is some number up in the air, but
these are jobs we are talking about.
These are millions of dollars we are
talking about providing for renovation,
repair, and all of the other things that
need to be done in the disaster areas.
These are jobs. People are waiting to
do that work and, of course, the CR is
very important.

I would hope the House would send us
something that is fair and reasonable,
because if it is more of the same as yes-
terday, I do not think they are going to
get the Democratic votes in the House.
I do not think they will get any over
here. This is not a high school game of
“I've gotcha.” We are willing to be rea-
sonable, but we are not willing to vote
unreasonably.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill (H.R. 2832), as
amended, pass?

Mr. FRANKEN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? ‘“There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), and the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER)
would have voted ‘‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 27, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 150 Leg.]

YEAS—T0
Akaka Graham Murkowski
Baucus Hagan Murray
Begich Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bennet Heller Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Hoeven Portman
Blumenthal Inouye Pryor
Blunt Isakson Reed
Boozman Johanns Reid
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar
Cantwell Kohl Schumer
Cardin Landrieu Shaheen
Carper Lautenberg Snowe
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Coats Levin Tester
Cochran Lieberman Udall (CO)
Collins Lugar Udall (NM)
Conrad Manchin Warner
Coons McCaskill Webb
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse
Feinstein Merkley Wicker
Franken Mikulski Wyden
Gillibrand Moran

NAYS—27
Alexander DeMint Kyl
Ayotte Grassley Lee
Burr Hatch McCain
Chambliss Hutchison McConnell
Coburn Inhofe Paul
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Risch
Crapo Kirk Roberts
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Rubio Shelby Toomey

Sessions Thune Vitter
NOT VOTING—3

Barrasso Corker Enzi

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 70, the nays are 27.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for passage of the bill, the bill, as
amended, is passed.

The bill (H.R. 2832), as amended, was
passed, as follows:

H.R. 2832

Resolved, That the bill from the House of
Representatives (H.R. 2832) entitled ‘““‘An Act
to extend the Generalized System of Pref-
erences, and for other purposes.”’, do pass
with the following amendment:

At the end, add the following:

TITLE II—TRADE ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 200. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the ‘“Trade Adjustment Assistance Exten-
sion Act of 2011°".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this title is as follows:

TITLE II—TRADE ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE

Sec. 200. Short title; table of contents.

Subtitle A—Extension of Trade Adjustment

Assistance
PART [—APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS RELATING
TO TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

Sec. 201. Application of provisions relating to

trade adjustment assistance.
PART II—TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
WORKERS

Sec. 211. Group eligibility requirements.

Sec. 212. Reductions in waivers from training.

Sec. 213. Limitations on trade readjustment al-
lowances.

Sec. 214. Funding of training, employment and
case management services, and job
search and relocation allowances.

Sec. 215. Reemployment trade adjustment as-
sistance.

Sec. 216. Program accountability.

Sec. 217. Extension.

PART III—OTHER ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE
Sec. 221. Trade adjustment assistance for firms.
Sec. 222. Trade adjustment assistance for com-

munities.

Sec. 223. Trade adjustment assistance for farm-
ers.

PART IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 231. Applicability of trade adjustment as-
sistance provisions.

Sec. 232. Termination provisions.

Sec. 233. Sunset provisions.

Subtitle B—Health Coverage Improvement
Sec. 241. Health care tax credit.

Sec. 242. TAA pre-certification period rule for
purposes of determining whether
there is a 63-day lapse in cred-
itable coverage.

Sec. 243. Extension of COBRA benefits for cer-
tain TAA-eligible individuals and
PBGC recipients.

Subtitle C—Offsets
PART I—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
PROGRAM INTEGRITY

Sec. 251. Mandatory penalty assessment on
fraud claims.

Sec. 252. Prohibition on noncharging due to em-
ployer fault.

Sec. 253. Reporting of rehired employees to the
directory of new hires.

PART II—ADDITIONAL OFFSETS

Sec. 261. Improvements to contracts with Medi-
care quality improvement organi-
zations (QIOs) in order to improve
the quality of care furnished to
Medicare beneficiaries.
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Sec. 262. Rates for merchandise processing fees.
Sec. 263. Time for remitting certain merchandise
processing fees.

Subtitle A—Extension of Trade Adjustment

Assistance
PART I—APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS RE-

LATING TO TRADE ADJUSTMENT AS-

SISTANCE
SEC. 201. APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS RELAT-

ING TO TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) REPEAL OF SNAPBACK.—Section 1893 of the
Trade and Globalization Adjustment Assistance
Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5; 123 Stat. 422) is
repealed.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—
Except as otherwise provided in this subtitle, the
provisions of chapters 2 through 6 of title II of
the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on February
12, 2011, and as amended by this subtitle, shall—

(1) take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act; and

(2) apply to petitions for certification filed
under chapters 2, 3, or 6 of title II of the Trade
Act of 1974 on or after such date of enactment.

(c) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this subtitle, whenever in this subtitle
an amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of
an amendment to, or repeal of, a provision of
chapters 2 through 6 of title II of the Trade Act
of 1974, the reference shall be considered to be
made to a provision of any such chapter, as in
effect on February 12, 2011.

PART II—-TRADE ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE FOR WORKERS
SEC. 211. GROUP ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 222 of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2272) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b);

(2) by redesignating subsections (c) through
(f) as subsections (b) through (e), respectively;

(3) in paragraph (2) of subsection (b), as re-
designated, by striking ‘‘(d)”’ and inserting
()

(4) in subsection (c), as redesignated, by strik-
ing paragraph (5); and

(5) in paragraph (2) of subsection (d), as re-
designated, by striking ‘‘, (b), or (c)”’ and insert-
ing “or (b)”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 247 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2319) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (3)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (4A),
by striking ‘‘Subject to section 222(d)(5), the
term’’ and inserting ‘‘The term’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking *‘, service
sector firm, or public agency’ and inserting ‘‘or
service sector firm’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (7); and

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (8) through
(19) as paragraphs (7) through (18), respectively.
SEC. 212. REDUCTIONS IN WAIVERS FROM TRAIN.-

ING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 231(c) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2291(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking subparagraphs (A), (B), and
(C); and

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (D), (E),
and (F) as subparagraphs (4), (B), and (C), re-
spectively; and

(2) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking (D), (E),
or (F)’ and inserting “‘or (C)”’.

(b) GooD CAUSE EXCEPTION.—Section 234(b) of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2294(b)) is
amended to read as follows:

““(b) SPECIAL RULE ON GOOD CAUSE FOR WAIV-
ER OF TIME LIMITS OR LATE FILING OF
CLAIMS.—The Secretary shall establish proce-
dures and criteria that allow for a waiver for
good cause of the time limitations with respect
to an application for a trade readjustment al-
lowance or enrollment in training under this
chapter.”’.

SEC. 213. LIMITATIONS ON TRADE READJUST-
MENT ALLOWANCES.

Section 233 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.

2293) is amended—



S5886

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (2), in the matter preceding
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“‘(or” and all
that follows through ‘‘period)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (3)—

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph (4),
by striking ‘78" and inserting ‘‘65°°; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘91-week period’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘78-week period’’; and

(2) by amending subsection (f) to read as fol-
lows:
“(f) PAYMENT OF TRADE READJUSTMENT AL-
LOWANCES TO COMPLETE TRAINING.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section, in
order to assist an adversely affected worker to
complete training approved for the worker
under section 236 that leads to the completion of
a degree or industry-recognized credential, pay-
ments may be made as trade readjustment allow-
ances for not more than 13 weeks within such
period of eligibility as the Secretary may pre-
scribe to account for a break in training or for
justifiable cause that follows the last week for
which the worker is otherwise entitled to a trade
readjustment allowance under this chapter if—

‘““(1) payment of the trade readjustment allow-
ance for not more than 13 weeks is necessary for
the worker to complete the training;

“(2) the worker participates in training in
each such week; and

“(3) the worker—

“(A) has substantially met the performance
benchmarks established as part of the training
approved for the worker;

‘““(B) is expected to continue to make progress
toward the completion of the training; and

“(C) will complete the training during that
period of eligibility.” .

SEC. 214. FUNDING OF TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT
AND CASE MANAGEMENT SERVICES,
AND JOB SEARCH AND RELOCATION
ALLOWANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 236(a)(2) of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296(a)(2)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘and sections 235, 237, and
238 after “‘to carry out this section’’ each place
it appears;

(2) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘“‘of payments that may be made under
paragraph (1) and inserting ‘“‘of funds avail-
able to carry out this section and sections 235,
237, and 238°’; and

(B) by striking clauses (i) and (ii) and insert-
ing the following:

“(i) $575,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012
and 2013; and

‘(i) $143,750,000 for the 3-month period begin-
ning on October 1, 2013, and ending on Decem-
ber 31, 2013.;

(3) in subparagraph (C)(ii)(V), by striking
“relating to the provision of training under this
section’’ and inserting ‘‘to carry out this section
and sections 235, 237, and 238”’; and

(4) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘“‘to pay
the costs of training approved under this sec-
tion”’ and inserting ‘‘to carry out this section
and sections 235, 237, and 238°.

(b) LIMITATIONS ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
AND EMPLOYMENT AND CASE MANAGEMENT
SERVICES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 235A of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2295a) is amended—

(4) in the section heading, by striking
“FUNDING FOR”’ and inserting ‘‘LIMITA-
TIONS ON’’; and

(B) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and in-
serting the following:

“Of the funds made available to a State to
carry out sections 235 through 238 for a fiscal
year, the State shall use—

“(1) not more than 10 percent for the adminis-
tration of the trade adjustment assistance for
workers program under this chapter, including
for—

‘““(A) processing waivers of training require-
ments under section 231;

“(B) collecting, validating, and reporting data
required under this chapter; and
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“(C) providing reemployment trade adjust-
ment assistance under section 246; and

“(2) not less than 5 percent for employment
and case management services under section
235.7°.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the Trade Act of 1974 is amended by
striking the item relating to section 2354 and in-
serting the following:

“Sec. 235A. Limitations on administrative ezx-
penses and employment and case
management services.’’.

(c) REALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.—Section 245 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2317) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘“(c) REALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may—

“(A) reallot funds that were allotted to any
State to carry out sections 235 through 238 and
that remain unobligated by the State during the
second or third fiscal year after the fiscal year
in which the funds were provided to the State;
and

“(B) provide such realloted funds to States to
carry out sections 235 through 238 in accordance
with procedures established by the Secretary.

““(2) REQUESTS BY STATES.—In establishing
procedures under paragraph (1)(B), the Sec-
retary shall include procedures that provide for
the distribution of realloted funds under that
paragraph pursuant to requests submitted by
States in need of such funds.

““(3) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—The reallot-
ment of funds under paragraph (1) shall not ex-
tend the period for which such funds are avail-
able for expenditure.’’.

(d) JOB SEARCH ALLOWANCES.—Section 237 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2297) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(4) by striking “An adversely affected work-
er” and inserting ‘“‘Each State may use funds
made available to the State to carry out sections
235 through 238 to allow an adversely affected
worker”’; and

(B) by striking ‘“may’’ and inserting ‘‘to’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking “An’’ and inserting
and

(ii) by striking ‘‘all necessary job search ex-
penses’’ and inserting ‘‘not more than 90 percent
of the mnecessary job search expenses of the
worker’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking 31,500’ and
inserting ‘‘$1,250"’; and

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘the Sec-
retary shall’”’ and inserting ‘‘a State may’’.

(e) RELOCATION ALLOWANCES.—Section 238 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2298) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(A) by striking ““‘Any adversely affected work-
er” and inserting ‘‘Each State may use funds
made available to the State to carry out sections
235 through 238 to allow an adversely affected
worker’’; and

(B) by striking “may file”’ and inserting ‘‘to
file”’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘“The’” and inserting ““Any’’;
and

(ii) by striking
“‘shall include’’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking “‘all’’ and in-
serting ‘‘not more than 90 percent of the’’; and

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ““$1,500”° and
inserting ‘‘$1,250”’.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 236 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296) is amend-

(1) in subsection (b), in the first sentence, by
striking ‘“‘approppriate’’ and inserting ‘‘appro-
priate’”’; and

(2) by striking subsection (g) and redesig-
nating subsection (h) as subsection (g).

SEC. 215. REEMPLOYMENT TRADE ADJUSTMENT

ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 246(a) of the Trade

Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2318(a)) is amended—

“Any”;

“includes’ and inserting
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(1) in paragraph (3)(B)(ii), by striking
‘855,000’ and inserting ‘$50,000”’; and

(2) in paragraph (5)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking
“$12,000”° and inserting “‘$10,000”’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking

“$12,000”° and inserting ‘$10,000°°.

(b) EXTENSION.—Section 246(b)(1) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2318(b)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘February 12, 2011 and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2013”.

SEC. 216. PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY.

(a) CORE INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 239(7)(2)(A) of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2311(5)(2)(4)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The core indicators of per-
formance described in this paragraph are—

‘(i) the percentage of workers receiving bene-
fits under this chapter who are employed during
the first or second calendar quarter following
the calendar quarter in which the workers cease
receiving such benefits;

““(ii) the percentage of such workers who are
employed during the 2 calendar quarters fol-
lowing the earliest calendar quarter during
which the worker was employed as described in
clause (i);

‘‘(iii) the average earnings of such workers
who are employed during the 2 calendar quar-
ters described in clause (ii); and

““(iv) the percentage of such workers who ob-
tain a recognized postsecondary credential, in-
cluding an industry-recognized credential, or a
secondary school diploma or its recognized
equivalent if combined with employment under
clause (i), while receiving benefits under this
chapter or during the I-year period after such
workers cease receiving such benefits.” .

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall—

(4) take effect on October 1, 2011; and

(B) apply with respect to agreements under
section 239 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2311) entered into before, on, or after October 1,
2011.

(b) COLLECTION AND PUBLICATION OF DATA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 249B(b) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2323(b)) is amended—

(4) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘(includ-
ing such allowances classified by payments
under paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 233(a),
and section 233(f), respectively) and payments
under section 246’ after ‘‘readjustment allow-
ances’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(D) The average number of weeks trade read-
justment allowances were paid to workers.

‘““(E) The number of workers who report that
they have received benefits under a prior certifi-
cation issued under this chapter in any of the 10
fiscal years preceding the fiscal year for which
the data is collected under this section.’’;

(B) in paragraph (3)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘train-
ing leading to an associate’s degree, remedial
education, prerequisite education,” after ‘‘dis-
tance learning,’’;

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as
follows:

‘“(B) The mumber of workers who complete
training approved under section 236 who were
enrolled in pre-layoff training or part-time
training at any time during that training.’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘, and
the average duration of training that does not
include remedial or prerequisite education’’
after “training’’;

(iv) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘dura-
tion’’ and inserting ‘“‘average duration’’; and

(v) in subparagraph (F), by inserting ‘“‘and
the average duration of the training that was
completed by such workers’ after ‘‘training’’;
and
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(C) in paragraph (4)—

(i) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub-
paragraph (D); and

(ii) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘“(B) A summary of the data on workers in the
quarterly reports required under section 239(j)
classified by the age, pre-program educational
level, and post-program credential attainment of
the workers.

‘“(C) The average earnings of workers de-
scribed in section 239(7)(2)(A)(i) in the second,
third, and fourth calendar quarters following
the calendar quarter in which such workers
cease receiving benefits under this chapter, ex-
pressed as a percentage of the average earnings
of such workers in the 3 calendar quarters be-
fore the calendar quarter in which such workers
began receiving benefits under this chapter.”’;
and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

““(6) DATA ON SPENDING .—

‘“(A) The total amount of funds used to pay
for trade readjustment allowances, in the aggre-
gate and by each State.

‘““(B) The total amount of the payments to the
States to carry out sections 235 through 238 used
for training, in the aggregate and for each
State.

‘“(C) The total amount of payments to the
States to carry out sections 235 through 238 used
for the costs of administration, in the aggregate
and for each State.

‘(D) The total amount of payments to the
States to carry out sections 235 through 238 used
for job search and relocation allowances, in the
aggregate and for each State.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Not later than October
1, 2012, the Secretary of Labor shall update the
system required by section 249B(a) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2323(a)) to include the col-
lection of and reporting on the data required by
the amendments made by paragraph (1).

(3) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 249B(d) of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2323(d)) is amended
by striking ‘‘December 15 and inserting ‘‘Feb-
ruary 157°.

SEC. 217. EXTENSION.

Section 245(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2317(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘Feb-
ruary 12, 2011 and inserting ‘‘December 31,

2013,
PART III—-OTHER ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE
SEC. 221. TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
FIRMS.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 3 of title II of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2341 et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 255 the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 255A. ANNUAL REPORT ON TRADE ADJUST-
MENT ASSISTANCE FOR FIRMS.

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December
15, 2012, and annually thereafter, the Secretary
shall prepare a report containing data regarding
the trade adjustment assistance for firms pro-
gram under this chapter for the preceding fiscal
year. The data shall include the following:

‘(1) The number of firms that inquired about
the program.

‘““(2) The number of petitions filed under sec-
tion 251.

“(3) The number of petitions certified and de-
nied by the Secretary.

‘““(4) The average time for processing petitions
after the petitions are filed.

““(5) The number of petitions filed and firms
certified for each congressional district of the
United States.

““(6) Of the number of petitions filed, the num-
ber of firms that entered the program and re-
ceived benefits.

‘““(7) The number of firms that received assist-
ance in preparing their petitions.

““(8) The number of firms that received assist-
ance developing business recovery plans.
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“(9) The number of business recovery plans
approved and denied by the Secretary.

““(10) The average duration of benefits re-
ceived under the program mnationally and in
each region served by an intermediary organiza-
tion referred to in section 253(b)(1).

“(11) Sales, employment, and productivity at
each firm participating in the program at the
time of certification.

“(12) Sales, employment, and productivity at
each firm upon completion of the program and
each year for the 2-year period following com-
pletion of the program.

“(13) The number of firms in operation as of
the date of the report and the number of firms
that ceased operations after completing the pro-
gram and in each year during the 2-year period
following completion of the program.

‘“(14) The financial assistance received by
each firm participating in the program.

““(15) The financial contribution made by each
firm participating in the program.

““(16) The types of technical assistance in-
cluded in the business recovery plans of firms
participating in the program.

““(17) The number of firms leaving the program
before completing the project or projects in their
business recovery plans and the reason the
project or projects were not completed.

““(18) The total amount expended by all inter-
mediary organizations referred to in section
253(b)(1) and by each such organization to ad-
minister the program.

“(19) The total amount expended by inter-
mediary organizations to provide technical as-
sistance to firms under the program nationally
and in each region served by such an organiza-
tion.

““(b) CLASSIFICATION OF DATA.—To the extent
possible, in collecting and reporting the data de-
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary shall
classify the data by intermediary organization,
State, and national totals.

“(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS; PUBLICATION.—
The Secretary shall—

“(1) submit the report described in subsection
(a) to the Committee on Finance of the Senate
and the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives; and

““(2) publish the report in the Federal Register
and on the website of the Department of Com-
merce.

“(d) PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMA-
TION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not re-
lease information described in subsection (a)
that the Secretary considers to be confidential
business information unless the person submit-
ting the confidential business information had
notice, at the time of submission, that such in-
formation would be released by the Secretary, or
such person subsequently consents to the release
of the information.

““(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
subsection shall be construed to prohibit the
Secretary from providing information the Sec-
retary considers to be confidential business in-
formation under paragraph (1) to a court in
camera or to another party under a protective
order issued by a court.”’.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the Trade Act of 1974 is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 255 the
following:

“Sec. 255A. Annual report on trade adjustment
assistance for firms.”’.

(3) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Effective on the
day after the date on which the Secretary of
Commerce submits the report required by section
1866 of the Trade and Globalization Adjustment
Assistance Act of 2009 (19 U.S.C. 2356) for fiscal
year 2011, such section is repealed.

(b) EXTENSION.—Section 255(a) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2345(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“$50,000,000”° and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘February 12, 2011.”° and inserting
“‘$16,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2012 and
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2013, and $4,000,000 for the 3-month period be-
ginning on October 1, 2013, and ending on De-
cember 31, 2013.”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘shall—"" and all that follows
through ‘‘otherwise remain’’ and inserting
“shall remain’’.

SEC. 222. TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
COMMUNITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title II of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2371 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by striking subchapters A, C, and D;

(2) in subchapter B, by striking the sub-
chapter heading; and

(3) by redesignating sections 278 and 279 as
sections 271 and 272, respectively.

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 271
of the Trade Act of 1974, as redesignated by sub-
section (a)(3), is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘December 15 in each of the calendar
years 2009 through’ and inserting ‘‘December
15, 2009,”’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking “‘and’ at the
end;

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

““(3) providing the following data relating to
program performance and outcomes:

‘“(A) Of the grants awarded under this sec-
tion, the amount of funds spent by grantees.

‘““(B) The average dollar amount of grants
awarded under this section.

‘““(C) The average duration of grants awarded
under this section.

‘““(D) The percentage of workers receiving ben-
efits under chapter 2 that are served by pro-
grams developed, offered, or improved using
grants awarded under this section.

“(E) The percentage and number of workers
receiving benefits under chapter 2 who obtained
a degree through such programs and the aver-
age duration of the participation of such work-
ers in training under section 236.

“(F) The number of workers receiving benefits
under chapter 2 served by such programs who
did not complete a degree and the average dura-
tion of the participation of such workers in
training under section 236.”".

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by paragraph (1) shall—

(A) take effect on October 1, 2011; and

(B) apply with respect to reports submitted
under subsection (e) of section 271 of the Trade
Act of 1974, as redesignated by subsection (a)(3),
on or after October 1, 2012.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 271 of the Trade Act of 1974, as re-
designated by subsection (a)(3), is amended—

(A) in subsection (c)—

(i) in paragraph (4)—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(aa) in clause (ii), by striking the semicolon
and inserting ‘‘; and’’;

(bb) by striking clauses (iii) and (iv); and

(cc) by redesignating clause (v) as clause (iii);

(I1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘“‘(A)(v)”’
and inserting ‘‘(A4)(iii)”’; and

(ii) in paragraph (5)(A)—

(1) in clause (i)—

(aa) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by
striking ‘‘, and other entities described in sec-
tion 276(a)(2)(B)’’; and

(bb) in subclause (1I), by striking the semi-
colon and inserting *‘; and’’;

(II) by striking clause (iii); and

(B) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph
(2) and redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2).

(2) Subsection (b) of section 272 of the Trade
Act of 1974, as redesignated by subsection (a)(3),
is amended by striking ‘278(a)(2)’’ and inserting
“271(a)(2)”.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the Trade Act of 1974 is amended by
striking the items relating to chapter 4 of title I
and inserting the following:
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“CHAPTER 4—TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE
FOR COMMUNITIES

“Sec. 271. Community College and Career
Training Grant Program.
“Sec. 272. Authorization of appropriations.”.
SEC. 223. TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
FARMERS.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 293(d) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2401b(d)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘““(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than Janu-
ary 30 of each year, the Secretary shall submit
to the Committee on Finance of the Senate and
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives a report containing the fol-
lowing information with respect to the trade ad-
justment assistance for farmers program under
this chapter during the preceding fiscal year:

‘(1) A list of the agricultural commodities cov-
ered by a certification under this chapter.

‘““(2) The States or regions in which agricul-
tural commodities are produced and the aggre-
gate amount of such commodities produced in
each such State or region.

““(3) The number of petitions filed.

‘““(4) The number of petitions certified and de-
nied by the Secretary.

““(5) The average time for processing petitions.

““(6) The number of petitions filed and agricul-
tural commodity producers approved for each
congressional district of the United States.

“(7) Of the number of producers approved, the
number of agricultural commodity producers
that entered the program and received benefits.

‘““(8) The number of agricultural commodity
producers that completed initial technical assist-
ance.

‘“(9) The number of agricultural commodity
producers that completed intensive technical as-
sistance.

““(10) The number of initial business plans ap-
proved and denied by the Secretary.

‘““(11) The number of long-term business plans
approved and denied by the Secretary.

‘“(12) The total mumber of agricultural com-
modity producers, by congressional district, re-
ceiving initial technical assistance and intensive
technical assistance, respectively, under this
chapter.

‘““(13) The types of initial technical assistance
received by agricultural commodity producers
participating in the program.

‘““(14) The types of intensive technical assist-
ance received by agricultural commodity pro-
ducers participating in the program.

‘““(15) The number of agricultural commodity
producers leaving the program before completing
the projects in their long-term business plans
and the reason those projects were not com-
pleted.

“(16) The total number of agricultural com-
modity producers, by congressional district, re-
ceiving benefits under this chapter.

‘“(17) The average duration of benefits re-
ceived under this chapter.

‘“(18) The number of agricultural commodity
producers in operation as of the date of the re-
port and the number of agricultural commodity
producers that ceased operations after com-
pleting the program and in the 1-year period fol-
lowing completion of the program.

‘“(19) The number of agricultural commodity
producers that report that such producers re-
ceived benefits under a prior certification issued
under this chapter in any of the 10 fiscal years
preceding the date of the report.”’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall—

(A) take effect on October 1, 2011; and

(B) apply with respect to reports submitted
under section 293(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2401b(d)) on or after October 1, 2012.

(b) EXTENSION.—Section 298(a) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2401g(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and there are appropriated’’;
and
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(2) by striking ‘“‘not to exceed” and all that
follows through ‘“‘February 12, 2011°° and insert-
ing ‘“‘not to exceed $90,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 2012 and 2013, and $22,500,000 for the
3-month period beginning on October 1, 2013,
and ending on December 31, 2013”°.

PART IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 231. APPLICABILITY OF TRADE ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE PROVISIONS.

(a) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
WORKERS.—

(1) PETITIONS FILED ON OR AFTER FEBRUARY 13,
2011, AND BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.—

(A) CERTIFICATIONS OF WORKERS NOT CER-
TIFIED BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.—

(i) CRITERIA IF A DETERMINATION HAS NOT
BEEN MADE.—If, as of the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Labor has not made
a determination with respect to whether to cer-
tify a group of workers as eligible to apply for
adjustment assistance under section 222 of the
Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a petition de-
scribed in clause (iii), the Secretary shall make
that determination based on the requirements of
section 222 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect
on such date of enactment.

(ii) RECONSIDERATION OF DENIALS OF CERTIFI-
CATIONS.—If, before the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary made a determination
not to certify a group of workers as eligible to
apply for adjustment assistance under section
222 of the Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a peti-
tion described in clause (iii), the Secretary
shall—

(I) reconsider that determination; and

(11) if the group of workers meets the require-
ments of section 222 of the Trade Act of 1974, as
in effect on such date of enactment, certify the
group of workers as eligible to apply for adjust-
ment assistance.

(iii)) PETITION DESCRIBED.—A petition de-
scribed in this clause is a petition for a certifi-
cation of eligibility for a group of workers filed
under section 221 of the Trade Act of 1974 on or
after February 13, 2011, and before the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(B) ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as provided in clause
(ii), a worker certified as eligible to apply for
adjustment assistance under section 222 of the
Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a petition de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(iii) shall be eligible,
on and after the date that is 60 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, to receive ben-
efits only under the provisions of chapter 2 of
title II of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on
such date of enactment.

(ii) ELECTION FOR WORKERS RECEIVING BENE-
FITS ON THE 60TH DAY AFTER ENACTMENT.—

(I) IN GENERAL.—A worker certified as eligible
to apply for adjustment assistance under section
222 of the Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a peti-
tion described in subparagraph (A)(iii) who is
receiving benefits under chapter 2 of title II of
the Trade Act of 1974 as of the date that is 60
days after the date of the enactment of this Act
may, not later than the date that is 150 days
after such date of enactment, make a one-time
election to receive benefits pursuant to—

(aa) the provisions of chapter 2 of title II of
the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on such date
of enactment; or

(bb) the provisions of chapter 2 of title II of
the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on February
13, 2011.

(I1I) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MAKE ELECTION.—
A worker described in subclause (I) who does
not make the election described in that sub-
clause on or before the date that is 150 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act shall
be eligible to receive benefits only under the pro-
visions of chapter 2 of title II of the Trade Act
of 1974, as in effect on February 13, 2011.

(I1I) COMPUTATION OF MAXIMUM BENEFITS.—
Benefits received by a worker described in sub-
clause (I) under chapter 2 of title II of the Trade
Act of 1974, as in effect on February 13, 2011, be-
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fore the worker makes the election described in
that subclause shall be included in any deter-
mination of the maximum benefits for which the
worker is eligible under the provisions of chap-
ter 2 of title II of the Trade Act of 1974, as in
effect on the date of the enactment of this Act,
or as in effect on February 13, 2011, whichever
is applicable after the election of the worker
under subclause (1I).

(2) PETITIONS FILED BEFORE FEBRUARY 13,
2011.—A worker certified as eligible to apply for
adjustment assistance pursuant to a petition
filed under section 221 of the Trade Act of 1974—

(4) on or after May 18, 2009, and on or before
February 12, 2011, shall continue to be eligible to
apply for and receive benefits under the provi-
sions of chapter 2 of title II of such Act, as in
effect on February 12, 2011; or

(B) before May 18, 2009, shall continue to be
eligible to apply for and receive benefits under
the provisions of chapter 2 of title 1I of such
Act, as in effect on May 17, 2009.

(3) QUALIFYING SEPARATIONS WITH RESPECT TO
PETITIONS FILED WITHIN 90 DAYS OF DATE OF EN-
ACTMENT.—Section 223(b) of the Trade Act of
1974, as in effect on the date of the enactment
of this Act, shall be applied and administered by
substituting ‘‘before February 13, 2010 for
“more than one year before the date of the peti-
tion on which such certification was granted’
for purposes of determining whether a worker is
eligible to apply for adjustment assistance pur-
suant to a petition filed under section 221 of the
Trade Act of 1974 on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act and on or before the date
that is 90 days after such date of enactment.

(b) TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
FIRMS.—

(1) CERTIFICATION OF FIRMS NOT CERTIFIED
BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.—

(A) CRITERIA IF A DETERMINATION HAS NOT
BEEN MADE.—If, as of the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Commerce has not
made a determination with respect to whether to
certify a firm as eligible to apply for adjustment
assistance under section 251 of the Trade Act of
1974 pursuant to a petition described in sub-
paragraph (C), the Secretary shall make that
determination based on the requirements of sec-
tion 251 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on
such date of enactment.

(B) RECONSIDERATION OF DENIAL OF CERTAIN
PETITIONS.—If, before the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary made a determination
not to certify a firm as eligible to apply for ad-
justment assistance under section 251 of the
Trade Act of 1974 pursuant to a petition de-
scribed in subparagraph (C), the Secretary
shall—

(i) reconsider that determination; and

(ii) if the firm meets the requirements of sec-
tion 251 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on
such date of enactment, certify the firm as eligi-
ble to apply for adjustment assistance.

(C) PETITION DESCRIBED.—A petition described
in this subparagraph is a petition for a certifi-
cation of eligibility filed by a firm or its rep-
resentative under section 251 of the Trade Act of
1974 on or after February 13, 2011, and before
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) CERTIFICATION OF FIRMS THAT DID NOT
SUBMIT PETITIONS BETWEEN FEBRUARY 13, 2011,
AND DATE OF ENACTMENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Commerce
shall certify a firm described in subparagraph
(B) as eligible to apply for adjustment assistance
under section 251 of the Trade Act of 1974, as in
effect on the date of the enactment of this Act,
if the firm or its representative files a petition
for a certification of eligibility under section 251
of the Trade Act of 1974 not later than 90 days
after such date of enactment.

(B) FIRM DESCRIBED.—A firm described in this
subparagraph is a firm that the Secretary deter-
mines would have been certified as eligible to
apply for adjustment assistance if—
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(i) the firm or its representative had filed a pe-
tition for a certification of eligibility under sec-
tion 251 of the Trade Act of 1974 on a date dur-
ing the period beginning on February 13, 2011,
and ending on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this Act; and

(i) the provisions of chapter 3 of title II of the
Trade Act of 1974, as in effect on such date of
enactment, had been in effect on that date dur-
ing the period described in clause (i).

SEC. 232. TERMINATION PROVISIONS.

Section 285 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2271 note) is amended—

(1) by striking “‘February 12, 2011”° each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2013’;

(2) in subsection (a)(2)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘‘that chapter’” and all that follows
through ‘‘the worker is—’’ and inserting ‘‘that
chapter if the worker is—"’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘peti-
tions”’ and inserting ‘‘a petition’’; and

(3) in subsection (b)—

(4) in paragraph (1)(B), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘“‘pursuant to a
petition filed under section 251’ after ‘‘chapter
37

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘“‘pursuant to a
petition filed under section 292 after ‘‘chapter
6’ and

(C) by striking paragraph (3).

SEC. 233. SUNSET PROVISIONS.

(a) APPLICATION OF PRIOR LAW.—Subject to
subsection (b), beginning on January 1, 2014,
the provisions of chapters 2, 3, 5, and 6 of title
II of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2271 et
seq.), as in effect on February 13, 2011, shall
apply, except that in applying and admin-
istering such chapters—

(1) paragraph (1) of section 231(c) of that Act
shall be applied and administered as if subpara-
graphs (4), (B), and (C) of that paragraph were
not in effect;

(2) section 233 of that Act shall be applied and
administered—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) in paragraph (2), by substituting ‘‘104-week
period’’ for “‘104-week period’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘130-week period)’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (3)—

(I) in the matter preceding subparagraph (4),
by substituting ‘65 for ““52°°; and

(I1) by substituting ‘‘78-week period’’ for ‘52-
week period’’ each place it appears; and

(B) by applying and administering subsection
(9) as if it read as follows:

“(9) PAYMENT OF TRADE READJUSTMENT AL-
LOWANCES TO COMPLETE TRAINING.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section, in
order to assist an adversely affected worker to
complete training approved for the worker
under section 236 that leads to the completion of
a degree or industry-recognized credential, pay-
ments may be made as trade readjustment allow-
ances for not more than 13 weeks within such
period of eligibility as the Secretary may pre-
scribe to account for a break in training or for
justifiable cause that follows the last week for
which the worker is otherwise entitled to a trade
readjustment allowance under this chapter if—

‘“(1) payment of the trade readjustment allow-
ance for not more than 13 weeks is necessary for
the worker to complete the training;

‘““(2) the worker participates in training in
each such week; and

“(3) the worker—

‘““(A) has substantially met the performance
benchmarks established as part of the training
approved for the worker;

‘““(B) is expected to continue to make progress
toward the completion of the training; and

“(C) will complete the training during that
period of eligibility.”’;

(3) section 245 of that Act shall be applied and
administered by substituting ‘2014’ for “‘2007’;

(4) section 246(b)(1) of that Act shall be ap-
plied and administered by substituting ‘‘Decem-
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ber 31, 2014 for ‘‘the date that is 5 years’” and
all that follows through ‘‘State’’;

(5) section 256(b) of that Act shall be applied
and administered by substituting ‘‘the I-year
period beginning on January 1, 2014’ for ‘‘each
of fiscal years 2003 through 2007, and $4,000,000
for the 3-month period beginning on October 1,
2007’;

(6) section 298(a) of that Act shall be applied
and administered by substituting ‘‘the I1-year
period beginning on January 1, 2014 for ‘“‘each
of the fiscal years’ and all that follows through
“October 1, 2007”’; and

(7) section 285 of that Act shall be applied and
administered—

(A) in subsection (a), by substituting ‘2014’
for <2007’ each place it appears; and

(B) by applying and administering subsection
(b) as if it read as follows:

“(b) OTHER ASSISTANCE.—

““(1) ASSISTANCE FOR FIRMS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), assistance may mnot be provided
under chapter 3 after December 31, 2014.

‘““(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), any assistance approved under chap-
ter 3 on or before December 31, 2014, may be pro-
vided—

‘(i) to the extent funds are available pursuant
to such chapter for such purpose; and

“‘(ii) to the extent the recipient of the assist-
ance is otherwise eligible to receive such assist-
ance.

““(2) FARMERS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), assistance may not be provided
under chapter 6 after December 31, 2014.

‘““(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), any assistance approved under chap-
ter 6 on or before December 31, 2014, may be pro-
vided—

‘(i) to the extent funds are available pursuant
to such chapter for such purpose; and

“‘(ii) to the extent the recipient of the assist-
ance is otherwise eligible to receive such assist-
ance.’’.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The provisions of chapters
2,3, 5, and 6 of title II of the Trade Act of 1974,
as in effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act, shall continue to apply on and after Janu-
ary 1, 2014, with respect to—

(1) workers certified as eligible for trade ad-
justment assistance benefits under chapter 2 of
title II of that Act pursuant to petitions filed
under section 221 of that Act before January 1,
2014;

(2) firms certified as eligible for technical as-
sistance or grants under chapter 3 of title II of
that Act pursuant to petitions filed under sec-
tion 251 of that Act before January 1, 2014; and

(3) agricultural commodity producers certified
as eligible for technical or financial assistance
under chapter 6 of title II of that Act pursuant
to petitions filed under section 292 of that Act
before January 1, 2014.

Subtitle B—Health Coverage Improvement
SEC. 241. HEALTH CARE TAX CREDIT.

(a) TERMINATION OF CREDIT.—Subparagraph
(B) of section 35(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 is amended by inserting *‘, and be-
fore January 1, 2014°’ before the period.

(b) EXTENSION THROUGH CREDIT TERMINATION
DATE OF CERTAIN EXPIRED CREDIT PROVI-
SIONS.—

(1) PARTIAL EXTENSION OF INCREASED CREDIT
RATE.—Section 35(a) of such Code is amended by
striking ‘65 percent (80 percent in the case of el-
igible coverage months beginning before Feb-
ruary 13, 2011)°’ and inserting ‘‘72.5 percent’’.

(2) EXTENSION OF ADVANCE PAYMENT PROVI-
SIONS.—

(A) Section 7527(b) of such Code is amended
by striking ‘65 percent (80 percent in the case of
eligible coverage months beginning before Feb-
ruary 13, 2011)°’ and inserting ‘‘72.5 percent’’.

(B) Section 7527(d)(2) of such Code is amended
by striking ‘“‘which is issued before February 13,
2011,
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(C) Section 7527(e) of such Code is amended by
striking ‘80 percent’ and inserting ‘‘72.5 per-
cent’’.

(D) Section 7527(e) of such Code is amended
by striking ‘“‘In the case of eligible coverage
months beginning before February 13, 2011—"".

(3) EXTENSION OF CERTAIN OTHER RELATED
PROVISIONS.—

(A) Section 35(c)(2)(B) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘“‘and before February 13, 2011”°.

(B) Section 35(e)(1)(K) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘“‘In the case of eligible coverage
months beginning before February 13, 2012, cov-
erage’’ and inserting ‘‘Coverage’’.

(C) Section 35(g)(9) of such Code, as added by
section 1899E(a) of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Tax Act of 2009 (relating to con-
tinued qualification of family members after cer-
tain events), is amended by striking ‘‘In the case
of eligible coverage months beginning before
February 13, 2011—"".

(D) Section 173(f)(8) of the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 is amended by striking ‘‘In the
case of eligible coverage months beginning be-
fore February 13, 2011—"".

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as otherwise provided
in this subsection, the amendments made by this
section shall apply to coverage months begin-
ning after February 12, 2011.

(2) ADVANCE PAYMENT PROVISIONS.—

(A) The amendment made by subsection
(b)(2)(B) shall apply to certificates issued after
the date which is 30 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(B) The amendment made by subsection
(b)(2)(D) shall apply to coverage months begin-
ning after the date which is 30 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 242. TAA PRE-CERTIFICATION PERIOD RULE
FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING
WHETHER THERE IS A 63-DAY LAPSE
IN CREDITABLE COVERAGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions are
each amended by striking ‘‘February 13, 2011’
and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2014°’:

(1) Section 9801(c)(2)(D) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986.

(2) Section 701(c)(2)(C) of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1181(c)(2)(C)).

(3) Section 2701(c)(2)(C) of the Public Health
Service Act (as in effect for plan years begin-
ning before January 1, 2014).

(4) Section 2704(c)(2)(C) of the Public Health
Service Act (as in effect for plan years begin-
ning on or after January 1, 2014).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to plan years beginning
after February 12, 2011.

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULES.—

(A)  BENEFIT  DETERMINATIONS.—Notwith-
standing the amendments made by this section
(and the provisions of law amended thereby), a
plan shall not be required to modify benefit de-
terminations for the period beginning on Feb-
ruary 13, 2011, and ending 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, but a plan shall
not fail to be qualified health insurance within
the meaning of section 35(e) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 during this period merely due
to such failure to modify benefit determinations.

(B) GUIDANCE CONCERNING PERIODS BEFORE 30
DAYS AFTER ENACTMENT.—Ezxcept as provided in
subparagraph (A), the Secretary of the Treasury
(or his designee), in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services and the
Secretary of Labor, may issue regulations or
other guidance regarding the scope of the appli-
cation of the amendments made by this section
to periods before the date which is 30 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(C) SPECIAL RULE RELATING TO CERTAIN LOSS
OF COVERAGE.—In the case of a TAA-related loss
of coverage (as defined in section
4980B(f)(5)(C)(iv) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986) that occurs during the period beginning
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on February 13, 2011, and ending 30 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 7-day
period described in section 9801(c)(2)(D) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, section
701(c)(2)(C) of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974, and section 2701(c)(2)(C) of
the Public Health Service Act shall be extended
until 30 days after such date of enactment.
SEC. 243. EXTENSION OF COBRA BENEFITS FOR
CERTAIN TAA-ELIGIBLE INDIVID-
UALS AND PBGC RECIPIENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions are
each amended by striking ‘‘February 12, 2011’
and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2014°’:

(1) Section 602(2)(A)(v) of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1162(2)(A)(v)).

(2) Section 602(2)(A)(vi) of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1162(2)(A)(vi)).

(3) Section 4980B(f)(2)(B)(i)(V) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(4) Section 4980B(f)(2)(B)(i)(VI) of such Code.

(5) Section 2202(2)(A)(iv) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300bb-2(2)(A4)(iv)).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to periods of coverage
which would (without regard to the amend-
ments made by this section) end on or after the
date which is 30 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

Subtitle C—Offsets
PART I-UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
PROGRAM INTEGRITY
SEC. 251. MANDATORY PENALTY ASSESSMENT ON
FRAUD CLAIMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303(a) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 503(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking the period at
the end of subparagraph (B) and inserting “*;
and”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(11)(A) At the time the State agency deter-
mines an erroneous payment from its unemploy-
ment fund was made to an individual due to
fraud committed by such individual, the assess-
ment of a penalty on the individual in an
amount of mnot less than 15 percent of the
amount of the erroneous payment,; and

‘““(B) The immediate deposit of all assessments
paid pursuant to subparagraph (A4) into the un-
employment fund of the State.”’.

(b) APPLICATION TO FEDERAL PAYMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—ASs a condition for admin-
istering any unemployment compensation pro-
gram of the United States (as defined in para-
graph (2)) as an agent of the United States, if
the State determines that an erroneous payment
was made by the State to an individual under
any such program due to fraud committed by
such individual, the State shall assess a penalty
on such individual and deposit any such pen-
alty received in the same manner as the State
assesses and deposits such penalties under pro-
visions of State law implementing section
303(a)(11) of the Social Security Act, as added
by subsection (a).

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘“‘umemployment compensation
program of the United States’ means—

(A) unemployment compensation for Federal
civilian employees under subchapter I of chap-
ter 85 of title 5, United States Code;

(B) unemployment compensation for ex-
servicemembers under subchapter II of chapter
85 of title 5, United States Code;

(C) trade readjustment allowances under sec-
tions 231 through 234 of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2291-2294);

(D) disaster unemployment assistance under
section 410(a) of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C.
5177(a));

(E) any Federal temporary extension of unem-
ployment compensation;

(F) any Federal program which increases the
weekly amount of unemployment compensation
payable to individuals; and
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(G) any other Federal program providing for
the payment of unemployment compensation.

(¢c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as provided in para-
graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to erroneous payments established
after the end of the 2-year period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) AUTHORITY.—A State may amend its State
law to apply such amendments to erroneous
payments established prior to the end of the pe-
riod described in paragraph (1).

SEC. 252. PROHIBITION ON NONCHARGING DUE
TO EMPLOYER FAULT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3303 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (f) and (g); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(f) PROHIBITION ON NONCHARGING DUE TO
EMPLOYER FAULT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State law shall be treated
as meeting the requirements of subsection (a)(1)
only if such law provides that an employer’s ac-
count shall not be relieved of charges relating to
a payment from the State unemployment fund if
the State agency determines that—

“(A) the payment was made because the em-
ployer, or an agent of the employer, was at fault
for failing to respond timely or adequately to
the request of the agency for information relat-
ing to the claim for compensation; and

“(B) the employer or agent has established a
pattern of failing to respond timely or ade-
quately to such requests.

““(2) STATE AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE STRICTER
STANDARDS.—Nothing in paragraph (1) shall
limit the authority of a State to provide that an
employer’s account not be relieved of charges re-
lating to a payment from the State unemploy-
ment fund for reasons other than the reasons
described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of such
paragraph, such as after the first instance of a
failure to respond timely or adequately to re-
quests described in paragraph (1)(4).”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to erroneous payments established
after the end of the 2-year period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) AUTHORITY.—A State may amend its State
law to apply such amendments to erroneous
payments established prior to the end of the pe-
riod described in paragraph (1).

SEC. 253. REPORTING OF REHIRED EMPLOYEES
TO THE DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.

(a) DEFINITION OF NEWLY HIRED EMPLOYEE.—
Section 453A(a)(2) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 653a(a)(2)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(C) NEWLY HIRED EMPLOYEE.—The term
‘newly hired employee’ means an employee
who—

“(i) has not previously been employed by the
employer; or

““(i1) was previously employed by the employer
but has been separated from such prior employ-
ment for at least 60 consecutive days.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), the
amendments made by this section shall take ef-
fect 6 months after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) COMPLIANCE TRANSITION PERIOD.—If the
Secretary of Health and Human Services deter-
mines that State legislation (other than legisla-
tion appropriating funds) is required in order
for a State plan under part D of title IV of the
Social Security Act to meet the additional re-
quirement imposed by the amendment made by
subsection (a), the plan shall not be regarded as
failing to meet such requirement before the first
day of the second calendar quarter beginning
after the close of the first regular session of the
State legislature that begins after the effective
date of such amendment. If the State has a 2-
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year legislative session, each year of the session
is deemed to be a separate regular session of the
State legislature.
PART IT—ADDITIONAL OFFSETS
SEC. 261. IMPROVEMENTS TO CONTRACTS WITH
MEDICARE QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
ORGANIZATIONS (QIOS) IN ORDER
TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF CARE
FURNISHED TO MEDICARE BENE-
FICIARIES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT WITH A BROAD
RANGE OF ENTITIES.—

(1) DEFINITION.—Section 1152 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-1) is amended by
striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting
the following new paragraphs:

‘(1) is able, as determined by the Secretary, to
perform its functions under this part in a man-
ner consistent with the efficient and effective
administration of this part and title XVIII;

“(2) has at least one individual who is a rep-
resentative of health care providers on its gov-
erning body; and’’.

(2) NAME CHANGE.—Part B of title XI of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c et seq.) is
amended—

(A) in the headings for sections 1152 and 1153,
by striking ‘‘UTILIZATION AND QUALITY CONTROL
PEER REVIEW’ and inserting ‘“‘QUALITY IMPROVE-
MENT”’;

(B) in the heading for section 1154, by striking
“PEER REVIEW” and inserting ‘‘QUALITY IM-
PROVEMENT’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘utilication and quality con-
trol peer review’ and ‘‘peer review’’ each place
it appears before ‘‘organization’ or ‘‘organiza-
tions”’ and inserting ‘‘quality improvement’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM.—Title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘utilization and quality con-
trol peer review’ and inserting ‘‘quality im-
provement’’ each place it appears;

(B) by striking ‘‘quality control and peer re-
view’” and inserting ‘‘quality improvement’’
each place it appears;

(C) in paragraphs (1)(A)(iii)(I) and (2) of sec-
tion 1842(1), by striking ‘‘peer review organiza-
tion”’ and inserting ‘‘quality improvement orga-
nization’’;

(D) in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section
1866(a)(3), by striking ‘‘peer review’’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘quality improvement’’;

(E) in section 1867(d)(3), in the heading, by
striking ‘‘PEER REVIEW’ and inserting ‘‘QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT’’; and

(F) in section 1869(c)(3)(G), by striking ‘‘peer
review organizations’” and inserting ‘‘quality
improvement organizations’’.

(b) IMPROVEMENTS WITH RESPECT TO THE
CONTRACT.—

(1) FLEXIBILITY WITH RESPECT TO THE GEO-
GRAPHIC SCOPE OF CONTRACTS.—Section 1153 of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-2) is
amended—

(A) by striking subsection (a) and inserting
the following new subsection:

‘““(a) The Secretary shall establish throughout
the United States such local, State, regional,
national, or other geographic areas as the Sec-
retary determines appropriate with respect to
which contracts under this part will be made.”’;

(B) in subsection (b)(1), as amended by sub-
section (a)(2)—

(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘“‘a con-
tract with a quality improvement organization’’
and inserting ‘‘contracts with one or more qual-
ity improvement organizations’’; and

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘meets
the requirements’” and all that follows before
the period at the end and inserting ‘‘will be op-
erating in an area, the Secretary shall ensure
that there is no duplication of the functions car-
ried out by such organizations within the area’’;

(C) in subsection (b)(2)(B), by inserting ‘‘or
the Secretary determines that there is a more
qualified entity to perform one or more of the
functions in section 1154(a)’’ after ‘‘under this
part’’;
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(D) in subsection (b)(3)—

(i) in subparagraph (4), by striking **, or asso-
ciation of such facilities,”’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

(I) by striking ‘‘or association of such facili-
ties”’; and

(1) by striking ‘‘or associations’’; and

(E) by striking subsection (i).

(2) EXTENSION OF LENGTH OF CONTRACTS.—
Section 1153(c)(3) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1320c-2(c)(3)) is amended—

(4) by striking ‘‘three years” and inserting
“five years’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘on a triennial basis’’ and in-
serting ‘‘for terms of five years’’.

(3) AUTHORITY TO TERMINATE IN A MANNER
CONSISTENT WITH THE FEDERAL ACQUISITION REG-
ULATION.—Section 1153 of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-2) is amended—

(4) in subsection (b), by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘“(4) The Secretary may consider a variety of
factors in selecting the contractors that the Sec-
retary determines would provide for the most ef-
ficient and effective administration of this part,
such as geographic location, size, and prior ex-
perience in health care quality improvement.
Quality improvement organizations operating as
of January 1, 2012, shall be allowed to compete
for new contracts (as determined appropriate by
the Secretary) along with other qualified orga-
nizations and are eligible for renewal of con-
tracts for terms five years thereafter (as deter-
mined appropriate by the Secretary).”’;

(B) in subsection (c), by striking paragraphs
(4) through (6) and redesignating paragraphs
(7) and (8) as paragraphs (4) and (5), respec-
tively; and

(C) by striking subsection (d).

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENT.—Section
1153(c)(5) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1320c-2(c)(5)), as redesignated by this sub-
section, is amended to read as follows:

““(5) reimbursement shall be made to the orga-
nization on a monthly basis, with payments for
any month being made consistent with the Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation.”.

(c) AUTHORITY FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
ORGANIZATIONS TO  PERFORM  SPECIALIZED
FUNCTIONS AND TO ELIMINATE CONFLICTS OF IN-
TEREST.—Part B of title XI of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 1153—

(A) in subsection (b)(1), as amended by sub-
section (b)(1)(B), by inserting after the first sen-
tence the following new sentence: ‘‘In entering
into contracts with such qualified organiza-
tions, the Secretary shall, to the extent appro-
priate, seek to ensure that each of the functions
described in section 1154(a) are carried out with-
in an area established under subsection (a).’’;
and

(B) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘the func-
tions set forth in section 1154(a), or may Sub-
contract for the performance of all or some of
such functions’” and inserting ‘“‘a function or
functions under section 1154 directly or may
subcontract for the performance of all or some of
such function or functions’’; and

(2) in section 1154—

(4) in subsection (a)—

(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—

(1) by striking ‘““‘Any’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject
to subsection (b), any’’; and

(II) by inserting ‘‘one or more of”’ before ‘“‘the
following functions’’;

(ii) in paragraph (4), by striking subpara-
graph (C);

(iii) by inserting after paragraph (11) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘““(12) As part of the organization’s review re-
sponsibility under paragraph (1), the organiza-
tion shall review all ambulatory surgical proce-
dures specified pursuant to section 1833(i)(1)(A)
which are performed in the area, or, at the dis-
cretion of the Secretary, a sample of such proce-
dures.”’; and

(iv) in paragraph (15), by striking ‘‘significant
on-site review activities” and all that follows
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before the period at the end and inserting ‘‘on-
site review activities as the Secretary determines
appropriate’’.

(B) by striking subsection (d) and redesig-
nating subsections (b) and (c) as subsections (c)
and (d), respectively; and

(C) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) A quality improvement organization en-
tering into a contract with the Secretary to per-
form a function described in a paragraph under
subsection (a) must perform all of the activities
described in such paragraph, except to the ex-
tent otherwise mnegotiated with the Secretary
pursuant to the contract or except for a func-
tion for which the Secretary determines it is not
appropriate for the organization to perform,
such as a function that could cause a conflict of
interest with another function.”.

(d) QUALITY IMPROVEMENT AS SPECIFIED
FuNncTION.—Section 1154(a) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-3(a)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new paragraph:

“(18) The organization shall perform, subject
to the terms of the contract, such other activities
as the Secretary determines may be mnecessary
for the purposes of improving the quality of care
furnished to individuals with respect to items
and services for which payment may be made
under title XVIII.”.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to contracts entered
into or renewed on or after January 1, 2012.

SEC. 262. RATES FOR MERCHANDISE PROCESSING
FEES.

(a) FEES FOR PERIOD FROM JULY 1, 2014, TO
NOVEMBER 30, 2015.—For the period beginning
on July 1, 2014, and ending on November 30,
2015, section 13031(a)(9) of the Consolidated Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19
U.S.C. 58c(a)(9)) shall be applied and adminis-
tered—

(1) in subparagraph (A),
“0.3464"’ for °0.21"’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by substituting
“0.3464"’ for “°0.21"".

(b) FEES FOR PERIOD FROM OCTOBER 1, 2016,
TO SEPTEMBER 30, 2019.—For the period begin-
ning on October 1, 2016, and ending on Sep-
tember 30, 2019, section 13031(a)(9) of the Con-
solidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(a)(9)) shall be applied and
administered—

(1) in subparagraph (A),
“0.1740" for “°0.21"’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by substituting
“0.1740" for “°0.21"".

SEC. 263. TIME FOR REMITTING CERTAIN MER-
CHANDISE PROCESSING FEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, any fees authorized under
paragraphs (9) and (10) of section 13031(a) of
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(a) (9) and (10))
with respect to processing merchandise entered
on or after October 1, 2012, and before November
12, 2012, shall be paid not later than September
25, 2012, in an amount equivalent to the amount
of such fees paid by the person responsible for
such fees with respect to merchandise entered on
or after October 1, 2011, and before November 12,
2011, as determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury.

(b) RECONCILIATION OF MERCHANDISE PROC-
ESSING FEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 12,
2012, the Secretary of the Treasury shall rec-
oncile the fees paid pursuant to subsection (a)
with the fees for services actually provided on or
after October 1, 2012, and before November 12,
2012.

(2) REFUNDS OF OVERPAYMENTS.—

(A) After making the reconciliation required
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall refund with interest any overpayment
of such fees made under subsection (a) and
make proper adjustments with respect to any
underpayment of such fees.

by substituting

by substituting
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(B) No interest may be assessed with respect to
any such underpayment that was based on the
amount of fees paid for merchandise entered on
or after October 1, 2012, and before November 12,
2012.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senator MORAN to be recog-
nized for up to 10 minutes; that fol-
lowing his remarks that the Senate re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Kansas.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, this
is a historically significant week for
the United States and for all those who
care about peace and stability in the
Middle East. As we know, it is a region
that is already roiled by protests and
war and faces the prospect now of even
more tension, more uncertainty, and
potentially more violence.

We know this to be the case if the
Palestinian Authority’s President
Abbas goes forward with his plan to
seek recognition of Palestinian state-
hood at the United Nations in New
York. We have known for some time
that this was coming and, thankfully,
the U.S. Government has expressed op-
position to this ill-conceived idea, and
the administration plans to direct a
veto of the measure.

Our government has also worked to
persuade other nations to join us in op-
posing the Palestinian statehood bid.
But I am afraid we have not done
enough to convince the Palestinians
there will be consequences for their ac-
tions.

By pursuing recognition of a state at
the U.N., President Abbas is choosing
confrontation rather than negotiations
with Israel. In doing so, he is violating
the Oslo peace agreements signed 18
years ago which state that the conflict
between Israel and the Palestinians
must be solved through direct negotia-
tions between the two parties. Direct
negotiations are not just the best way
to achieve peace, they are the only way
to achieve lasting peace.

Direct negotiations are meant to
bring the two sides to the finish line,
where all the final status issues, in-
cluding borders, can be resolved. By re-
jecting negotiations with Israel and ap-
pealing to the U.N., the Palestinians
are trying to make the previous
agreed-upon finish line the new start
line. If President Abbas pursues state-
hood this week at the U.N., the Pal-
estinians will find it more difficult to
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compromise in the future, given the
terms of the state they are seeking rec-
ognition for.

Israel will also find it more difficult
to enter into future talks when the
starting point is already an unaccept-
able result. Years of American efforts
to foster peace will be set back and
threats to security will increase once
the Palestinians discover that votes in
favor of their statehood have not
changed any of the circumstances of
their daily lives.

The Palestinian statehood bid will do
nothing to bring Palestinians or Israel
peace, for peace cannot be made by
votes in the Security Council or the
General Assembly. All parties involved
stand to lose if President Abbas pur-
sues statehood at the United Nations.

It is important the truth be told.
Israel is not what stands in the way of
a Palestinian state; neither is the
United States standing in the way of a
Palestinian state, for both the United
States and Israel have endorsed the
creation of that future state. What pre-
vents the state’s creation is the Pales-
tinian refusal to recognize Israel as a
Jewish state with historical rights
going back thousands of years, to the
land and to Jerusalem.

The Palestinians must recognize
Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish state
and must return to the negotiating
table. Rejecting these terms and in-
stead going to the United Nations will
result in widespread repercussions. The
Palestinian Authority and the Pales-
tinian people rely heavily upon inter-
national donors and support. Chief
among those benefactors are the Amer-
ican taxpayer. Last year, Americans
sent about $5650 million to the Palestin-
ians.

In June, this Senate unanimously
passed a resolution cosponsored by 90
Senators, including me. That resolu-
tion stated that the Senate intends to
consider reductions and restrictions on
aid to the Palestinian Authority
should it continue its efforts to cir-
cumvent direct negotiations by turning
to the United Nations.

My request this evening of my col-
leagues is that we should abide by this
resolution. There might be con-
sequences. Lasting peace requires it.

I yield the floor.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess subject to the call of the
Chair.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:54 p.m.,
recessed subject to the call of the Chair
and reassembled at 8:21 p.m., when
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mrs. SHAHEEN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
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ness, with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
——

SOLIDARITY WITH ISRAEL ACT

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
MiTcH MCCONNELL from Kentucky and
Senator CORNYN from Texas as cospon-
sors on S. 1595, the Solidarity with
Israel Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I en-
courage all Senators to get on board
with that bill. It is time to send mes-
sages that the U.N. will understand.

Madam President, it appears the
leader of the Palestinian Liberation
Organization and the Palestinian Au-
thority, Mahmoud Abbas, is going to
request that the United Nations recog-
nize Palestine as a member state. This
action will create a major, unneces-
sary, and avoidable obstacle for peace.
It is quite simply intolerable.

For that reason, yesterday I, along
with 15 of my colleagues, including my
colleague and friend from Kentucky,
the Republican leader, introduced S.
1595, the Solidarity with Israel Act.
Should the United Nations recognize a
Palestinian state, this legislation
would terminate the U.S. funding for
the U.N.

I recognize that the consequences for
recognizing a Palestinian state are se-
vere, but they are appropriate.

Recognition of a Palestinian state at
this point would undermine the peace
process, and some have even questioned
its legality. It would be a deeply irre-
sponsible action that brings into fur-
ther doubt the legitimacy of the United
Nations as a good-faith actor in secur-
ing a more peaceful, more free, and
more democratic world.

As I, and many of my colleagues have
repeatedly stated on the floor of the
Senate, the sole means to create a last-
ing and enduring peace between Israel
and the Palestinians is through direct
negotiations. By attempting an end
run around these negotiations—and
make no mistake, that is the aspira-
tion of this Palestinian endeavor—the
only result would be to delay the crit-
ical decisions which must be made to
obtain a durable peace.

What is required is leadership—real
leadership—to impress upon the Pal-
estinians and the world community
that if the United Nations capitulates
and changes Palestine’s status before a
comprehensive peace agreement is
reached, there will be consequences.
Unfortunately, President Obama, in his
speech to the United Nations yester-
day, failed to provide that leadership
and to take control of this quickly de-
teriorating situation.

Accordingly, yesterday, I and my col-
leagues introduced the Solidarity with
Israel Act. The United States can and
should exercise its Security Council
veto if the Palestinians make good on
their threat to attempt to change their
U.N. status. However, the use of our
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veto power might not be enough to
stop this subterfuge.

There are two methods by which the
Palestinians could attempt to change
their United Nations status. The first
is to have the Security Council rec-
ommend to the General Assembly that
Palestine become a member nation of
the United Nations. But in the Secu-
rity Council, the United States can
veto a proposed change. However, the
Palestinians also have another means
to alter their status. They could peti-
tion the General Assembly directly—
where the United States does not have
a veto—and seek an upgrade from their
current position as a permanent ob-
server entity to a nonobserver state. If
this occurs, the Palestinians will be in
a much better position to manipulate
U.N.-affiliated agencies, such as the
International Criminal Court.

It should go without saying, but I
will remind this body that the prospect
of Palestinians bringing actions
against Israel’s leaders and military
forces for defending our sovereign
ally’s right to exist is completely unac-
ceptable.

We should expect more from the
United Nations, but in spite of its
sweeping statements in support of indi-
vidual rights and peace, it has a mixed
record at best when it comes to the
treatment of Israel, a liberal democ-
racy. The low point of its long and tar-
nished history on this subject was the
General Assembly’s contemptible 1975
resolution equating Zionism with rac-
ism. A General Assembly upgrade of
the Palestinians to nonobserver state-
hood status would be another in a long
line of hostile acts toward Israel and
another hindrance to the peace pros-
pect and process.

Deterring this outcome is the pri-
mary objective of the Solidarity with
Israel Act. Israel is a friend and ally of
the United States. It is a beacon of de-
mocracy and liberality in a part of the
world that is too frequently lacking in
both. Although the Palestinians have
officially recognized Israel’s right to
exist, their rhetoric continues to bring
the strength of this commitment into
question.

Therefore, we cannot sit passively
while the United Nations undermines
Israel. Simply put, if the United Na-
tions votes to harm our trusted ally by
changing Palestine’s U.N. status, this
legislation would require termination
of U.S. funding of the United Nations
until a comprehensive peace agreement
is reached with Israel.

The message of our legislation is also
simple. The time for these types of
games has ended. We will not stand by
and allow a political spectacle to be
created which only maligns our ally.
The Solidarity with Israel Act seeks to
deter those who would engage in false
charades and redirect the international
community toward promoting the only
means to truly achieve a lasting peace:
direct negotiations between Israel and
the Palestinians.
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It is my earnest hope that even
greater numbers of Members will join
us in this cause. I think this is an im-
portant issue, and I hope we can get
every Member of this community, of
this Senate, to join with us in this par-
ticular cause.

———

TRIBUTE TO IRA JACKSON “RED”’
CORNETT

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I rise today to recognize a very suc-
cessful and hard-working Kentuckian,
Mr. Ira Jackson Cornett. Ira—known
to his friends as ‘“Red’’—celebrated his
95th birthday September 12 and is the
proud founder and owner of the inter-
nationally known engine rebuilding
firm, Cornett Machine Shop. Red is ex-
tremely proud of his God-given ability
to rebuild all types of engines and
claims if you can break it, then he can
certainly fix it.

Red was born in London, KY, and
moved to Oregon with his family when
he was young. He later returned to
Somerset where in 1948, he bought land
and established Cornett Machine Shop,
which specializes in the rebuilding of
racing engines from all over the world.
Over the years, Red’s unique skills
have been crucial to his success and
helped him gain international recogni-
tion. Red once sold an engine to Tiger
Woods’ caddy and shipped it to New
Zealand. Another time, Red had the op-
portunity to rebuild a V-12 airplane en-
gine like the one flown by Eddie Rick-
enbacker, a famous American fighter
ace in World War I. Currently, Cornett
Machine Shop is rebuilding a Jones car
that was made in Kansas in 1917—a car
he feels very few these days realize
were ever made.

Red’s Cornett Machine Shop has been
a successful and reputable business for
decades. Now located on a hilltop on
the west side of south U.S. 27, the busi-
ness is still running full tilt and Red
has faith the tradition will continue as
he has passed along his talents to his
sons, David and Jack. However, until
then, Red says he plans to keep on
going, as he still has a lot of work to
do.

Mr. Ira Jackson ‘‘Red’” Cornett con-
tinues to exemplify the character and
success that define generation after
generation of Kentuckians; I ask unan-
imous consent that a recent article
published in Kentucky’s Pulaski Coun-
ty-area Commonwealth Journal that
highlights Red’s lifelong achievements
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Commonwealth Journal, Sept. 22,
2011]
RED CORNETT: ENGINE BUILDER GOING STRONG
AT 95
(By Bill Mardis, Editor Emeritus)

“The Lord gave everybody a talent to
make a living and a person ought to enjoy
doing it.”

Ira Jackson Cornett—his friends and ev-
erybody call him ‘‘Red”—has been using his
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God-given talent longer than most people
live. He passed his 95th birthday September
12. That’s correct. He has been living for nine
decades and a half and just keeps on going.
““Red”” Cornett shows up for work every day
at his beloved Cornett Machine Shop.

“I go home for lunch,” Cornett reflected.
His wife, Mary Elizabeth, is in poor health
and he goes home to see about her. They’ve
been married 70 years.

“I’'ve still got a lot of work to do,” said
Cornett, grinning and guiding his power
chair among sophisticated machinery in the
sprawling Cornett Machine Shop on South
U.S. 27.

Cornett loves to talk about his business.
He relaxes in his chair, stopping a moment
as he and a visitor toured the plant.

Someone spoke, calling him ‘“Red.” He
rubbed a hand through a headful of gray
hair. “My hair used to be bright red,” he
laughed. ‘“My whiskers still are and
they’re thick too.”

Cornett Machine Shop is his baby. He loves
it. It is part of his life. The internationally
known engine rebuilding firm rebuilds en-
gines, all kinds of engines; racing engines;

engines from all over the world. ‘“‘Red”
Cornett knows how it works.
‘““The Lord gave me a talent . . . if you can

break it I can fix it,” said Cornett. ““If no-
body else wants to tackle it, I'll do it.”” He
has passed his talents along to son, David,
who manages the machine shop, and to Jack,
who is in charge of the Racing Division.

“We sold (golfer) Tiger Woods’ caddy an
engine last week,” noted Cornett. ‘“We
shipped it to New Zealand. We sent an engine
to Bend, Oregon, yesterday.”

Recently, Cornett Machine Shop rebuilt a
V-12 airplane engine like the one flown by
Eddie Rickenbacker, an American fighter
ace in World War I. ““We built parts for it,”
Cornett said.

Cornett Machine Shop currently is rebuild-
ing a Jones car made in Kansas in 1917.

‘“Very few people know there was a Jones
car,” Cornett laughed. ‘“They were making
them back in 1902 and 1903.”” Nearby was a
flathead Ford engine circa 1939-40.

Currently, Cornett Machine Shop has 16
employees. ‘‘One fellow has been here for 55
years,” Cornett said. ‘“‘At one time I had
about 30 employees,” he related. Each em-
ployee has his own private air-conditioned
room in which to work.

Age has not tempered Cornett’s strong
opinions. ‘“Young people don’t have the same
work ethics we have,” he declared. ‘“‘They
don’t love their work like we do.”

Cornett didn’t reveal his political persua-
sion, but he isn’t too impressed with the cur-
rent administration in Washington. ‘‘Obama
sure has been a disappointment,” he offered.

About the economy, Cornett has an un-
usual perspective. ‘“Things are no higher
than they ever were. Money is junk . . . it’s
getting more worthless.”

‘I started out on my own in 1948,” he re-
calls. His first machine shop was located on
South Main Street. *¢ . The telephone
company and me were in the same block,”’ he
said.

Next, Cornett Machine Shop moved to U.S.
27 where the Tradewind shopping center is
now located. ““(U.S. 27) was a single lane
(each way) then,” he remembers. ‘“‘Finley’s
(Drive-in) was the next thing that built out
there.”

‘I bought that lot (Tradewind location) for
$2,000,”” Cornett remembers. ‘I went to Pope
Walker at First and Farmers Bank and he
told me I could borrow all the money I need-
ed.” Cornett Machine Shop has since located
on a hilltop farther south on the west side of
U.S. 27, now a six-lane boulevard.

Cornett was born in nearby London but his
family moved to Oregon. They later returned
to Somerset.
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“I worked for the forest service in Idaho
for $7.50 an hour,” Cornett recalls. His love
for the outdoors has lingered throughout his
life. His hobbies are shooting, and big-game
hunting. ‘“‘I’ve killed moose, elk, deer, ante-
lope and millions of prairie dogs in South
Dakota and Montana.”

In addition to David and Jack, the
Cornett’s have two daughters, Mary Ann
Bingham who lives in Alabama, and Arlene
Warner of Somerset.

Cornett is not letting 95 years stand in his
way. ‘I plan to keep on going. That’s my tal-
ent; that’s what God said for me to do. If you
enjoy it, why not?”’

———

TRIBUTE TO JIM MOORE

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I rise today to pay tribute to a proud
and grateful Kentucky veteran. Mr.
Jim Moore was born and raised in Lau-
rel County, KY, and takes pride in the
many changes he has witnessed over
the past 80 years. One of 12 children,
Jim grew up on a small farm on
McWhorter Road and recalls the tears
and triumphs of growing up in Laurel
County.

Jim’s parents, John and Lillie, pro-
vided food from the family farm as well
as occasionally peddled on Main Street
to make ends meet. Jim’s parents set
up a booth every year at the Laurel
County Fair and sold everything from
corn stalks and tobacco to canned
goods and bakery products.

Jim, along with his siblings, attended
school in a one-room schoolhouse
where one teacher taught all subjects
to 60-70 students at a time. Jim recalls
being expelled from the school on his
very first day; Jim’s teacher wrote a
note to his mother after he delib-
erately disobeyed the teacher’s orders
to not leave school grounds. Jim re-
turned to school the next year and
began first grade.

Jim also remembers the time when
one of the first cars appeared in Laurel
County. Jim was in school one after-
noon when everyone heard the unfa-
miliar sound of a car coming down the
road. Everyone, including the teacher,
ran outside to get a glimpse of it as it
drove by. To Jim’s surprise, the car
was in his driveway when he returned
home after school—Jim’s Uncle Leslie
was the proud owner of the vehicle and
had driven it all the way from Oregon.
Jim reminisces how his family thought
that his uncle was rich because he
would make multiple trips to get all 16
members of the family to the Reda
movie theater and paid 10 cents per
person to get everyone in.

Jim eventually joined the U.S. Army
and served for several years before
being discharged. Once out of the mili-
tary, Jim drove a freight truck for 35
years before eventually retiring. Like
countless other Kentuckians, Jim cher-
ishes his childhood memories and is
very fond of his deep roots in our great
Commonwealth.

Madam President, the Laurel County
Sentinel Echo recently published an ar-
ticle highlighting Mr. Jim Moore’s life
and memories. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full article be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Laurel County Sentinel Echo,
June 6, 2011]
MOORE THINKS TIMES ARE GOOD, BETTER
THAN PAST
(By Carol Mills, Staff Writer)

Jim Moore, 82, grew up in the depression
when times were tough, but there was always
food on the table.

He was born and raised in Laurel County
on a farm on McWhorter Road. There were 12
children in his family and only one, besides
him, Bill, is still living.

“We raised most of what we needed on our
land,”” he said. ‘“People who lived in big cit-
ies had to wait in soup lines two times a day
because they didn’t have any land to farm.”

His parents peddled what they could at the
Laurel County Fair, which was on south U.S.
25 about where Tincher-Williams is now.

‘“Every year they would set up a booth at
the fair,”” Moore recalled. ‘‘They would take
corn stalks, tobacco, canned goods, and bak-
ery products. Mom got two or three blue rib-
bons about every year for her canning.”’

Moore’s father, John, and mother, Lillie,
also peddled on Main Street.

“I've seen it when the wagons were lined
up and down Main Street and people sold wa-
termelons, cantaloupes, whatever they had
to sell. Watermelons sold for a nickel, dime
or quarter depending on the size.”

The family also went to the Laurel County
Homecoming every year.

““One year someone was selling R.C. Cola
and dad bought some bottles for about a
nickel each and we would take a drink and
pass it around.”’

The Moore children all went to school in a
one-room schoolhouse and one teacher
taught all the classes. There were about 60 or
70 students.

“I got expelled the first day I went to
school,”” Moore laughed. “I disobeyed the
teacher. The teacher told two of the guys to
g0 to a neighbor’s house and carry buckets of
water to the school. I started to go with
them and she told me not to. I thought, ‘Who
are you to tell me not to go somewhere.” I
went and she wrote a letter to my mom.”

Moore went back to school the next year
and started first grade. He said he was too
young the previous year anyway.

Moore said hardly anybody had a car back
then.

“One day at school we saw a car coming
down the road,” he said. ““All of us, the
teacher too, went to the banks along the
road to the schoolhouse to wait on the car.
When the car came by, we were all waving.”

When Moore got home from school, the car
was sitting at his house.

“It was my dad’s brother, Uncle Leslie, and
his wife. They drove that Model A all the
way from Oregon. One day he took us to the
movies at the Reda Theater in town. The car
had a rumble seat. There were 16 of us alto-
gether including grandma and grandpa. I
don’t know how many trips he took to take
us up there and then going back and getting
the rest. He paid 10 cents for each of us to see
the movie. We thought he was a rich guy.”

His father gave up some of his land so that
Johnson Elementary School could be built.

‘‘He gave the school board 10 acres,”” Moore
recalled. ‘‘He might have gotten $2,000 or
$3,000 out of it. I don’t know back then. It
was in the corner of the farm. We had a one-
room schoolhouse and a church on
McWhorter Road. That was in the
Maplesville district. The school and church
were both called Macedonia. Up the road,
they had a Johnson School there on the cor-
ner of Old 80 and Johnson Road before they
built the one on McWhorter.”
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There was someone on the school board by
the name of Johnson at the time so that is
where the school got its name, Moore said.

Because Moore’s father had 12 children, he
was not drafted into WWII.

“That’s the only way you got out was to
have an extra-large family,”” Moore said.

One day Moore’s mother loaded up five of
her children and took them to Dr. H.V. Pen-
nington to have their tonsils taken out. He
had an office above Begley Drug Store, where
Pocket Park is today. They came back home
that evening.

“They didn’t want us to eat anything that
day, but I wanted a biscuit and molasses. I
cried my eyes out. I thought they were going
to starve me to death.”

“That amazes me,” said Mildred, Moore’s
wife. ‘“‘She took five kids to get their tonsils
take out at one time. Can you imagine tak-
ing care of five? One’s bad enough.”

“They put a cloth over my face and then
sprinkled ether over it until you fell asleep,”
Moore said. “I can still smell that ether
now.”

Moore also recalled there used to be a Poor
House in London at the location of Laurel
Heights Home for the Elderly. He said whole
families could stay there, much like the
Christian Shelter for the Homeless on
Fourth Street.

Moore remembered the first radio to come
into his neighborhood. His grandfather
bought it.

“It had a dry battery and a wet battery
and had a wire going through the garden to
pick up signals. Everyone would come in on
Saturday night and listen to the radio, espe-
cially the Grand Ole Opry. I think it’s the
oldest radio station in the nation.”

“They also had the ring-a-ding tele-
phones,” he continued. ‘“Your ring might be
two short, one long, or one long, two short.
Everybody had a different ring. You could
pick up the phone and hear anybody talking.
It was a party line.”

When he was 16 or 17, Moore joined the U.S.
Army. He stayed in the army for three or
four years and after he was discharged, he
drove a freight truck for 35 years before re-
tiring.

Moore was married to his first wife, Ethel,
for 51 years before she passed away. Mildred,
his second wife, said they will be married for
three years this December. They both had
been widowed for several years when they
met at the VFW Club while going to one of
their dances.

Moore said he has had a good life overall,
but the best time is the present.

“We have running water. No more getting
up in the cold morning and having to build a
fire.”

RECOGNIZING HEIMERDINGER
CUTLERY

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I rise today to pay tribute to one of
Louisville, KY’s oldest and most re-
nowned locally owned businesses, a
true treasure of my hometown that
adds to the River City’s charm. I am
speaking of Heimerdinger Cutlery, a
family-owned business that celebrates
150 years as a Louisville institution
this month. Heimerdinger was first
listed in the Louisville city directory
in 1861 as ‘‘A. Heimerdinger: Cutler and
Sewing Machine Repair.”

In the 150 years since, Heimerdinger
Cutlery has become one of Louisville’s
premier shops for kitchen and pocket
knives, scissors, shaving needs, sharp-
ening stones, magnifiers and many
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other items as well as a first stop for
learning about blade quality. It is one
of the oldest family-owned -cutlery
stores in the Nation.

Heimerdinger Cutlery celebrated its
150th anniversary with a special cere-
mony and ribbon cutting earlier this
month in Louisville, kicking off a
week-long celebration event for its cus-
tomers. This celebration included a
special promotion honoring America’s
servicemen and women.

Residents of the Louisville area were
also able to meet and learn from one of
the editors of Knife World Newspaper,
who came to Heimerdinger Cutlery to
assess the value of older, collectible
knives and sign books. Heimerdinger
Cutlery also celebrated its anniversary
with products from another Louisville
institution, Louisville Stoneware.

Heimerdinger Cutlery is currently
owned and operated by two proud
Louisvillians, Carl and Glenna
Heimerdinger, who carry on the family
business started in 1861 by Carl’s great-
great grandfather August
Heimerdinger, originally born in Ger-
many. When August started the com-
pany, he focused on scissors, butcher
knives and sewing machine repair.

Over the years, Heimerdinger Cutlery
expanded into barber and beauty sup-
plies and secured the original patent on
grass shears. In 1996, to celebrate their
135th anniversary, Heimerdinger Cut-
lery had a ‘‘Hanging of the Shears
Day,” and placed a 6-foot-long, 70-
pound, working pair of shears on dis-
play in their store.

I congratulate Carl and Glenna
Heimerdinger for the success of their
Louisville institution. Businesses like
theirs are the reason the city of Louis-
ville and the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky will continue to thrive and grow.
Here’s hoping for many more years of
success to Heimerdinger Cutlery of
Louisville.

SECURING AIRCRAFT COCKPITS

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, this February I joined with col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle to
offer an amendment to the FAA Air
Transportation Modernization and
Safety Act to secure aircraft cockpits
by making it a Federal criminal of-
fense to knowingly aim the beam of a
laser at an aircraft. Our commonsense
and bipartisan amendment to protect
passengers and pilots received over-
whelming support in this body, and was
agreed to by a vote of 96 to 1. A similar
measure subsequently passed the
House, without controversy, by voice
vote under the suspension rules. Unfor-
tunately, the larger bill to which my
amendment was attached has been held
up because of unrelated issues. As a re-
sult, today I am joining with Senators
KIRK, BOXER, and FEINSTEIN to re-in-
troduce this provision as a stand-alone
bill.

When targeted at aircraft, laser
pointer strikes can instantly flash
throughout the cockpit, temporarily
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blinding the pilot and crew. One pilot
described the feeling of being hit by a
laser like this: ‘It immediately [lit] up
the whole cockpit and it hit both of my
eyes and burned both of my corneas.
Instantly, I was blinded. It felt like I
was hit in the face with a baseball
bat—just an intense, burning pain.”
FAA Administrator Randy Babbitt
warned that lasers can ‘‘damage a pi-
lot’s eyes or cause temporary blind-
ness.” In an event on this topic held
last year at T.F. Green Airport in my
home state of Rhode Island, a pilot ex-
plained that the temporary blindness
from a laser hit can last several sec-
onds or longer, and when a plane is rap-
idly approaching the ground for land-
ing, ‘‘one second can make a big dif-
ference.”

This kind of threat to a pilot’s
sight—particularly during the critical
phases of takeoff and landing—poses an
unacceptable risk to the travelling
public, our pilots and crew, and citi-
zens on the ground. Secretary of Trans-
portation Ray LaHood has thus de-
scribed laser incidents as ‘“‘a serious
safety issue.”

The problem has grown in recent
years. According to a report earlier
this year by the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, 2,836 pilots reported they
were targeted with lasers in 2010, near-
ly double the number in 2009. These
strikes occur at airports all across the
country. At T.F. Green Airport, for ex-
ample, there were 12 such reported in-
cidents last year. The threat, which
puts interstate commerce and travel at
risk, requires attention at the national
level.

Current Federal law does not provide
prosecutors with sufficient tools to
prosecute and deter this dangerous
conduct. Ill-fitting existing statutes
can only be used in limited cases, leav-
ing even identified perpetrators to go
unpunished. My legislation would solve
this problem by creating a criminal of-
fense that clearly covers this harmful
conduct. It would explicitly crim-
inalize knowingly aiming the beam of a
laser pointer at an aircraft. Violations
would lead to punishment of imprison-
ment for up to 5 years or fines up to
$250,000. The bill would exempt valid
uses of laser pointers in the aviation
context, such as designated research
and development activities, flight test
operations, training, and emergency
signaling. Prosecutors thus would have
a new valuable tool to protect air safe-
ty without any burden being imposed
on legitimate use of lasers.

I thank Senators KIRK, BOXER, and
FEINSTEIN for their leadership on this
issue, and our partners in the House for
their work. I hope Senators from both
sides of the aisle will join me in enact-
ing this legislation to protect Amer-
ican aviation.

———

CENTRAL AMERICA REPORT

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
as chairman of the Senate Caucus on
International Narcotics Control, I am
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pleased to release a report today out-
lining key steps that the United States
can take to assist our friends in Cen-
tral America as they try to reduce es-
calating violence. The report—entitled
“Responding to Violence in Central
America’’—is endorsed by all seven
Senators on the Caucus. In particular,
I want to thank my cochairman Sen-
ator GRASSLEY for his efforts on this
report.

Violence in Central America has
reached crisis levels. Throughout Cen-
tral America, Mexican drug trafficking
organizations, local drug traffickers,
transnational youth gangs, and other
illegal criminal networks are taking
advantage of weak governance and
underperforming justice systems.

Contrary to what many might think,
the murder rates in Central America
last year were significantly higher
than those in Mexico. In 2010, there
were 18 homicides per 100,000 people in
Mexico. In comparison, there were 50
murders per 100,000 people in Guate-
mala, 66 in El Salvador and 77 in Hon-
duras. GEN Douglas Fraser—the Com-
mander of U.S. Southern Command—
said that ‘‘the northern triangle of
Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras
is the deadliest zone in the world out-
side of war zones.”

Our report calls for security in Cen-
tral America to become a greater pri-
ority across all U.S. Government agen-
cies. The caucus calls for a two-track
approach to U.S. assistance to Central
America focusing in the short term on
highly vetted law enforcement units
while not losing sight of the long-term
goal of strengthening institutions.

The report’s key recommendations
include:

Expand vetted units: The caucus
calls for the expansion of vetted law
enforcement units which work with the
Drug Enforcement Administration—
known as sensitive investigative
units—to all seven countries in Central
America. Vetted units provide a trust-
ed partner to U.S. law enforcement in
countries where corruption is often
rampant. I supported language that
was included in the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Commerce,
Justice and Science’s Fiscal Year 2012
Appropriations bill that recommends
the expansion of these units through-
out Central America.

Speed up security assistance: Our re-
port calls on the State Department to
speed up the arrival of security assist-
ance to Central America by changing it
from being managed remotely by the
U.S. Embassy in Mexico to allowing it
to be managed directly by each of the
U.S. embassies in Central America.

Increase drug traffickers’ extra-
ditions: Our report recommends that
the Obama administration encourage
our partners in Central America to in-
crease the extradition to the United
States of their nationals who are in-
volved in international drug traf-
ficking. Currently, Panama, Honduras,
and Costa Rica will not extradite their
nationals to the United States.

S5895

The caucus believes that extradition
from Mexico to the United States has
been a critical tool in combating Mexi-
can drug trafficking organizations.
Bringing these fugitives to the United
States for prosecution ensures that
they cannot evade justice through
bribes or threats of violence in their
home countries.

Support witness, judge and pros-
ecutor protection programs: Next, our
report calls for the State Department
and USAID to use existing funds to
provide support for witness, judge and
prosecutor protection programs in Cen-
tral America. Far too often, witnesses
in Central America are afraid to testify
at hearings because of corruption in
the judicial system and fear of retalia-
tion. Judges and prosecutors are equal-
ly afraid to pursue cases against high-
profile criminals.

Map sources of violence: Our report
recommends that the countries of Cen-
tral America map the causes and
sources of violence in the region. With-
out a clear understanding of the causes
and sources of violence, it will be dif-
ficult to provide relevant solutions to
the security situation in Central Amer-
ica.

Reduce the U.S. demand for drugs:
Last, but certainly not Ileast, the
caucus’s report emphasizes that drug
consumption in the United States fuels
violence in Central America. The
United States continues to be the
world’s largest consumer of illegal
drugs. The 2010 National Survey on
Drug Use and Health found that 22.6
million Americans aged 12 or older
were current illegal drug users.

Senator GRASSLEY and I have asked
the Government Accountability Office
to conduct a study to evaluate the suc-
cesses and shortcomings of drug pre-
vention and treatment programs in the
United States. I have also asked my
staff to prepare a report on how to
most effectively reduce the U.S. de-
mand for drugs.

Central America is at a dangerous
crossroads. A further deterioration of
the security situation in Central Amer-
ica could severely damage already
weak institutions and justice systems.
I, therefore, urge the Obama adminis-
tration and my colleagues in Congress
to make security in Central America a
priority.

————
TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL DAVIDSON

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I rise today to recognize Mr. Michael
Davidson, the former General Counsel
of the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, for his long and distinguished
service to the U.S. Senate. Mike quiet-
ly retired from the U.S. Senate for the
second time on Labor Day, September
5, 2011.

At the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, where he worked for 8 years
during his second career here in the
Senate, he was always a source of wis-
dom and optimism. Mike was invari-
ably calm, thoughtful and construc-
tive. These qualities, in combination
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with his brilliant legal mind and pro-
digious memory, made him an invalu-
able member of the committee staff.
Indeed, Mike had a unique ability to
recall past legislation, reports, or other
parts of Senate history, and find them
in archives and mostly forgotten
records, to make sure that present day
decisions were informed by the past.

In addition, Mike was known and re-
spected throughout Washington. He
will be greatly missed, not only by our
committee, but by the many people
who have had the privilege to work
with him from other offices in the Con-
gress, the executive branch, and the
private sector. I know, and am appre-
ciative, that the Office of the Director
of National Intelligence will be hon-
oring Mike in October for his numerous
services to the committee and the in-
telligence community.

I have often been amazed at the var-
ied backgrounds of Senators and Sen-
ate staff alike, and Mike Davidson is
another example why. He grew up in
Brooklyn, NY, where his father was a
professor of theater at Brooklyn Col-
lege, and where we believe his devotion
to the New York Mets was born. Mike
received his bachelor of arts in history
from Cornell University in 1961 and his
law degree from the University of Chi-
cago in 1964. With law degree in hand,
Mike became one of the first Peace
Corps volunteers in Kenya where he
served for 3 years. Upon his return to
the United States, he worked at the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund between
1967 and 1973, trying civil rights cases
and arguing appeals in various Federal
courts. From 1974 to 1977, Mike taught
clinical law at the State University of
New York at Buffalo. Moving to Wash-
ington in 1977, he served as the chief
staff counsel for the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia.

In 1979, Mike became the Senate’s
very first legal counsel, representing
the Senate in separation-of-powers and
other litigation, and assisting commit-
tees in ethics, impeachment and other
special investigations. One of the sepa-
ration-of-powers cases Mike argued be-
fore the Supreme Court was INS v.
Chadha. It turned out that Mike from
his Peace Corps days actually knew the
appellee Jagdish Chadha, who had been
born in Kenya of Indian parents. Not
only did Mr. Chadha not take personal
offense that the Congress, through op-
posing counsel Michael Davidson, was
trying to deport him, but because of
his respect and admiration for Mike,
Mr. Chadha brought a bottle of cham-
pagne to the Senate Legal Counsel’s
Office the next day to celebrate Mike’s
appearance before the Court.

In 1995, Mike retired from the Senate
for the first time, but he soon found
himself directing or serving as counsel
to projects led by current or former
U.S. Senators, including a project at
the Aspen Institute, a joint project of
the American Enterprise Institute and
Brookings Institution, and a project at
the Constitution Project.

Mike returned to the Senate in 2002
to serve as the general counsel for the
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Joint Inquiry into Intelligence Com-
munity Activities Before and After the
Terrorist Attacks of September 11,
2001. Mike’s work for the joint inquiry
involved not only fact finding about
the conduct of U.S. intelligence agen-
cies prior to the terrorist attacks, but
also successful advocacy before Judge
Leonie Brinkema in the case of United
States v. Moussaoui. The appearance
was necessary to ensure that the con-
gressional Joint Inquiry had the testi-
mony it needed to tell the story of the
FBI’'s Moussaoui investigation prior to
the 9/11 attacks without interfering
with the Moussaoui proceedings or
other pending criminal prosecutions
and investigations. Shortly after the
completion of the Joint Inquiry in 2003,
Mike joined the Select Committee on
Intelligence as minority counsel for
then-Vice Chairman JAY ROCKEFELLER.
In 2007, he became the committee’s
general counsel, first for Chairman
ROCKEFELLER and later myself.

As general counsel, Mike led the
work of the committee on all legisla-
tion referred to it and reported from it.
Mike’s tireless efforts, and his skill in
bringing people together to talk about
the issues, even after others had given
up, led to the passage of an intelligence
authorization act signed into law in
October 2010, the first authorization
bill for the intelligence community en-
acted in 6 years.

I can certainly attest that passage of
that legislation was far from assured.
The administration showed little en-
thusiasm for it, other committees ob-
jected to numerous provisions in-
cluded, and the House of Representa-
tives appeared insistent on two provi-
sions—having to do with intelligence
notifications to Congress and with in-
vestigations by the Government Ac-
countability Office into intelligence
matters—that were subject to veto
threats. Mike was instrumental in re-
solving both those issues, and with
working through countless other hur-
dles, in achieving enactment.

Within 9 months, the committee also
saw passage and enactment of its sec-
ond intelligence authorization act,
with the fiscal year 2011 bill signed into
law on June 8, 2011. We are well on our
way with a third authorization bill in
12 months with the intelligence author-
ization act for fiscal year 2012.

Mike’s careful legislative approach
was very much in evidence during the
much more prolonged congressional
consideration of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act Amendments
Act of 2008, during which he worked pa-
tiently to find legislative solutions
that would satisfy the concerns of the
intelligence community in modernizing
one of the most important of its au-
thorizing statutes, while also address-
ing a range of views in the Senate and
the House and respecting the privacy
and civil liberties concerns of Ameri-
cans. Mike’s painstaking attention to
detail in the committee’s reports and
statements, with this act and through-
out his tenure, has resulted in exem-
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plary legislative histories for the bills
we have reported—an important, and
sometimes neglected, aspect in how our
laws are implemented and interpreted.

Mike also paid special attention to
building the public record concerning
the work of the Intelligence Com-
mittee. Because of his efforts, the com-
mittee has greatly increased the num-
ber of public documents available on
the committee’s website, from the
committee’s own biennial activities re-
ports to the yearly legislative request
from the executive branch. Behind the
scenes, Mike sought systematic ap-
proaches to informing the public about
U.S. intelligence activities to the max-
imum extent possible consistent with
national security.

Mr. Davidson was also essential in
the committee’s efforts to honor the
sacrifices made by the men and women
of the intelligence community, and
their families, and to ensure that all
intelligence agency employees received
fair treatment and appropriate recogni-
tion by the Nation they served. All
Senators understand the importance of
taking care of their constituents. The
Intelligence Committee attempts,
where possible, to take care of intel-
ligence professionals who often have no
other place to turn. Not surprisingly to
those who know him, Mike took special
care with this responsibility. I recall
one example—involving a legal dispute
over a family member of an intel-
ligence officer—where Mike’s interven-
tion led to justice being done, a family
being preserved, and an intelligence
professional being able subsequently to
focus his attention on an absolutely es-
sential operation.

As I mentioned, Mike retired from
the Senate very quietly, working away
on committee business to the last
minute of his last day on the job. We
know, however, that he is relishing the
chance to spend more time in the
Rocky Mountains of Colorado where he
and his wife Karen have a second home
near Denver, the home of son Jesse,
daughter-in-law Ellen, and grand-
children Jordan and Garrett, and where
his daughter Kate often visits. We fully
expect, however, that with Mike’s
great energy and legal abilities he will
continue to make a contribution to his
country from his home here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia as well.

With gratitude for his service to the
Senate and the Nation, for myself and
the many others who have benefited
from that service, I wish Mike the very
best in all his future endeavors.

———

CONGRESSIONAL COALITION ON
ADOPTION INSTITUTE

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President,
today I rise to commemorate the 10th
anniversary of a very special organiza-
tion that is near and dear to my heart,
the Congressional Coalition on Adop-
tion Institute, or CCAI as it is more
commonly known. This institute was
formally established in 2001, but sprang
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from the bicameral, bipartisan con-
gressional caucus known as the Con-
gressional Coalition on Adoption that
began in 1985. CCAI is a nonprofit orga-
nization that works to raise awareness
about the needs of children without
families and to remove policy barriers
that hinder children from experiencing
the love and support a family provides.

In 1998, the congressional leaders of
the Congressional Coalition on Adop-
tion Caucus decided it was time that
the coalition organize more formally
and hire staff to carry out this impor-
tant work. It was at this point that we
hired our first staff member, Kerry
Hasenbalg, who was later to become
the first executive director of CCAI.

Kerry came to the coalition with ex-
tensive knowledge of orphan care and
adoption policy having worked in the
field for many years. Kerry worked
both internationally and domestically
on orphan care and adoption issues,
and was often sent to Washington, DC,
as a liaison to meet with other profes-
sionals, leaders and both TU.S. and
international government officials on
international adoption issues. She also
traveled extensively abroad to meet
with foreign officials and in-country
workers, and most importantly she
spent time in many orphanages getting
to know the children themselves. But
even more than her professional experi-
ence, Kerry came to the Coalition with
a heart and passion for changing the
lives of orphans and foster youth, one
child at a time.

The Congressional Coalition leaders
designated members of their personal
staffs to work with Kerry to develop
and advance the goals and vision of the
coalition. These appointed congres-
sional staff consisted of: Kathleen
Strottman from my staff, Brooke Rob-
erts from Senator Larry Craig’s office,
Bill Dolbow from Congressman Tom
Bliley’s office and Chip Gardiner from
Congressman Jim Oberstar’s office.
Through the dedicated leadership of
the Coalition’s Congressional leader-
ship, and the hard work of Kerry and
the designated congressional staff, it
soon became evident that the coalition
could be more effective and have a
greater impact if an institute was cre-
ated to enhance and expand the work
of the adoption caucus. After much re-
search and investigation, it was deter-
mined that the nonprofit Congressional
Coalition on Adoption Institute should
be formed.

In May 2001, the Congressional Coali-
tion on Adoption Institute was born
and Kerry Hasenbalg was designated as
the first executive director where she
served for 3% years. Under her leader-
ship, many of the flagship programs
still in existence today were developed
and implemented. In addition to the
congressional leadership, CCAI’s found-
ing Board members included: Maxine
B. Baker, President and CEO of the
Freddie Mac Foundation and Barbara
W. Walzer, a philanthropist and long-
time, dear friend of Kerry’s.

Although Kerry left her position as
executive director when she and her
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husband Scott had the first of their
three beautiful children, Cole, Maya
and Leah, Kerry continues to advocate
for children in need of loving homes as
a sought after keynote speaker, writer
and consultant on orphan care and
adoption topics. She is also an advisory
board member for CCAI.

CCATI’s initial and continued mandate
includes service to the congressional
members of the Congressional Coali-
tion on Adoption Caucus through the
following programs:

The Congressional Resource Pro-
gram: CCAI presents and informs con-
gressional offices regarding current do-
mestic and international orphan care
and adoption issues by hosting brief-
ings, meetings and other events to best
support congressional members as they
serve their constituents.

Congressional delegations: CCAI
plans and arranges travel to strategic
countries to further discussions on
adoption, orphan care and vulnerable
children. The first of many delegation
trips organized and hosted by CCAI
began with a trip to China where the
congressional delegation met with
President Jiang Zemin for nearly 2
hours. At the time, more Americans
were adopting from China than any
other country. This meeting was crit-
ical to further establish ties between
our countries regarding adoption and
orphan care. Additional trips during
the early years of CCAI included con-
gressional delegations to: Romania,
Russia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Hon-
duras, Uganda, and India. More recent
delegations have visited Haiti, Guate-
mala and Ethiopia and have begun to
include domestic delegations on child
welfare as well.

Foster Youth Internship Program:
This unique and very valuable program
provides internship positions in both
Houses of Congress to college students
who have emancipated or spent time in
the U.S. foster care system. This pro-
gram gives a voice to the near half a
million children in the U.S. foster care
system and gives Congress a first-hand
perspective on what it means to grow
up in the system. In the past several
years these foster youth interns have
researched and compiled recommenda-
tions for Congress on policy and legis-
lative changes that could be made that
would improve the foster care system.
Some of their recommendations have
already been made into law.

National Adoption Day: CCAI is part
of a collective national effort to raise
awareness of the over 107,000 children
in foster care waiting to find perma-
nent homes and loving families
through adoption. National Adoption
Day has made the dreams of thousands
of children come true by working with
courts, judges, attorneys, adoption pro-
fessionals, child welfare agencies and
advocates to finalize thousands of
adoptions for children out of foster
care.

Angels in Adoption™: This very spe-
cial annual event gives congressional
members an opportunity to highlight
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the unsung heroes in their states or
districts who tirelessly serve and advo-
cate for children in the U.S. and
around the world in need of permanent
and loving homes. Without these advo-
cates, many more children would be
alone without families to love and sup-
port them. In the years since the An-
gels in Adoption awards program has
been in place, more than 1800 individ-
uals, couples and organizations from
around the nation have been honored
by their Members of Congress.

Now, 10 years later, the same mission
and vision of the founders of CCAI re-
mains, due in large part to the leader-
ship of its current executive director,
my former legislative director and my
dear friend, Kathleen Strottman. At
the helm, Kathleen not only maintains
the original mission, integrity and con-
tinuity of CCAI, but continues to pour
her heart and soul into furthering the
cause of the orphan. Kathleen has been
there from the founding of CCAI as one
of the original congressional staff and
worked side by side with Kerry as the
vision and mission of CCAI grew and
developed into what it is today.

Kathleen comes to her position as ex-
ecutive director with not only the his-
torical experience of CCAI but with
Capitol Hill experience as well. Kath-
leen served for nearly 8 years as my
trusted adviser and in that role she
worked to pass legislation such as the
No Child Left Behind Act, the Medicare
Modernization Act, the Inter-Country
Adoption Act, the Child Citizenship
Act of 2000, the Adoption Tax Credit
and the Family Court Act. Kathleen
has worked to increase the opportunity
for positive dialogue andthe exchange
of best practices between the United
States and countries such as Ethiopia,
China, Romania, Russia, Guatemala,
Honduras, El Salvador and India. Prior
to joining my staff, Kathleen attended
Whittier Law School’s Center for Chil-
dren’s Rights where she graduated with
honors and received a State certified
specialty in juvenile advocacy. She and
her very supportive husband, Matt, are
the proud parents of three children,
Grace, Noah and Liam.

I am proud to stand here today and
honor CCAI on its 10th anniversary
along with Kerry Hasenbalg and Kath-
leen Strottman without whom this in-
stitute would not be where it is today
and whose personal dedication and sac-
rifice have changed the lives of chil-
dren around the world. CCAI has not
only stayed true to its original found-
ing principles and mission, but under
the dedicated leadership of its congres-
sional members, board and executive
directors, CCAI has grown and ex-
panded to further enhance the impor-
tant work of making a difference in the
lives of children both here in the
United States and around the world.
May God continue to bless the work of
CCALI
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO SHIRLEY NATHAN-
PULLIAM

e Mr. CARDIN. Madam President,
today I wish to recognize and pay trib-
ute to a dear friend, fellow Marylander
and 16-year member of the Maryland
House of Delegates, Shirley Nathan-
Pulliam. Shirley has been a tireless ad-
vocate for eliminating health dispari-
ties throughout her career as a public
servant. The Maryland Department of
Health & Mental Hygiene is appro-
priately honoring her on October 4 by
announcing the establishment of the
““Shirley Nathan-Pulliam Health Eq-
uity Lecture Series’ at this year’s an-
nual Maryland Health Disparity Con-
ference.

Shirley has strong convictions and
has often stated: ““‘In a country as rich
and powerful as the United States of
America, no person should be without a
basic plan of health care.” As a reg-
istered nurse and former faculty asso-
ciate at the Johns Hopkins University
School of Nursing, Shirley has seen
firsthand how minorities are dispropor-
tionately harmed by certain diseases
and the inequality in care across racial
and ethnic lines. Her belief that health
care is a basic human right, and not a
privilege, has compelled her to serve in
public office—a decision that has bene-
fited all Marylanders and has helped
improve health equality in our State.

Shirley has had many successes as a
legislator, but one of the most impor-
tant has been her work in establishing
the Maryland Office of Minority Health
and Health Disparities in 2004. This of-
fice is charged with promoting health
equity for African Americans, Hispanic
Americans, Asian Americans, Native
Americans, and other groups experi-
encing health disparities. Another key
legislative accomplishment of Shirley’s
was her success in providing health
care coverage to more than 100,000 chil-
dren in Maryland.

Shirley is not a woman who idly wit-
nesses society’s inequities. Her com-
passion and empathy drive her to come
up with solutions for the problems she
sees. As a sponsor or cosponsor of hun-
dreds of bills that have been signed
into law, Shirley has been instru-
mental in improving the lives of Mary-
landers in countless ways. When Shir-
ley discovered Maryland had the third
highest oral cancer rate for African-
American men in the Nation, she se-
cured $500,000 to fight the disease. She
also was lead sponsor of legislation
providing $2.6 million annually for
breast cancer treatment for low-in-
come women living in Maryland.

Shirley has been an indispensable
partner and an inspiration in my ef-
forts to address health disparities at
the federal level. We worked together
to codify the National Institute for Mi-
nority Health and Health Disparities,
correcting a long-standing bias in our
health care system that was ill-
equipped to deal with disparities
among different populations.
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I wish the University of Maryland’s
Center for Health Equity and the State
Office of Minority Health great success
in their stewardship of the ‘‘Shirley
Nathan-Pulliam Health Equity Lecture
Series.” There is still a great deal of
work to be done in achieving Shirley’s
dream of erasing health disparities and
making health care a right for every
human being. But with her leadership
and legacy to follow, I am confident
her dream will one day become a re-
ality.e

———
ST. PETER’S CENTENNIAL

e Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, on
October 16, 1911, the first Italian Catho-
lic congregation in the city of Port-
land, ME, met under the guidance of
Father Agnello Santagnello. Seventy-
five families came together, and plans
were laid to build a church for the
small but growing community of new
Americans.

Before year’s end, just in time for
Christmas mass, an old stable was
transformed into a chapel at a cost of
just under $2,800 and much hard work.
That modest chapel was named St.
Peter’s—the rock of the Church on the
rocky coast of Maine.

By the mid-1920s, the parish num-
bered nearly 1,000 families and the
thriving Italian-American community
needed a larger spiritual home. Father
Teresio DiMingo, who took the reins of
the congregation in 1927, went house-
to-house throughout Portland’s Little
Italy neighborhood soliciting funds,
and found generosity at every door.

The new church was under construc-
tion in 1929 when disaster struck—the
stock market crash and the ensuing
Great Depression. Father DiMingo re-
turned the contributions to those in
need. He matched that act of compas-
sion with determination, and continued
the construction with his own life sav-
ings.

The Church of St. Peter was dedi-
cated that August. That great celebra-
tion included the blessing of Father
DiMingo’s second great gift to his par-
ish—a cross made from fragments of
the True Cross.

Since that day, worshipers have no-
ticed a curious inscription above the
doorway—the letters “Li & L.” That
was yet another gift from Father
DiMingo. Those letters represent the
Latin words for ‘“him” and ‘‘her.” St.
Peter’s was then, and is today, a
church for families.

Today, in this centennial year, the
families of St. Peter’s continue to build
on that solid foundation. Their vibrant
church remains a rock of faith.

And it grows as a center of charity
and caring. In the early 1950s, an
Italian priest came to America seeking
aid for children orphaned during the
Second World War. The generous re-
sponse from Portland led to the found-
ing of the Italian Heritage Center,
which continues to enrich the city with
a culture of great food, music, and fes-
tivals.
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That a small fellowship of faith was
born in a stable and grew into a some-
thing mighty and lasting is more than
powerful symbolism. It is a testament
to the spirit, the resolve, and the en-
ergy of Portland’s Italian-American
community. On the 100th anniversary
of St. Peter’s Roman Catholic Church,
I offer the members of that parish the
traditional Italian wish for a long life
of health and happiness—‘‘Cent’anni!”’e

MICHIGAN VOLUNTARISM

e Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, our
Nation’s veterans made enormous sac-
rifices in defense of our Nation through
their military service. One of the many
ways Wwe recognize their service is
through essential government pro-
grams that form the foundation of our
Nation’s promise to care for veterans.
These programs are made stronger by
the valuable contributions of volun-
teers. Volunteers who freely offer their
time to improve the quality of life of
American veterans provide a personal
reminder that a grateful nation will al-
ways remember and value their sac-
rifice. This spirit of generosity and
compassion is embodied at the Grand
Rapids Home for Veterans in west
Michigan. A banquet to honor the posi-
tive impact these volunteers have had
over the past year will take place on
September 27, 2011.

In operation since 1886, the Grand
Rapids Home for Veterans is a 758-bed
home for veterans in need of long-term
care. Residents are cared for by a pro-
fessional staff of doctors, nurses and
social workers, all of whom tirelessly
work to fulfill the home’s mission of
providing quality interdisciplinary
care and helping residents ‘‘achieve
their highest potential of independ-
ence, self worth, wellness and dignity.”
Supporting the professional staff in
these efforts is a capable and compas-
sionate army of volunteers. In 2010
alone, almost 900 different volunteers
served at the home, with approxi-
mately 200 volunteers putting in at
least 100 hours of service. Some volun-
teers are veterans themselves; some
are family members of current or past
residents; others have no personal con-
nection to the home other than the de-
sire to help American heroes.

Volunteers provide a host of services
for the veterans and hold events that
improve the residents’ quality of life.
Perhaps the most essential service vol-
unteers provide is something that most
people take for granted: visiting with
veterans individually, offering human
companionship. For veterans in homes,
especially the elderly or disabled, hav-
ing someone read or play cards with
them, or simply have a conversation
with them can provide great comfort.
In addition to providing a simple yet
powerful human connection, volunteers
ensure that veterans at the home live
active lives by helping to run the
home’s woodshop, bowling alley and li-
brary, as well as escorting residents to
painting and ceramics classes. Resi-
dents also enjoy the animal therapy
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program where volunteers bring in
their own pet dogs and cats.

Last year, volunteers organized a
number of special events, including a
Super Bowl Party, a Las Vegas Day,
three fishing tournaments, a carnival,
a fall harvest festival, and a Christmas
celebration called the Veterans Star
Christmas Project. As part of the
project, volunteers distributed more
than 700 donated gifts to residents on
Christmas Day. According to one resi-
dent, the celebration was especially
meaningful because ‘‘this kind of
brightens our year, to know that there
are people thinking about you, that
care about you.” Surely, that kind of
reaction is all the reward volunteers
want for their efforts. Every day, these
generous and dedicated men and
women show the residents of the Grand
Rapids Home for Veterans that the
American people have not forgotten
them or their service to our Nation.

It is in this spirit of generosity that
I know my colleagues will join me in
recognizing and thanking all those who
volunteered at the Grand Rapids Home
for Veterans. The positive impact they
have had on the lives of Michigan vet-
erans is tremendous, and I extend my
deepest appreciation for their service.e

———

TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR W. DIVENS,
JR.

e Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President,
today I recognize an outstanding public
servant and longstanding resident of
the great State of Maryland, Arthur W.
Divens, Jr., as he completes more than
31 years of continuous service within
the civilian leadership of the Depart-
ment of Defense. Mr. Divens began his
public service life in naval shipbuilding
as a project engineer/contracting rep-
resentative for the Military Sealift
Command and is ending it as executive
director for the Amphibious Warfare
and Sealift Office, Program Executive
Office, Ships, where he oversees one of
the broadest acquisition portfolios in
the Navy—including more than $30 bil-
lion in complex shipbuilding procure-
ments. Highly respected throughout
the DOD acquisition community as a
visionary leader and a man of uncom-
mon character, he has left a long and
lasting legacy to our Nation—both
through his unparalleled contributions
to the strength and flexibility of our
Navy’s surface forces and through the
generation of professionals that he has
mentored throughout his time in Fed-
eral service. Today, it is my great
pleasure to recognize his achievements
and to thank him and his family for
their service to the Navy and our Na-
tion.

Mr. Divens has a long and distin-
guished career of innovative thinking
and aggressive execution of ship-
building programs across the entire
spectrum of naval shipbuilding. He has
been directly involved in the design,
construction, or delivery of over 150
ships and over 1,000 small boats and
craft, more than any other individual
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in the Department of the Navy. Since
joining Federal service in 1980 and the
Senior Executive Service in 2000, he
has held a variety of key leadership
roles throughout his professional life,
including positions with the Space and
Naval Warfare Systems Command, the
Military Sealift Command, and the
Naval Sea Systems Command. He has
also provided strong leadership to
groups such as the National Ship-
building Research Program and the
Marine Engineering and Shipyard Man-
agement Program, where he has
worked tirelessly with his peers
throughout government and industry
to promote the open interchange of
ideas and information and constantly
improve shipbuilding and ship repair
processes and technology.

In 2002, Mr. Divens joined the Pro-
gram Executive Office, Ships, where he
has played a critical role in defining
and fielding our Navy’s future Surface
Fleet. During his tenure and as a result
of his sound stewardship, 31 ships have
been delivered to the U.S. Navy and
our allies, including two first of class
vessels—USS SAN ANTONIO (LPD 17)
and USNS LEWIS AND CLARK (T-AKE
1)—and the amphibious assault ship
USS MAKIN ISLAND (LHD 8), widely
lauded for its revolutionary applica-
tion of hybrid technology and integra-
tion of environmental efficiencies and
fuel conservation initiatives in the ear-
liest stages of ship design. In the past
year, he has worked tirelessly with
General Dynamics NASSCO to contract
for three affordable and flexible mobile
landing platforms, saving the Navy
nearly $2.1 billion and preserving the
shipbuilding capability of the Navy’s
only west coast shipyard. He has been
an influential advisor to the LHA 8
analysis of alternatives which will re-
sult in a well deck ship configuration
for the next Marine Corps large deck
amphibious ship, and has worked to
maximize competition in the Ship to
Shore Connector Program, which will
provide an unprecedented level of sup-
port to amphibious forces. He has been
the central figure in some of the
Navy’s toughest negotiations involving
nearly $10 billion in Navy shipbuilding
funding, to include the award of LPD
22-26 and the LHA 6 amphibious assault
ship, the joint high speed vessel com-
petition, and the Landing Craft Air
Cushion Service Life Extension Pro-
gram. At the heart of his efforts has
been a relentless drive to improve the
strength, capability, and flexibility of
our operating forces at the best pos-
sible value to the American public.

Mr. Divens is also responsible for
more than 100 foreign military sales
cases, with more than 30 nations and a
collective value of nearly $2 billion. Of
special note has been his direct effort
with United States Forces—Iraq, help-
ing Iraqi security forces develop the
tools they need to defeat terrorism and
sustain an environment where they can
live free.

Mr. Divens’ contributions to our Na-
tion extend far beyond his material
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achievements and programmatic ac-
complishments. He has served as an in-
spiration to all who have served with
him, ensuring that all members of his
team are keenly aware of their impor-
tance to the Navy and the true appre-
ciation that he holds for their efforts.
His unique ability to recognize talent
and to foster respect and camaraderie
throughout the workforce has had an
enormous influence on junior Sailors
and civilians and will continue to steer
the course of our Navy well into the fu-
ture.

Mr. Divens received his bachelor of
science degree from the U.S. Merchant
Marine Academy in Kings Point, NY in
1979 and his master of science degree
from the University of Maryland in
1997. Throughout his distinguished Fed-
eral service career, he has been hon-
ored with numerous awards for his ex-
ceptional service, including the Navy
Distinguished Civilian Service Medal,
the Meritorious Presidential Rank
Award and, most recently, the Rear
Admiral Wayne E. Meyer Memorial
Award.

Mr. Divens’ tireless leadership and
lifelong commitment to the Navy’s
shipbuilding capability have earned
him the deep respect of his peers and
shipmates throughout the Navy acqui-
sition and fleet support communities.
It is, therefore, a pleasure to recognize
him for his many contributions in a
life devoted to our nation’s security. I
know my colleagues join me in wishing
him, his wife Joan, his daughters Ali-
son, Laura and Molly, and his grandson
Daniel much happiness and fair winds
and following seas as they begin a new
chapter in their lives together.e

————

RECOGNIZING BLACKSMITHS
WINERY

e Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, my
home State of Maine’s long tradition of
entrepreneurship includes a marked
dedication to creative and quality
craftsmanship. Small businesses in
Maine strive to be both imaginative in
design and superior in value. One such
small business is Blacksmiths Winery
of South Casco, one of Maine’s largest
wineries and the first in the State to be
awarded both the silver and bronze
medals in international wine competi-
tions. Today I commend Blacksmiths
Winery on their continued success and
commitment to excellence.

In the late 1800s, William Watkins
lived and worked as an apprentice and
blacksmith in South Casco. He was
known to be an exacting craftsman, in-
sisting upon making his own nails to
ensure quality, rather than using the
machine made variety. After William
stopped working the blacksmith’s
forge, his son Albert shouldered the re-
sponsibility of the family business.
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Over 100 years later, Blacksmiths Win-
ery opened in the same location, which
remains full of entrepreneurial vigor.
The original buildings, including Wat-
kins’ home, barn, and shop make up
the main structures of Blacksmiths
Winery. As it takes its name from the
profession of the earlier tenants, so
Blacksmiths Winery certainly carries
on the same enthusiasm for craftsman-
ship.

Blacksmiths Winery opened its doors
in 1999, producing 1,000 cases of wine in
the first year, and has since contin-
ually grown and expanded their award-
winning product. Blacksmiths Winery
now offers its customers a wide variety
of over 20 different wines and sodas.
They produce the more traditional red
and white wines, such as Cabernet
Sauvignon, but are widely popular for
their fruitier and more adventurous
flavors, including raspberry and rhu-
barb wines. Many of Blacksmiths’ prod-
ucts are based on the flavors of locally
grown Maine blueberries, elderberries,
cranberries, and apples. Blacksmiths
also makes nonalcoholic soda from
wine grapes, including Merlot and Ries-
ling flavors, and is continually seeking
to expand its offerings. Visitors can
taste these wines and sodas any day of
the week, and on weekends, Black-
smiths opens its beautiful porch to
guests where they can relax and enjoy
a variety of beverages.

Highlighting Blacksmiths ingenuity,
one of the company’s popular fruit
wines came about completely by
chance. Through a packaging flaw,
Blacksmiths acquired a large bunch of
raspberries. Rather than waste the
fruit, the company produced sample
batches of what has become its rasp-
berry dessert wine. This happy acci-
dent was then sent to the shelves at re-
tail locations across Maine, to the de-
light of thirsty wine drinkers. This in-
genuity is an example of the sort of
creativity and adaptability, so char-
acteristic of Maine entrepreneurs, that
continues to keep the markets fresh
with new and interesting products for
consumers.

Blacksmiths Winery has dem-
onstrated a never quenching thirst to
utilize new techniques and experiment
with unique flavor combinations, a
quality which has led in large measure
to their growing recognition. Indeed,
the company’s popularity is growing,
as it has recently begun shipping its
award-winning wines to a number of
out-of-state locations. I thank every-
one at the Blacksmiths Winery for
their hard work and innovation, and
wish them the best success in years to
come.®

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 10:562 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2883. An act to amend part B of title
IV of the Social Security Act to extend the
child and family services program through
fiscal year 2016, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2943. An act to extend the program of
block grants to States for temporary assist-
ance for needy families and related programs
through December 31, 2011.

The message also announced that the
House passed the following bill, with-
out amendment:

S. 846. An act to designate the United
States courthouse located at 80 Lafayette
Street in Jefferson City, Missouri, as the
Christopher S. Bond United States Court-
house.

The message further announced that
the House agreed to the following con-
current resolution, without amend-
ment:

S. Con. Res. 28. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in
the Capitol Visitor Center for an event to
award the Congressional Gold Medal, collec-
tively, to the 100th Infantry Battalion, 442nd
Regimental Combat Team, and the Military
Intelligence Service, United States Army, in
recognition of their dedicated service during
World War II.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

At 5:42 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bill:

S. 846. An act to designate the United
States courthouse located at 80 Lafayette
Street in Jefferson City, Missouri, as the
Christopher S. Bond United States Court-
house.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. INOUYE).

————

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bill was read the first
time:

S. 1619. A bill to provide for identification
of misaligned currency, require action to
correct the misalignment, and for other pur-
poses.

————

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 22, 2011, she
had presented to the President of the
United States the following enrolled
bill:
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S. 846. An act to designate the United
States courthouse located at 80 Lafayette
Street in Jefferson City, Missouri, as the
Christopher S. Bond United States Court-
house.

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-3336. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘“Approval, and Pro-
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation
Plans; Indiana; Redesignation of the Evans-
ville Area to Attainment of the Fine Partic-
ulate Matter Standard” (FRL No. 9469-5) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on September 20, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-3337. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation
Plans; Maryland; Transportation Conformity
Regulations” (FRL No. 9470-2) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
September 20, 2011; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

EC-3338. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Review Group, Farm
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Guaranteed Loan Fees”
(RIN0560-AH41) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-3339. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Office of
Financial Research’s annual report on re-
cruitment and retention, training and work-
force development, and workforce flexibili-
ties; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC-3340. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs,
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, an annual report relative to the
United States Participation in the United
Nations; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-3341. A communication from the Chief
Privacy Officer, Privacy Office, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Department of
Homeland Security Privacy Office 2011 An-
nual Report to Congress’; to the Committee
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-3342. A communication from the Chief
Privacy Officer, Privacy Office, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Privacy Office
Third Quarter Fiscal Year 2011 Report to
Congress’; to the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs.

EC-3343. A communication from the Officer
for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Office for Civil
Rights and Civil Liberties Fiscal Year 2010
Annual and Consolidated Reports to Con-
gress’’; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

EC-3344. A communication from the Acting
District of Columbia Auditor, transmitting,
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pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘“‘Audit of
the Urban Forestry Administration of the
District Department of Transportation’; to
the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-3345. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative
Affairs, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, legislative proposals
relative to strengthening the protections af-
forded to servicemembers and their families
under existing civil rights laws; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

EC-3346. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Apache Pier Labor Day Week-
end Fireworks Display, Atlantic Ocean, Myr-
tle Beach, SC” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0713)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3347. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Thunder on Niagara, Niagara
River, North Tonawanda, NY ((RIN1625-
AA00) (Docket No. USCG—-2011-0718)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3348. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Patuxent River, Patuxent
River, MD” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0426)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3349. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; August Fireworks Displays
and Swim Events in the Captain of the Port
New York Zone” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket
No. USCG-2011-0688)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3350. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; ESI Ironman 70.3 Augusta
Triathlon, Savannah River, Augusta, GA”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0691)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3351. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; 2011 Rohto Ironman 70.3
Miami, Biscayne Bay, Miami, FL”’ ((RIN1625—
AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-0195)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3352. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Labor Day Fireworks,
Ancarrows Landing Park, James River,
Richmond, VA” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0546)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3353. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
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of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
““‘Safety Zone; Cleveland National Air Show,
Lake Erie, Cleveland, OH” ((RIN1625-AA00)
(Docket No. USCG-2011-0795)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on Sep-
tember 21, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3354. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Coast Guard Exercise, Detroit
River, Ambassador Bridge to the Western
Tip of Belle Isle” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket
No. USCG-2011-0754)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3355. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““‘Safety Zone; Port Huron Float Down, St.
Clair River, Port Huron, MI” ((RIN1625-
AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-0752)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3356. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“‘Safety Zone; ISAF Nations Cup Grand
Final Fireworks Display, Sheboygan, WI”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0755)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3357. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““‘Safety Zone; TriMet Bridge Project, Wil-
lamette River; Portland, OR” ((RIN1625—
AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-0279)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3358. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“‘Safety Zone; Discovery World Private Wed-
ding Firework Displays, Milwaukee, WI”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0717)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3359. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““‘Safety Zone; Suttons Bay Labor Day Fire-
works, Suttons Bay, Grand Traverse Bay,
MI” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG—2011—
0719)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3360. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Allegheny River; Pittsburgh, PA”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0695)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3361. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Missouri River From the Border Be-
tween Montana and North Dakota”
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((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0511)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3362. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Upper Mississippi River, Mile 180.0 to
179.0” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-
2011-0385)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3363. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Big Sioux River From the Military
Road Bridge North Sioux City to the Con-
fluence of the Missouri River, SD”’ ((RIN1625—
AA00) (Docket No. USCG—2011-0528)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3364. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Labor Day at the Landing Santa Rosa
Sound, Fort Walton Beach, FL» ((RIN1625—
AA00) (Docket No. USCG—-2011-0709)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3365. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zones; Eleventh Coast Guard District An-
nual Fireworks Events” ((RIN1625-AA00)
(Docket No. USCG-2009-0559)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on Sep-
tember 21, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3366. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Se-
curity Zone; Potomac River, Georgetown
Channel, Washington, DC” ((RIN1625-AA87)
(Docket No. USCG-2011-0760)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on Sep-
tember 21, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3367. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Se-
curity Zone; 2011 Seattle Seafair Fleet Week
Moving Vessels, Puget Sound, Washington;
correction” (Docket No. USCG-2011-0505) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on September 21, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3368. A communication from the Chief,
Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Telecommunications Relay Services and
Speech-to-Speech Services for Individuals
with Hearing and Speech Disabilities; E911
Requirements for IP-Enabled Service Pro-
viders; Internet-Based Telecommunications
Relay Service Numbering” ((RIN3060-AIl5)
(FCC 11-123)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3369. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Drawbridge Operation Regulation;
Bonfouca Bayou, Slidell, LA” ((RIN1625—
AA09) (Docket No. USCG—-2009-0863)) received
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in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3370. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Eleventh Coast Guard District Annual Ma-
rine Events” ((RIN1625-AA08) (Docket No.
USCG-2009-0558)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3371. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Regulation Navigation Area; Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, NH” (RIN1625—
AA1l) (Docket No. USCG-2011-0708)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3372. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial and Local Regulation and Safety Zones;
Marine Events in Captain of the Port Long
Island Sound Zone” ((RIN1625-A A00,
RIN1625-AA08) (Docket No. USCG—-2011-0553))
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on September 21, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3373. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial and Local Regulation and Safety Zones;
Mattaponi Madness Drag Boat Race,
Mattaponi River, Wakema, VA” ((RIN1625-
AA08) (Docket No. USCG-2011-0744)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3374. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations; Sabine River, Or-
ange, TX” ((RIN1625-AA08) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0194)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3375. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations for Marine Events;
Patuxent River, Solomons, MD” ((RIN1625—
AA08) (Docket No. USCG—2011-0266)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on September 21, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3376. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Columbus Day
Weekend, Biscayne Bay, Miami, FL”
((RIN1625-AA11) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0044)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on September 21, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3377. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Arthur Kill,
NY and NJ” ((RIN1625-AAl11) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0727)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on September 21,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HARKIN, from the Committee on
Appropriations, without amendment:

S. 1599. An original bill making appropria-
tions for Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2012, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 112-84).

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
Appropriations, without amendment:

S. 1601. An original bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of State, foreign
operations, and related programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2012, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 112-85).

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on
Appropriations:

Special Report entitled ‘‘Further Revised
Allocation to Subcommittees of Budget To-
tals for Fiscal Year 2012 (Rept. No. 112-86).

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

H.R. 2480. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to authorize appropriations for
the Administrative Conference of the United
States for fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014,
and for other purposes.

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute:

S. 1151. A bill to prevent and mitigate iden-
tity theft, to ensure privacy, to provide no-
tice of security breaches, and to enhance
criminal penalties, law enforcement assist-
ance, and other protections against security
breaches, fraudulent access, and misuse of
personally identifiable information.

S. 1535. A bill to protect consumers by
mitigating the vulnerability of personally
identifiable information to theft through a
security breach, providing notice and rem-
edies to consumers in the wake of such a
breach, holding companies accountable for
preventable breaches, facilitating the shar-
ing of post-breach technical information be-
tween companies, and enhancing criminal
and civil penalties and other protections
against the unauthorized collection or use of
personally identifiable information.

———

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the
Judiciary.

David B. Barlow, of Utah, to be United
States Attorney for the District of Utah for
the term of four years.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HARKIN:

S. 1599. An original bill making appropria-
tions for Departments of Liabor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2012, and for other purposes; from
the Committee on Appropriations; placed on
the calendar.

By Mr. MORAN (for himself,
BLUNT, and Mr. BARRASSO):

Mr.
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S. 1600. A bill to enhance the ability of
community banks to foster economic growth
and serve their communities, boost small
businesses, increase individual savings, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. LEAHY:

S. 1601. An original bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of State, foreign
operations, and related programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2012, and for
other purposes; from the Committee on Ap-
propriations; placed on the calendar.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. RISCH, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 1602. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the technologies
through which a vehicle qualifies for the
credit for new qualified plug-in electric drive
motor vehicles; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself and
Mr. LUGAR):

S. 1603. A bill to enable transportation fuel
competition, consumer choice, and greater
use of domestic energy sources in order to
reduce our Nation’s dependence on foreign
o0il; to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

By Mr. CORNYN:

S. 1604. A bill to provide additional re-
sources and funding for construction and in-
frastructure improvements at United States
land ports of entry, to open additional in-
spection lanes, to hire more inspectors, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. MERKLEY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. COONS):

S. 1605. A bill to amend the Fair Housing
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr.
PRYOR, and Ms. COLLINS):

S. 1606. A bill to reform the process by
which Federal agencies analyze and formu-
late new regulations and guidance docu-
ments; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself and
Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 1607. A bill to include shellfish to the
list of crops eligible for the noninsured crop
disaster assistance program and the emer-
gency assistance for livestock program of
the Department of Agriculture; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr.
KIRK, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. CASEY):

S. 1608. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide penalties for aiming
laser pointers at airplanes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself,
LEAHY, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1609. A bill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to establish a
demonstration program to award grants to,
and enter into contracts with, medical-legal
partnerships to assist patients and their
families to navigate health-related programs
and activities; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, Mr.
MANCHIN, Mr. BLUNT, and Ms. LAN-
DRIEU):

S. 1610. A bill to provide additional time
for the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency to promulgate achievable
standards for cement manufacturing facili-
ties, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

Mr.
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By Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin (for
himself, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. PAUL, and
Mr. JOHANNS):

S. 1611. A bill to reduce the size of the Fed-
eral workforce through attrition, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. CASEY, Mr. UDALL
of New Mexico, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 1612. A bill to provide the Department of
Justice with additional tools to target
extraterritorial drug trafficking activity; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REED (for himself and Mrs.
HUTCHISON):

S. 1613. A bill to improve and enhance re-
search and programs on childhood cancer
survivorship, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. CASEY:

S. 1614. A bill to provide grants to State
educational agencies and institutions of
higher education to strengthen elementary
and secondary computer science education,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. CORKER, Mr. DEMINT, Mr.

VITTER, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. TOOMEY,
Mr. KIRK, Mr. MORAN, and Mr.
WICKER):

S. 1615. A bill to require enhanced eco-
nomic analysis and justification of regula-
tions proposed by certain Federal banking,
housing, securities, and commodity regu-
lators, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and
Mr. ENZI):

S. 1616. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt certain stock of
real estate investment trusts from the tax
on foreign investments in United States real
property interests, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr.
JOHANNS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MERKLEY,
and Mr. FRANKEN):

S. 1617. A bill to establish the Council on
Healthy Housing and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr.
FRANKEN):

S. 1618. A Dbill to amend section 402 of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to extend
the eligibility period for supplemental secu-
rity income benefits for refugees, asylees,
and certain other humanitarian immigrants,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms.
SNOWE, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. CASEY, Mr. BURR, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. REED, Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
Mr. CONRAD, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND,

Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr.
MANCHIN, and Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska):

S. 1619. A bill to provide for identification
of misaligned currency, require action to
correct the misalignment, and for other pur-
poses; read the first time.

By Mr. BEGICH (for himself and Ms.
CANTWELL):

S. 1620. A bill to ensure the icebreaking ca-
pabilities of the United States and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
REED, Mr. BENNET, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
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LAUTENBERG, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr.

MERKLEY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.

BLUMENTHAL, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. DUR-

BIN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.

WHITEHOUSE, Mr. COONS, Mrs. SHA-

HEEN, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. LEAHY):

S. 1621. A bill to create livable commu-

nities through coordinated public invest-

ment and streamlined requirements, and for

other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr.
REED, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS,
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. BROWN of
Ohio):

S. Res. 274. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that funding for the Fed-
eral Pell Grant program should not be cut in
any deficit reduction program; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr. UDALL of Colorado,
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr.
CORKER):

S. Res. 275. A resolution designating Octo-
ber 30, 2011, as a national day of remem-
brance for nuclear weapons program work-
ers; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 25
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name
of the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) was added as a cosponsor of S.
25, a bill to phase out the Federal sugar
program, and for other purposes.
S. 28
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 28, a bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to provide public
safety providers an additional 10 mega-
hertz of spectrum to support a na-
tional, interoperable wireless
broadband network and authorize the
Federal Communications Commission
to hold incentive auctions to provide
funding to support such a network, and
for other purposes.
S. 102
At the request of Mr. McCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S.
102, a bill to provide an optional fast-
track procedure the President may use
when submitting rescission requests,
and for other purposes.
S. 21
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name
of the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor of S.
277, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to furnish hospital care,
medical services, and nursing home
care to veterans who were stationed at
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, while
the water was contaminated at Camp
Lejeune, and for other purposes.
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S. 296
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 296, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to
provide the Food and Drug Administra-
tion with improved capacity to prevent
drug shortages.
S. 634
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 634, a bill to ensure that the
courts of the United States may pro-
vide an impartial forum for claims
brought by United States citizens and
others against any railroad organized
as a separate legal entity, arising from
the deportation of United States citi-
zens and others to Nazi concentration
camps on trains owned or operated by
such railroad, and by the heirs and sur-
vivors of such persons.
S. 752
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
752, a bill to establish a comprehensive
interagency response to reduce lung
cancer mortality in a timely manner.
S. 838
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
838, a bill to amend the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act to clarify the ju-
risdiction of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency with respect to certain
sporting good articles, and to exempt
those articles from a definition under
that Act.
S. 889
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 889, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the centen-
nial of the establishment of Mother’s
Day.
S. 1025
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
LEE) and the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) were added as cosponsors of
S. 1025, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to enhance the national
defense through empowerment of the
National Guard, enhancement of the
functions of the National Guard Bu-
reau, and improvement of Federal-
State military coordination in domes-
tic emergency response, and for other
purposes.
S. 1048
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1048, a bill to expand sanctions
imposed with respect to the Islamic
Republic of Iran, North Korea, and
Syria, and for other purposes.
S. 1181
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
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(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1131, a bill to authorize
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, acting through the Director
of the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, to establish and implement
a birth defects prevention, risk reduc-
tion, and public awareness program.
S. 1211

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1211, a bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to preserve the
effectiveness of medically important
antibiotics used in the treatment of
human and animal diseases.

S. 1214

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1214, a bill to amend
title 10, United States Code, regarding
restrictions on the use of Department
of Defense funds and facilities for abor-
tions.

S. 1280

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1280, a bill to amend the Peace
Corps Act to require sexual assault
risk-reduction and response training,
and the development of sexual assault
protocol and guidelines, the establish-
ment of victims advocates, the estab-
lishment of a Sexual Assault Advisory
Council, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1280, supra.

S. 1301

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1301, a bill to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 2012 to 2015 for the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Act of 2000,
to enhance measures to combat traf-
ficking in person, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1381

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Maine
(Ms. CoLLINS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1381, a bill to provide for the ex-
pansion of Federal efforts concerning
the prevention, education, treatment,
and research activities related to Lyme
and other tick-borne disease, including
the establishment of a Tick-Borne Dis-
eases Advisory Committee.

S. 1460

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) and the Senator from
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1460, a bill to grant
the congressional gold medal, collec-
tively, to the First Special Service
Force, in recognition of its superior
service during World War II.

S. 1512

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the

name of the Senator from Louisiana
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(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1512, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 and the Small
Business Act to expand the availability
of employee stock ownership plans in S
corporations, and for other purposes.
S. 1514
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), the
Senator from New York (Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) and the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1514, a bill to authorize
the President to award a gold medal on
behalf of the Congress to Elouise
Pepion Cobell, in recognition of her
outstanding and enduring contribu-
tions to American Indians, Alaska Na-
tives, and the Nation through her tire-
less pursuit of justice.
S. 1528
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1528, a bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to limit Federal regulation of nui-
sance dust in areas in which that dust
is regulated under State, tribal, or
local law, to establish a temporary pro-
hibition against revising any national
ambient air quality standard applica-
ble to coarse particulate matter, and
for other purposes.
S. 1539
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUuUTCHISON) and the Senator from Flor-
ida (Mr. RUBIO) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1539, a bill to provide Taiwan
with critically needed United States-
built multirole fighter aircraft to
strengthen its self-defense capability
against the increasing military threat
from China.
S. 1542
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1542, a bill to amend part B of
title IV of the Social Security Act to
extend the child and family services
program through fiscal year 2016, and
for other purposes.
S. 1577
At the request of Mr. BAucus, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1577, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase and
make permanent the alternative sim-
plified research credit, and for other
purposes.
S. 1584
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1584, a bill to provide for additional
quality control of drugs.
S. 1595
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. McCONNELL) and the Senator from

September 22, 2011

Texas (Mr. CORNYN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1595, a bill to prohibit
funding for the United Nations in the
event the United Nations grants Pal-
estine a change in status from a perma-
nent observer entity before a com-
prehensive peace agreement has been
reached with Israel.

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1595, supra.

S.J. RES. 19

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of
S.J. Res. 19, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States authorizing
Congress to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States.

S. CON. RES. 27

At the request of Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, the name of the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 27, a concurrent
resolution honoring the service of Ser-
geant First Class Leroy Arthur Petry,
a native of Santa Fe, New Mexico and
the second living recipient of the
Medal of Honor since the Vietnam War.

S. RES. 232

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 232, a resolution rec-
ognizing the continued persecution of
Falun Gong practitioners in China on
the 12th anniversary of the campaign
by the Chinese Communist Party to
suppress the Falun Gong movement,
recognizing the Tuidang movement
whereby Chinese citizens renounce
their ties to the Chinese Communist
Party and its affiliates, and calling for
an immediate end to the campaign to
persecute Falun Gong practitioners.

AMENDMENT NO. 634

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 634 proposed to H.R.
2832, a bill to extend the Generalized
System of Preferences, and for other
purposes.

At the request of Mr. BROWN of Mas-
sachusetts, his name was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 634 proposed
to H.R. 2832, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 650

At the request of Mr. BROWN of Mas-
sachusetts, his name was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 650 proposed
to H.R. 2832, a bill to extend the Gener-
alized System of Preferences, and for
other purposes.

——————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself
and Mr. LUGAR):

S. 1603. A bill to enable transpor-
tation fuel competition, consumer
choice, and greater use of domestic en-
ergy sources in order to reduce our Na-
tion’s dependence on foreign oil; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.
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Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation
aimed at breaking oil’s monopoly over
our Nation’s transportation system. I
would like to thank Senator LUGAR for
helping develop and agreeing to co-
sponsor this important bill.

The Open Fuels Standard Act of 2011
would introduce competition among
fuels in the U.S. transportation market
by ensuring that most new vehicles in
the United States will be capable of
running on a range of domestically pro-
duced alternative fuels.

By introducing competition among
fuels, the Open Fuels Standard, OFS,
Act aims to bring bout significant re-
ductions in the high prices paid by U.S.
consumers at the gas pump and in our
Nation’s dangerous overdependence on
foreign oil. According to the Depart-
ment of Energy, this lack of competi-
tion imposes a ‘‘monopoly premium’’ of
more than $200 billion on the economy
each year—a direct transfer of U.S.
wealth to the treasuries of OPEC coun-
tries and other foreign oil producers.
Keeping this money within U.S. bor-
ders would sharply cut the U.S. trade
deficit, safeguard U.S. household in-
come, and provide capital and market
incentive for investment in new U.S.
energy infrastructure.

The Open Fuels Standard Act re-
quires that starting in 2015, 50 percent
of new vehicles manufactured or sold in
the United States be flex fuel capable—
that is, able to run on non-petroleum
fuels. These fuels would include domes-
tically-produced ethanol or methanol
or other alcohols in addition to—or in-
stead of—petroleum-based fuels. In
2018, 80 percent of new vehicles would
need to be flex-fuel capable. Adoption
of an Open Fuels Standard would spur
the development and use of alcohol
fuels such as ethanol and methanol
that can be made from a wide variety
of domestic energy resources including
agricultural waste, energy crops, nat-
ural gas, and even trash. By increasing
the share of these abundant domestic
fuels in the U.S. market, the Open
Fuels Standard Act has the potential
to eliminate major drag on the Amer-
ican economy, creating new jobs,
strengthening our national security,
and addressing challenging environ-
mental concerns such as air quality
and climate change.

Today’s introduction of the Open
Fuels Standard Act coincides with yes-
terday’s launch of the United States
Energy Security Council. The new
Council’s purpose is to focus on reduc-
ing U.S. energy vulnerability and en-
hancing national security by finding
alternatives to foreign oil. This new
group’s members include former Sec-
retary of State George Shultz, former
Secretaries of Defense William Perry
and Harold Brown, as well as three
former national security advisers, a
former C.I.A. director, two former sen-
ators, a Nobel laureate, a former Fed-
eral Reserve chairman, and several
Fortune-50 chief executives.

The U.S. Energy Security Council is
calling for Congress to enact a require-
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ment such as the Open Fuels Standard
to end oil’s monopoly as the lynchpin
of U.S. energy security, according to a
New York Times op-ed on September 21
by council members former National
Security Advisor Robert C. McFarlane
and former Director of Central Intel-
ligence R. James Woolsey.

The Open Fuels Standard Act will
also complement and advance other
key legislation that Congress has
passed in recent years with the goals of
transforming the U.S. energy system
to make it more secure, more afford-
able, and more environmentally sus-
tainable. For example, the 2007 Energy
Independence and Security Act in-
cluded the Renewable Fuels Standard,
requiring the production of 36 billion
gallons of biofuels by 2022, and raising
CAFE standards, corporate average
fuel economy, for the first time in 20
years for SUVs and trucks. The Open
Fuels Standard Act, in conjunction
with policies such as these that we
fought hard for in previous Congresses,
will play a major role in achieving our
long-term national energy goals.

0Oil has had a monopoly over trans-
portation fuel for too long and Amer-
ican drivers have had no choice but to
pay volatile and elevated prices at the
pump. I am encouraged by the broad bi-
partisan and stakeholder support for
the Open Fuels Standard Act, and
again would like to thank Senator
LUGAR, which I believe is a recognition
that this approach will really help di-
versify our Nation’s energy supply and
spur investment and job creation.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself,
Mr. PRYOR, and Ms. COLLINS):

S. 1606. A bill to reform the process
by which Federal agencies analyze and
formulate new regulations and guid-
ance documents; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have
heard from many Arkansans and busi-
nesses, particularly small businesses,
which are struggling to meet an in-
creasing regulatory burden. Each year,
Federal agencies issue more than 3,000
final rules, many of which have signifi-
cant economic impact. In Executive
Order 13563, President Obama empha-
sized that our regulatory system
should promote ‘‘economic growth, in-
novation, competitiveness, and job cre-
ation.” I agree. We need a 21st-century
regulatory system that promotes fu-
ture prosperity. However, there are
some rules where that goal appears to
have been ignored and as a result our
economy suffers.

Experience suggests that improve-
ments in the regulatory process are
necessary to ensure that all agencies
pay close attention to the impact their
regulatory actions have on jobs and on
the economy.

For example, the EPA is currently
considering more stringent regulations
of dust as part of the national ambient
air quality. From county roads to farm
fields, dust is an unavoidable reality in
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rural areas. Imposing strict dust regu-
lations on these communities would
hurt family farmers and rural econo-
mies across Arkansas and our Nation.

Another example comes from a coun-
ty judge in Arkansas. He was rightly
concerned about a regulation stem-
ming from the Bush administration
that would have cost municipalities
and counties and States across the
country tens of millions of dollars to
replace their street signs. The burden
of paying for hundreds of thousands of
new signs at costs ranging anywhere
from $30 to $110 would have fallen to
State and local governments, and that
means State and local taxpayers. For-
tunately, as part of the administra-
tion’s review of regulations, Transpor-
tation Secretary Ray LaHood has de-
cided that a specific deadline for re-
placing street signs makes no sense
and that local and State transpor-
tation agencies are best equipped to de-
termine when they need to replace
these signs in the course of their daily
work.

In his Executive order, President
Obama remarked that the regulatory
system ‘‘must identify and use the
best, most innovative, and least bur-
densome tools for achieving regulatory
ends.” Last month, Cass Sunstein, the
Administrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs, wrote in
the Wall Street Journal that Cabinet
Secretaries were instructed to mini-
mize regulatory costs, avoid imposing
excessive regulatory burdens, and
prioritize regulatory actions that pro-
mote economic growth and job cre-
ation. I applaud the administration’s
new directive.

One difference in what the adminis-
tration is doing versus what we are
doing in the Portman-Pryor legislation
is that the President is looking retro-
spectively. He is doing a review of reg-
ulations that are on the books now,
which is good. I welcome that. But the
Portman-Pryor legislation will be pro-
spective; it will go forward. We will
talk about that more as we go.

I think it is time that Congress re-
viewed several of the laws that form
the basis of our Federal regulatory sys-
tem. We need to find ways to make
these laws more fair, reasonable, and
effective in meeting the dual chal-
lenges of protecting the public while
making our economy stronger and
more competitive. That is why I have
teamed up with Senator PORTMAN on
this important legislation.

Done right, I believe regulatory re-
form can lead to better, cheaper, and
faster rulemaking. Specifically, agen-
cies should, one, propose or adopt regu-
lations only when the benefits justify
the costs; two, write regulations so
that they impose the least burden on
society; and three, in choosing among
alternative regulatory approaches, se-
lect those that strike the right balance
between minimizing costs and maxi-
mizing benefits.

Portman-Pryor amends the Adminis-
trative Procedures Act to place greater
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emphasis on early engagement between
agencies and parties subject to high-
impact rules costing $1 billion or more
per year and major rules costing $100
million or more. These expensive rules
are where our focus should be. In fact,
as a historical footnote, the Adminis-
trative Procedures Act was written in
1946 and has not really been revised and
updated since that time. So now that it
is 65 years old, I think it is time to
look at it and update it.

Portman-Pryor makes better use of
two existing regulatory tools. It re-
quires an advanced notice of proposed
rulemaking for high-impact and major
rules to enable agencies to solicit writ-
ten data, views, or arguments from in-
terested parties. Second, although the
Administrative Procedures Act already
allows for formal hearings, agencies
rarely use this option. Portman-Pryor
requires an agency to conduct a formal
rulemaking hearing for high-impact
rules and, in some cases, major rules so
that data and information can be de-
bated on the record—here again, on the
record. We are trying to make this
process more transparent.

Portman-Pryor strikes a balance be-
tween minimizing costs and maxi-
mizing benefits. The bill makes clear
that the agencies are encouraged to
choose the least costly alternative that
would achieve the objectives of the
statute authorizing the rule. However,
the bill also makes clear that the agen-
cy may choose—may choose—a more
costly rule so long as it does two
things: one, explains why it has done so
based on policy concerns addressed by
the statute authorizing the rule and,
two, shows that the added benefits are
greater than the added costs, which is
by definition a push toward ‘‘maxi-
mizing benefits.”

Today, the length of rulemaking var-
ies widely from a few months to several
years. After this reform, times will
still vary in about that same amount,
but the final rules should be more sta-
ble and more credible. A principal goal
of Portman-Pryor is that the bill may
shorten the rulemaking process be-
cause the final rule will be based on
more sound, thorough information and
that fewer high-impact and major rules
will be vacated by courts and sent back
to the agency.

Finally, the bill reinforces that agen-
cies must assess both the costs and
benefits of their rules. However, the
bill requires the Administrator of
OIRA to establish guidelines so that
costs-benefit analysis can be commen-
surate with the economic impact of the
rule.

Regulatory reform is not an exciting
subject, I know, but it is vitally impor-
tant to our Nation’s economic recov-
ery. I look forward to working with
Senator PORTMAN on this important
legislation. I also look forward to
working with other colleagues to try to
get them interested and possibly co-
sponsoring and helping us get this bill
through the process.

My final point is that this is a piece
of legislation which not only is bipar-
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tisan but is bicameral. We have two
Members of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives who have announced this
legislation with us today: LAMAR
SMITH, who is chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee, and COLLIN PETERSON,
who is the ranking member on the Ag-
riculture Committee in the House. So
it is rare when we get bipartisan, bi-
cameral legislation coming in this Con-
gress.

I hope—I sincerely hope—I will have
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
who will look at this legislation. I hope
we will get broad bipartisan support
and we will be able to move it through
the committees and get it to the floor
in a timely fashion.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1609. A bill to require the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
to establish a demonstration program
to award grants to, and enter into con-
tracts with, medical-legal partnerships
to assist patients and their families to
navigate health-related programs and
activities; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I
join Senators LEAHY and INOUYE to in-
troduce the Medical-Legal Partnership
for Health Act. This legislation will re-
duce our Nation’s health care costs and
improve the health of vulnerable pa-
tients by building upon the great work
that medical-legal partnerships are
doing every day, all across the United
States.

Medical-legal partnerships bring
legal aid services into medical settings,
such as hospitals and community
health centers, to help patients over-
come problems that create and perpet-
uate poor health. In today’s difficult
economy, many Americans are strug-
gling to meet the basic health needs of
themselves and their children. This
may mean struggling to pay the high
costs of medical care or prescription
drugs, or putting off an annual check-
up until next year.

But some health care needs are non-
medical in nature, like making sure
your home is properly heated in the
winter; that it is not infested by in-
sects or rodents; and that it is free of
domestic violence. These needs may re-
quire more than just medical care;
they may require legal assistance.

Unfortunately, most health care pro-
viders are not equipped to deal with
the non-medical issues that lead some
patients to seek medical care repeat-
edly or on an ongoing basis. Despite
the perception that legal issues fre-
quently affect their patients, a survey
of physicians at Boston Medical Center
revealed that fewer than 20 percent of
doctors knew how to refer patients to
legal resources. As a result, many pa-
tients never address the root cause of
their health problems, leading to cost-
ly visits to the emergency room and
lengthy hospital stays.

Medical-legal partnerships connect
patients with the legal assistance they
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need to address these root causes.
Rather than just applying a temporary
fix to a health issue, they help patients
get healthy and stay healthy.

In the process, medical-legal partner-
ships generate substantial cost savings
for families and the entire health care
system. One study found a 50 percent
reduction in emergency room visits fol-
lowing the intervention of medical-
legal partnerships, saving families hun-
dreds of dollars per visit. Another
study showed that medical-legal part-
nerships reduced the cost per pediatric
asthma patient from $735 to $181
through fewer emergency room visits,
while also resulting in decreased fre-
quency and duration of asthma attacks
following an intervention. These cost
savings not only help keep families out
of potentially crippling debt, but they
also help reduce emergency room over-
crowding and decrease health care ex-
penditures on preventable health con-
ditions.

Unfortunately, many patients are un-
likely to seek legal services on their
own. Righty-five percent of patients
who sought legal assistance from one
medical-legal partnership in California
had not used legal resources before and
more than 78 percent were not pre-
viously aware of legal services at all.
By embedding legal services in health
care settings, medical-legal partner-
ships raise awareness of legal services
so that patients are more likely to ad-
dress problems before they turn into
crises.

In an article about medical-legal
partnerships last year, the Los Angeles
Times told the story of Maria Perez.
Maria had a fever of 103, her body
ached and she had trouble breathing.
After being told in the emergency room
that she had pneumonia, she went to a
clinic in South Los Angeles for a fol-
low-up appointment. The doctor asked
Perez about her housing situation. Her
apartment had cockroaches and mice,
and rain fell through a broken window
and filled the walls with mold. The doc-
tor wrote prescriptions to treat the
pneumonia and an asthma flare-up and
then sent her down the hall to talk to
a lawyer.

After the attorney contacted both
the landlord and the Los Angeles Hous-
ing Department, Maria’s living condi-
tions improved, and so did her health.
She told the Times: ‘“The medicine
wasn’t what cured me. It was [my law-
yer] and what he did.”

Medical-legal partnerships also offer
a critical lifeline to victims of domes-
tic violence. In my home state of Iowa,
a young woman named Brenda sought
help to escape an abusive marriage.
Her husband was a gang member and
threatened to Kkill her or have members
of his gang kill her. One night, while
attempting to flee an attack, Brenda’s
husband pulled her back into the house
and beat and choked her until she lost
consciousness. When Brenda sought
medical care the next day, her care
providers referred her to Iowa Legal
Aid’s Health and Law Project for help.
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Iowa Legal Aid helped Brenda obtain a
protective order, which included cus-
tody of the couple’s daughter. Iowa
Legal Aid is currently helping Brenda
with a divorce so that she and her
daughter will have protection and long-
term autonomy from her abuser; there-
by reducing the mneed for ongoing
health care.

The success of these programs is
catching on. The first medical-legal
partnership was created nearly two
decades ago at Boston Medical Center.
By 2009, there were 60 such partner-
ships across the country. Today there
are 90 medical-legal partnerships work-
ing with more than 240 health services
providers.

Medical-legal partnerships have at-
tracted the attention of corporate
America, too. In July, Walmart became
the first corporation to take a lead role
in a medical-legal partnership, and I
commend them for recognizing the val-
uable role these programs can play in
our communities.

After graduating from law school, I
served as a Legal Services attorney in
Iowa. I learned first-hand how crucial
this assistance is to struggling families
and individuals who have no place else
to turn when they are taken advantage
of or abused. I know the invaluable
legal help provided to battered women
trying to leave abusive relationships
while fearing for their safety and the
safety of their children. I know that,
without access to the legal system, the
poor are often powerless against the in-
justices they suffer.

I am particularly proud of the suc-
cess of a medical-legal partnership in
my home state of Iowa. The Iowa Legal
Aid Health and Law Project harnesses
the talents of Iowa physicians and at-
torneys to improve the lives of vulner-
able Iowans. By partnering with 17 hos-
pitals and health centers across my
state, the Iowa Legal Aid Health and
Law Project is able to extend services
from Sioux City to Dubuque, and from
Council Bluffs to Fort Dodge. In 2009,
the program served 880 Iowans, and 94
percent of their cases had a positive
outcome. The Iowa Legal Aid Health
and Law Project does a remarkable job.
They are just one example of the great
work going on across the country.

You may be surprised to learn that
when it comes to medical-legal part-
nerships, a little money can go a long
way. Iowa’s program was started with a
federal investment of less than $300,000.
The program prevents hospital admis-
sions and emergency room visits that
cost hospitals and patients many thou-
sands of dollars in health care costs
and insurance premiums. A modest in-
vestment in these community pro-
grams can help Dpeople achieve
healthier, safer lives and prevent fu-
ture hospitalizations and health care
costs. That sounds like common sense
to me. And that’s why, today, I am
proud to introduce the Medical-Legal
Partnership for Health Act: to give
health care providers and lawyers
across the country the opportunity to
start such programs.
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The Act creates a federal demonstra-
tion program to help create, strength-
en, and evaluate medical-legal partner-
ships. Overall, this legislation will sup-
port 60 partnership sites in community
health centers, the Veterans Adminis-
tration, hospitals, and other health
care settings.

I was proud to have the support of
former Senator Kit Bond of Missouri
when I introduced this legislation dur-
ing the previous Congress. I know there
are many Americans who think that
the two political parties in Washington
can’t agree on anything these days, but
this is an issue that has attracted bi-
partisan support in the past and it is
my strong hope that it will do so again.
In the spirit of compromise and bipar-
tisanship, I have taken contentious
issues off the table: the bill excludes
federal money from being used toward
class action law suits, medical mal-
practice cases, representation of un-
documented individuals, and abortion
or abortion-counseling services.

Medical-legal partnerships also have
broad support from prominent organi-
zations representing physicians and at-
torneys. They’ve received the endorse-
ment of the American Medical Associa-
tion, the American Bar Association,
the American Academy of Pediatrics,
the American Hospital Association,
and the Accreditation Council of Grad-
uate Medical Education, to name just a
few.

Through this community-based, com-
mon-sense investment, we will be able
to help some of our most vulnerable
citizens avoid illness and hospitaliza-
tion, while reducing costs across the
entire health care system.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this investment in medical-
legal partnerships.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1609

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Medical-
Legal Partnership for Health Act”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) Numerous studies and reports, includ-
ing the annual National Healthcare Dispari-
ties Report and Unequal Treatment, the 2002
Institute of Medicine Report, document the
extensiveness to which vulnerable popu-
lations suffer from health disparities across
the country.

(2) These studies have found that, on aver-
age, racial and ethnic minorities and low-in-
come populations are disproportionately af-
flicted with chronic and acute conditions
such as asthma, cancer, diabetes, and hyper-
tension and suffer worse health outcomes,
worse health status, and higher mortality
rates.

(3) Several recent studies also show that
health and healthcare quality are a function
of not only access to healthcare, but also the

finds the fol-
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social determinants of health, including the
environment, the physical structure of com-
munities, socio-economic status, nutrition,
educational attainment, employment, race,
ethnicity, geography, and language pref-
erence, that directly and indirectly affect
the health, healthcare, and wellness of indi-
viduals and communities.

(4) Formally integrating medical and legal
professionals in the health setting can more
effectively address the health needs of vul-
nerable populations and ultimately reduce
health disparities.

(5) All over the United States, healthcare
providers who take care of low-income indi-
viduals and families are partnering with
legal professionals to assist them in pro-
viding better quality of healthcare.

(6) Medical-legal partnerships integrate
lawyers in a health setting to help patients
navigate the complex government, legal, and
service systems in addressing social deter-
minants of health, such as income supports
for food insecure families and mold removal
from the home of asthmatics.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are to—

(1) support and advance opportunity for
medical-legal partnerships to be more fully
integrated in healthcare settings nationwide;

(2) to improve the quality of care for vul-
nerable populations by reducing health dis-
parities among health disparities popu-
lations and addressing the social deter-
minants of health; and

(3) identify and develop cost-effective
strategies that will improve patient out-
comes and realize savings for healthcare sys-
tems.

SEC. 3. MEDICAL-LEGAL PARTNERSHIPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall establish a nation-
wide demonstration project consisting of—

(1) awarding grants to, and entering into
contracts with, medical-legal partnerships to
assist patients and their families to navigate
programs and activities; and

(2) evaluating the effectiveness of such
partnerships.

(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
may, directly or through grants or contracts,
provide technical assistance to grantees
under subsection (a)(1) to support the estab-
lishment and sustainability of medical-legal
partnerships. Not to exceed 5 percent of the
amount appropriated to carry out this sec-
tion in a fiscal year may be used for purposes
of this subsection.

(¢) FUNDING.—

(1) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received as a
grant or pursuant to a contract under this
section shall be used to assist patients and
their families to navigate health-related pro-
grams and activities for purposes of achiev-
ing one or more of the following goals:

(A) Enhancing access to healthcare serv-
ices.

(B) Improving health outcomes for low-in-
come individuals, as defined in subsection
(®.

(C) Reducing health disparities among
health disparities populations.

(D) Enhancing wellness and prevention of
chronic conditions and other health prob-
lems.

(E) Reducing cost of care to the healthcare
system.

(F) Addressing the social determinants of
health.

(G) Addressing situational contributing
factors.

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section such sums as may be
necessary, but not to exceed $10,000,000, for
each of the fiscal years 2012 through 2016.

(3) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—For each fis-
cal year, the Secretary may not award a
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grant or contract under this section to a en-
tity unless the entity agrees to make avail-
able non-Federal contributions (which may
include in-kind contributions) toward the
costs of a grant or contract awarded under
this section in an amount that is not less
than $1 for each $10 of Federal funds provided
under the grant or contract.

(4) ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts appro-
priated pursuant to paragraph (2) for a fiscal
year, the Secretary may obligate not more
than 5 percent for the administrative ex-
penses of the Secretary in carrying out this
section.

(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
receive a grant or contract under this sec-
tion, an entity shall—

(1) be an organization experienced in bridg-
ing the medical and legal professions on be-
half of vulnerable populations nationally;
and

(2) submit to the Secretary an application
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require, including information dem-
onstrating that the applicant has experience
in bridging the medical and legal professions
or a strategy or plan for cultivating and
building medical-legal partnerships.

(e) PROHIBITIONS.—No funds under this sec-
tion may be used—

(1) for any medical malpractice action or
proceeding;

(2) to provide any support to an alien who
is not—

(A) a qualified alien (as defined in section
431 of the Immigration and Nationality Act);

(B) a nonimmigrant under the Immigration
and Nationality Act; or

(C) an alien who is paroled into the United
States under section 212(d)(5) of such Act for
less than one year;

(3) to provide legal assistance with respect
to any proceeding or litigation which seeks
to procure an abortion or to compel any indi-
vidual or institution to perform an abortion,
or assist in the performance of an abortion;
or

(4) to initiate or participate in a class ac-
tion lawsuit.

(f) REPORTS.—

(1) FINAL REPORT BY SECRETARY.—Not later
than 6 months after the date of the comple-
tion of the demonstration program under
this section, the Secretary shall conduct a
study of the results of the program and sub-
mit to the Congress a report on such results
that includes the following:

(A) An evaluation of the program out-
comes, including—

(i) a description of the extent to which
medical-legal partnerships funded through
this section achieved the goals described in
subsection (b);

(ii) quantitative and qualitative analysis
of baseline and benchmark measures; and

(iii) aggregate information about the indi-
viduals served and program activities.

(B) Recommendations on whether the pro-
grams funded under this section could be
used to improve patient outcomes in other
public health areas.

(2) INTERIM REPORTS BY SECRETARY.—The
Secretary may provide interim reports to
the Congress on the demonstration program
under this section at such intervals as the
Secretary determines to be appropriate.

(3) REPORTS BY GRANTEES.—The Secretary
may require each recipient of a grant under
this section to submit interim and final re-
ports on the programs carried out by such re-
cipient with such grant.

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘health disparities popu-
lations’ has the meaning given such term in
section 485E(d) of the Public Health Service
Act.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(2) The term ‘‘low-income individuals’ re-
fers to the population of individuals and fam-
ilies who earn up to 200 percent of the Fed-
eral poverty level.

(3) The term ‘‘medical-legal partnership’”’
means an entity—

(A) that is a partnership between—

(i) a community health center, public hos-
pital, children’s hospital, or other provider
of healthcare services to a significant num-
ber of low-income beneficiaries; and

(ii) one or more legal professionals; and

(B) whose primary mission is to assist pa-
tients and their families navigate health-re-
lated programs, activities, and services
through the provision of relevant civil legal
assistance on-site in the healthcare setting
involved, in conjunction with regular train-
ing for healthcare staff and providers regard-
ing the connections between legal interven-
tions, social determinants, and health of
low-income individuals.

(4) The term ‘‘Secretary’” means the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. CASEY,
Mr. UpALL of New Mexico, and
Mr. WYDEN):

S. 1612. A bill to provide the Depart-
ment of Justice with additional tools
to target extraterritorial drug traf-
ficking activity; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce the Targeting
Transnational Drug Trafficking Act of
2011 with my colleagues and friends,
Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY, Senator
CHARLES SCHUMER, Senator RICHARD
BLUMENTHAL, Senator ToM UDALL, Sen-
ator ROBERT CASEY and Senator RON
WYDEN.

This bill will support the Obama Ad-
ministration’s recently released Strat-
egy to Combat Transnational Orga-
nized Crime by providing the Depart-
ment of Justice with crucial tools to
help combat the international drug
trade. As drug traffickers find new and
innovative ways to avoid prosecution,
we must keep up with them rather
than allowing our laws to lag behind.

This legislation has three main com-
ponents. First, it puts in place pen-
alties for extraterritorial drug traf-
ficking activity when individuals have
reasonable cause to believe that illegal
drugs will be trafficked into the United
States. Current law says that drug
traffickers must know that illegal
drugs will be trafficked into the United
States and this legislation would lower
the knowledge threshold to reasonable
cause to believe.

The Department of Justice has in-
formed my office that with increasing
frequency, it sees drug traffickers from
Colombia, Ecuador and Peru who
produce cocaine in their countries but
leave transit of cocaine to the United
States in the hands of Mexican drug
trafficking organizations such as the
Zetas. Under current law, our ability
to prosecute source-nation traffickers
from Colombia, Ecuador and Peru is
limited since there is often no direct
evidence of their knowledge that ille-
gal drugs were intended for the United
States.
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Second, this bill ensures that current
penalties apply to precursor chemical
producers from other countries. This
includes those producing
pseudoephedrine used for methamphet-
amine who illegally ship precursor
chemicals into the United States
knowing that these chemicals will be
used to make illegal drugs.

Third, this bill will expand con-
spiracy liability when controlled sub-
stances are destined to the United
States from a foreign country. This
means that members of any conspiracy
to distribute controlled substances will
be subject to U.S. jurisdiction when at
least one member of the conspiracy in-
tends or knows that illegal drugs will
be unlawfully imported into the United
States.

As Chairman of the Senate Caucus on
International Narcotics Control and as
a public servant who has focused on
law enforcement issues for many years,
I know that we cannot sit idly by as
drug traffickers find new ways to cir-
cumvent our laws. We must provide the
Department of Justice with all of the
tools it needs to prosecute drug king-
pins both here at home and abroad.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1612

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Targeting
Transnational Drug Trafficking Act of 2011”°.
SEC. 2. POSSESSION, MANUFACTURE OR DIS-

TRIBUTION FOR PURPOSES OF UN-
LAWFUL IMPORTATIONS.

(a) POSSESSION, MANUFACTURE OR DISTRIBU-
TION FOR PURPOSES OF UNLAWFUL IMPORTA-
TIONS.—Section 1009 of the Controlled Sub-
stances Import and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 959)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (¢) and (d), respectively; and

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘It shall”
and all that follows and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘It shall be unlawful for any person
to manufacture or distribute a controlled
substance in schedule I or II or
flunitrazepam intending, knowing, or having
reasonable cause to believe that such sub-
stance will be unlawfully imported into the
United States or into waters within a dis-
tance of 12 miles of the coast of the United
States.

““(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to
manufacture or distribute a listed chem-
ical—

‘(1) intending or knowing that the listed
chemical will be used to manufacture a con-
trolled substance; and

‘(2) intending, knowing, or having reason-
able cause to believe that the controlled sub-
stance will be unlawfully imported into the
United States.”.

(b) ATTEMPT AND CONSPIRACY.—Section
1013 of the Controlled Substances Import and
Export Act (21 U.S.C. 963) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: ‘“‘For a con-
spiracy to commit such an offense that re-
quires the person to intend, know, or have
reasonable cause to believe that a controlled
substance will be unlawfully imported into
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the United States, it is sufficient to prove a
conspiracy to commit the offense that only 1
member of the conspiracy intended, knew, or
had reasonable cause to believe that the con-
trolled substance would be unlawfully im-
ported into the United States.”.

By Mr. REED (for himself and
Mrs. HUTCHISON):

S. 1613. A bill to improve and enhance
research and programs on childhood
cancer survivorship, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be joined today by Senator
HUTCHISON in the introduction of the
Pediatric, Adolescent, and Young
Adult Cancer Survivorship Research
and Quality of Life Act of 2011.

The population of survivors of child-
hood cancer has grown exponentially
over the years. In 1960, only 4 percent
of children with cancer survived more
than 5 years. Today, nearly 80 percent
of children with cancer survive more
than five years. While this is heart-
ening news, as a result of their cancer
and treatment, many of these children
unfortunately have health complica-
tions, often life-threatening, for years
to come. Indeed, after beating cancer,
as many as %5 of these children suffer
from late effects of their disease or
treatment, including second cancers
and heart and lung damage. There are
also serious psychosocial impacts that
these survivors face.

With so many facing the risk of these
late effects, it is critical that resources
are made available to help these sur-
vivors, especially those in underserved
communities. Our legislation would en-
hance research on the late effects of
childhood cancers and improve collabo-
ration among providers so that doctors
are better able to care for this popu-
lation as they age. It would also estab-
lish a new pilot program to begin to ex-
plore models of care for childhood can-
cer survivors. Creating standard proto-
cols and procedures will help providers,
patients, and families know what to ex-
pect after beating cancer, including
when to get certain check-ups and
tests that guard against late effects.

This bill is part of a continuing effort
to focus greater attention on childhood
cancers. In 2008, I worked on a bipar-
tisan basis to enact, the Caroline Pryce
Walker Conquer Childhood Cancer Act.
This law has increased support for re-
search on childhood cancers and im-
proved treatment for patients. But we
must not stop there.

The legislation Senator HUTCHISON
and I are introducing today to address
the late effects of childhood cancer,
will do more to help childhood cancer
patients. I look forward to working
with my colleagues to pass this legisla-
tion and help ensure that children who
survive cancer live a long and healthy
life.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
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S. 1613

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Pediatric,
Adolescent, and Young Adult Cancer Survi-
vorship Research and Quality of Life Act of
2011”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds as follows:

(1) An estimated 12,400 children and adoles-
cents under age 20 are diagnosed with cancer
each year.

(2) In 1960, only 4 percent of children with
cancer survived more than 5 years, but by
2011, cure rates have increased to 78 percent
for children and adolescents under age 20.

(3) The population of survivors of child-
hood cancers has grown dramatically, to
more than 300,000 individuals of all ages as of
2007.

(4) As many as % of childhood cancer sur-
vivors are likely to experience at least one
late effect of treatment, with as many as %
experiencing a late effect that is serious or
life-threatening. The most common late ef-
fects of childhood cancer are neurocognitive,

psychological, cardiopulmonary, endocrine,
and musculoskeletal effects and secondary
malignancies.

(6) The late effects of cancer treatment
may change as treatments evolve, which
means that the monitoring and treatment of
cancer survivors may need to be modified on
a routine basis.

(6) The Institute of Medicine, in its reports
on cancer survivorship entitled ‘‘Childhood
Cancer Survivorship: Improving Care and
Quality of Life’’, states that an organized
system of care and a method of care for pedi-
atric cancer survivors is needed.

SEC. 3. CANCER SURVIVORSHIP PROGRAMS.

(a) CANCER SURVIVORSHIP PROGRAMS.—Sub-
part 1 of part C of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 417G. PILOT PROGRAMS TO EXPLORE

MODEL SYSTEMS OF CARE FOR PE-
DIATRIC CANCER SURVIVORS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may
make grants to eligible entities to establish
pilot programs to develop, study, or evaluate
model systems for monitoring and caring for
childhood cancer survivors.

‘“(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—In this section,
the term ‘eligible entity’ means—

‘(1) a medical school;

‘“(2) a children’s hospital;

‘“(3) a cancer center; or

‘‘(4) any other entity with significant expe-
rience and expertise in treating survivors of
childhood cancers.

‘“(c) USE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary may
make a grant under this section to an eligi-
ble entity only if the entity agrees—

‘(1) to use the grant to establish a pilot
program to develop, study, or evaluate one
or more model systems for monitoring and
caring for cancer survivors; and

‘“(2) in developing, studying, and evalu-
ating such systems, to give special emphasis
to—

‘“(A) the design of protocols for different
models of follow-up care, monitoring, and
other survivorship programs (including peer
support and mentoring programs);

‘(B) the development of various models for
providing multidisciplinary care;

‘“(C) the dissemination of information and
the provision of training to health care pro-
viders about how to provide linguistically
and culturally competent follow-up care and
monitoring to cancer survivors and their
families;

‘(D) the development of support programs
to improve the quality of life of cancer sur-
vivors;
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‘“‘(BE) the design of systems for the effective
transfer of treatment information and care
summaries from cancer care providers to
other health care providers (including risk
factors and a plan for recommended follow-
up care);

“(F) the dissemination of the information
and programs described in subparagraphs (A)
through (E) to other health care providers
(including primary care physicians and in-
ternists) to cancer survivors and their fami-
lies, where appropriate; and

‘“(G) the development of initiatives that
promote the coordination and effective tran-
sition of care between cancer care providers,
primary care physicians, and mental health
professionals.

¢“(d) FunDING.—For each of fiscal years 2013
through 2017, the Secretary may transfer out
of funds otherwise appropriated to the De-
partment of Health and Human Services for
a fiscal year the amount necessary to carry
out this section.

“SEC. 417G-1. WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT COL-
LABORATIVE ON MEDICAL AND PSY-
CHOSOCIAL CARE FOR CHILDHOOD
CANCER SURVIVORS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of the Pediatric,
Adolescent, and Young Adult Cancer Survi-
vorship Research and Quality of Life Act of
2011, the Secretary may convene a Workforce
Development Collaborative on Medical and
Psychosocial Care for Pediatric Cancer Sur-
vivors (referred to in this paragraph as the
‘Collaborative’). The Collaborative shall be a
cross-specialty, multidisciplinary group
composed of educators, consumer and family
advocates, and providers of psychosocial and
biomedical health services.

“(b) GoALS AND REPORTS.—The Collabo-
rative shall submit to the Secretary a report
establishing a plan to meet the following ob-
jectives for medical and psychosocial care
workforce development:

‘(1) Identifying, refining, and broadly dis-
seminating to healthcare educators informa-
tion about workforce competencies, models,
and preservices curricula relevant to pro-
viding medical and psychosocial services to
individuals with pediatric cancers.

‘(2) Adapting curricula for continuing edu-
cation of the existing workforce using effi-
cient workplace-based learning approaches.

‘(3) Developing the skills of faculty and
other trainers in teaching psychosocial
health care using evidence-based teaching
strategies.

‘“(4) Strengthening the emphasis on psy-
chosocial healthcare in educational accredi-
tation standards and professional licensing
and certification exams by recommending
revisions to the relevant oversight organiza-
tions.

‘() Evaluating the effectiveness of patient
navigators in pediatric cancer survivorship
care.

‘(6) Evaluating the effectiveness of peer
support programs in the psychosocial care of
pediatric cancer patients and survivors.

‘‘(c) FUNDING.—For each of fiscal years 2013
through 2017, the Secretary may transfer out
of funds otherwise appropriated to the De-
partment of Health and Human Services for
a fiscal year the amount necessary to carry
out this section.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the
Hematological Cancer Research Investment
and Education Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-
172; 116 Stat. 541) is amended by striking
‘“‘section 419C”’ and inserting ‘‘section 417C”’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if
included in section 3 of the Hematological
Cancer Research Investment and Education
Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-172; 116 Stat. 541).
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SEC. 4. GRANTS TO IMPROVE CARE FOR PEDI-
ATRIC CANCER SURVIVORS.

Section 417E of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 285a-11) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by striking “RESEARCH
AND AWARENESS” and inserting ‘RE-
SEARCH, AWARENESS, AND SURVIVOR-
SHIP’;

(2) in subsection (a)—

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (4); and

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(2) RESEARCH ON CAUSES OF HEALTH DIS-
PARITIES IN PEDIATRIC CANCER SURVIVOR-
SHIP.—

““(A) GRANTS.—The Director of NIH, acting
through the Director of the Institute, in co-
ordination with ongoing research activities,
may make grants to entities to conduct re-
search relating to—

‘(i) needs and outcomes of pediatric cancer
survivors within minority or other medically
underserved populations;

‘“(ii) health disparities in pediatric cancer
survivorship outcomes within minority or
other medically underserved populations;

‘“(iii) barriers that pediatric cancer sur-
vivors within minority or other medically
underserved populations face in receiving
follow-up care; and

‘(iv) familial, socioeconomic, and other
environmental factors and the impact of
such factors on treatment outcomes and sur-
vivorship.

‘““(B) BALANCED APPROACH.—In making
grants for research under subparagraph (A)@)
on pediatric cancer survivors within minor-
ity or other medically underserved popu-
lations, the Director of NIH shall ensure that
such research addresses both the physical
and the psychological needs of such sur-
vivors.

‘“(3) RESEARCH ON LATE EFFECTS AND FOL-
LOW-UP CARE FOR PEDIATRIC CANCER SUR-
VIVORS.—The Director of NIH, in coordina-
tion with ongoing research activities, shall
conduct or support research on follow-up
care for pediatric cancer survivors, with spe-
cial emphasis given to—

‘‘(A) the development of indicators used for
long-term patient tracking and analysis of
the late effects of cancer treatment for pedi-
atric cancer survivors;

‘(B) the identification of risk factors asso-
ciated with the late effects of cancer treat-
ment;

‘(C) the identification of predictors of
neurocognitive and psychosocial outcomes;

‘(D) initiatives to protect cancer survivors
from the late effects of cancer treatment;

‘“(BE) transitions in care for pediatric can-
cer survivors;

‘“(F) training of professionals to provide
linguistically and culturally competent fol-
low-up care to pediatric cancer survivors;
and

“(G) different models of follow-up care.”’;
and

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘2013’ and
inserting ‘‘2017"’.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself
and Mr. ENZI):

S. 1616. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt certain
stock of real estate investment trusts
from the tax on foreign investments in
United States real property interests,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce a critical bill for our
economic recovery. As communities
across the country continue to recover
from the economic downturn and dev-
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astating falling property values, com-
mercial real estate properties through-
out the nation are confronting a severe
equity crisis. Just as the crash in the
residential real estate market trig-
gered the most severe economic reces-
sion in generations, the looming crisis
in the commercial real estate market,
if left unchecked, could prove to be
devastating for our fragile economic
recovery.

Studies have shown that more than
$1 trillion of commercial real estate
loans will be maturing in just the next
few years. In fact, by 2018 more than
$2.4 trillion dollars of loans held by in-
surance companies, thrifts, banks, and
in commercial mortgage-backed securi-
ties will mature. Just as we saw with
home mortgages, if these borrowers
can’t secure other funding options
when these payments come due, com-
mercial properties across the country
will go into foreclosure, leaving com-
munities with even more vacant store-
fronts, less jobs, lower tax revenues,
and a deeper economic hole to dig
themselves out of.

Simply put, the commercial real es-
tate industry has an equity problem
too large for domestic investment
alone to solve.

Unfortunately, certain tax rules—
most of which were drafted 30 years
ago, before the current crisis could be
foreseen—impose significant penalties
on foreign investments in domestic
real estate that do not exist on other
types of U.S. investments such as cor-
porate stocks and bonds. As a result,
overseas investors are discouraged
from investing in U.S. real estate at a
time when their capital is sorely need-
ed.

These rules, created by the Foreign
Investment in Real Property Tax Act,
or FIRPTA as it is come to be known,
freeze out foreign investment in our
real estate markets by imposing an ar-
bitrary withholding tax on the gains
realized by overseas capital invested in
domestic properties.

Not only is this different treatment
questionable as a policy, it is damaging
to the economy. At no point have these
rules been more damaging to the econ-
omy than today. They continue to keep
capital out of the U.S. at a time when
commercial real estate in all of our
communities desperately needs the eq-
uity investment.

If these rules are not reformed, it is
a real possibility that hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in debt would go into
default, triggering massive fore-
closures, significant decreases in prop-
erty values and a severe constriction of
capital available for U.S. consumers
and businesses—absolutely the last
thing this economy needs right now.

That is why today, Senator ENZI and
I are introducing bipartisan, bicameral
legislation that would implement effi-
cient and meaningful reform of these
tax rules to encourage more equity in-
vestment in U.S. real estate.

These reforms would help save com-
munities all across America from the
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drag of a wave of commercial real es-
tate foreclosures, help to restart the
credit markets, and free up capital to
create jobs and economic opportunities
for families in every region of the
country.

These provisions are modest but ef-
fective.

We are not tackling the bigger ques-
tion of whether or not the existing
FIRPTA rules are effective in a 21st
century economy. This legislation sim-
ply creates targeted opportunities for
investment in American real estate
while preserving the underlying foreign
ownership limits imposed by these tax
rules.

We may not agree on a whole lot
these days, but today we offer a bipar-
tisan, bicameral solution to help the
U.S. economy. I hope all of my col-
leagues can take the time to look at
this bill, understand the positive ef-
fects it will have for every State, and
we can get this done for the American
people.

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr.
JOHANNS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
MERKLEY, and Mr. FRANKEN):

S. 1617. A bill to establish the Council
on Healthy Housing and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I introduce
with my colleague Senator JOHANNS,
the Healthy Housing Council Act. I
thank Senators BOXER, MERKLEY, and
FRANKEN for joining us as original co-
sponsors of this bill.

Many factors impact health and
wellness. Typically, doctors and other
health professionals are able to counsel
patients on the importance of exercise
and healthy eating, for example, to
prevent diseases and conditions. Too
frequently, however, these providers
overlook the possibility of housing-re-
lated health hazards that patients
knowingly or unknowingly come into
contact with, which can also cause a
variety of preventable diseases and
conditions like cancer, lead poisoning,
and asthma.

While there are many programs in
place to address these hazards, these
programs are fragmented and spread
across many agencies. Our legislation,
the Healthy Housing Council Act,
would establish an independent inter-
agency Council on Healthy Housing in
the executive branch in order to im-
prove the coordination of existing but
fragmented programs, bringing these
various efforts out of their respective
silos and reducing duplication to im-
prove the efficiency and efficacy of
these efforts.

Through periodic meetings, Federal,
State, and local government represent-
atives, along with industry and non-
profit representatives will meet to dis-
cuss ways to educate individuals and
families on how to recognize housing-
related health hazards and access the
necessary services and preventive
measures to combat these hazards.
This collaboration is particularly crit-
ical as every member of the council
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will bring a different perspective to the
table on how to review, monitor, and
evaluate existing housing, health, en-
ergy, and environmental programs and
work together to collectively improve
these programs for the future. Then, in
order to ensure that members of the
public are informed of and benefit from
the council’s activities, the council
would hold biannual stakeholder meet-
ings, maintain an updated website, and
work to unify healthy housing data
collection and maintenance.

It is our goal for this council to help
reduce the more than 5.7 million house-
holds living in conditions with mod-
erate or severe health hazards, 23 mil-
lion additional homes with lead-based
paint hazards, 14,000 unintentional in-
jury and fire deaths every year that re-
sult from housing-related hazards, and
21,000 radon-associated lung cancer
deaths every year. Indeed, the council
will help us embark on a path to assure
that affordable and decent homes are
also healthy.

This council could also be critical in
helping to curb overall health care ex-
penditures. For example, the annual
cost of environmentally attributable
childhood diseases, including cancer,
lead poisoning, and cancer was $76 bil-
lion in 2008 dollars, 3.5 percent of total
health costs. Low-income and minority
individuals and families who are dis-
proportionately affected by housing-re-
lated health hazards are the same indi-
viduals and families who are typically
enrolled in Medicaid or forgo insurance
altogether, which costs Federal and
States governments. Helping to im-
prove housing conditions can help pre-
vent an estimated 250,000 children
under the age of 6 from having elevated
blood levels each year, nearly 10,000
emergency department visits for car-
bon monoxide exposure, and 12.3 mil-
lion asthma attacks. Keeping children
out of the doctor’s office and emer-
gency rooms will save families and the
government money.

As Congress continues to explore
methods to reduce spending and reign
in our deficit and improve the health of
individuals, children, and families, pro-
moting low-cost measures to eliminate
subpar housing can make a dramatic
and meaningful difference, and I urge
my colleagues to join me and Senators
JOHANNS, BOXER, MERKLEY, and
FRANKEN in supporting this bipartisan
bill and other healthy housing efforts.

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1617

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Healthy
Housing Council Act of 2011”°.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) In the United States—
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(A) 5,757,000 households live in homes with
moderate or severe physical hazards;

(B) 23,000,000 homes have significant lead-
based paint hazards;

(C) 6,000,000 homes have had signs of mice
in the last 3 months; and

(D) 1 in 15 homes have dangerous levels of
radon.

(2) Residents of housing that is poorly de-
signed, constructed, or maintained are at
risk for cancer, carbon monoxide poisoning,
burns, falls, rodent bites, childhood lead poi-
soning, asthma, and other illnesses and inju-
ries. Vulnerable subpopulations, such as chil-
dren and the elderly, are at elevated risk for
housing-related illnesses and injuries.

(3) Because substandard housing typically
poses the greatest risks, the disparities in
the distribution of housing-related health
hazards are striking. One million two hun-
dred thousand housing units with significant
lead-based paint hazards house low-income
families with children under 6 years of age.

(4) Housing-related illnesses, including
asthma and lead poisoning, disproportion-
ately affect children from lower-income fam-
ilies and from specific racial and ethnic
groups. The prevalence of being diagnosed
with asthma in a lifetime is 24 percent
among Puerto Rican children, 10.1 percent
for Mexican-American children, 12.4 percent
for non-Hispanic White children, and 21.8
percent for non-Hispanic Black children.
Black children are twice as likely to die
from residential injuries as White children,
and 3 percent of Black children and 2 percent
of Mexican-American children have elevated
blood lead levels, as compared to only 1.3
percent of White children.

(5) The annual costs for environmentally
attributable childhood diseases in the United
States, including lead poisoning, asthma,
and cancer, total $76,000,000,000 in 2008 dol-
lars. This amount is approximately 3.5 per-
cent of total health care costs.

(6) Appropriate housing design, construc-
tion, and maintenance, timely correction of
deficiencies, planning efforts, and low-cost
preventive measures can reduce the inci-
dence of serious injury or death, improve the
ability of residents to survive in the event of
a major catastrophe, and contribute to over-
all well-being and mental health. Lead haz-
ard control in homes with lead-based paint
hazards can reduce children’s blood lead lev-
els by as much as 34 percent. Properly in-
stalled and maintained smoke alarms reduce
the risk of fire deaths by 50 percent.

(7) Providing healthy housing to families
and individuals in the United States will
help prevent an estimated 250,000 children
from having elevated blood lead levels, 18,000
injury deaths, 12,000,000 nonfatal injuries,
3,000 deaths in house fires, 9,600 emergency
department visits for carbon monoxide expo-
sure, and 21,000 radon-associated lung cancer
deaths that occur in United States housing
each year, as well as 12,300,000 asthma at-
tacks, and 14,000,000 missed school days.

(8) While there are many programs in place
to address housing-related health hazards,
these programs are fragmented and spread
across many agencies, making it difficult for
at-risk families and individuals to access as-
sistance or to receive comprehensive infor-
mation.

(9) Better coordination among Federal
agencies is needed, as is better coordination
at State and local levels, to ensure that fam-
ilies and individuals can access government
programs and services in an effective and ef-
ficient manner.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions shall
apply:

(1) CounciL.—The term ‘‘Council’” means
the Interagency Council on Healthy Housing
established under section 4.
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(2) HEALTHY HOUSING.—The term ‘‘healthy
housing” means housing that is designed,
constructed, rehabilitated, and maintained
in a manner that supports the health of the
occupants of such housing.

(3) HOUSING.—The term ‘‘housing’ means
any form of residence, including rental hous-
ing, homeownership, group home, or sup-
portive housing arrangement.

(4) HOUSING-RELATED HEALTH HAZARD.—The
term ‘‘housing-related health hazard’ means
any biological, physical, or chemical source
of exposure or condition either in, or imme-
diately adjacent to, housing, that can ad-
versely affect human health.

(5) LOW-INCOME FAMILIES AND INDIVID-
UALS.—The term ‘‘low-income families and
individuals” means any household or indi-
vidual with an income at or below 200 per-
cent of the Federal poverty line.

(6) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘‘poverty
line”” means the official poverty line defined
by the Office of Management and Budget
based on the most recent data available from
the Bureau of the Census.

(7) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘program’ in-
cludes any Federal, State, or local program
providing housing or financial assistance,
health care, mortgages, bond and tax financ-
ing, homebuyer support courses, financial
education, mortgage insurance or loan guar-
antees, housing counseling, supportive serv-
ices, energy assistance, or other assistance
related to healthy housing.

(8) SERVICE.—The term ‘‘service’ includes
public and environmental health services,
housing services, energy efficiency services,
human services, and any other services need-
ed to ensure that families and individuals in
the United States have access to healthy
housing.

SEC. 4. INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON HEALTHY
HOUSING.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the executive branch an independent
council to be known as the Interagency
Council on Healthy Housing.

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The objectives of the
Council are as follows:

(1) To promote the supply of and demand
for healthy housing in the United States
through capacity building, technical assist-
ance, education, and public policy.

(2) To promote coordination and collabora-
tion among the Federal departments and
agencies involved with housing, public
health, energy efficiency, emergency pre-
paredness and response, and the environment
to improve services for families and individ-
uals residing in inadequate or unsafe housing
and to make recommendations about needed
changes in programs and services with an
emphasis on—

(A) maximizing the impact of existing pro-
grams and services by transitioning the
focus of such programs and services from
categorical approaches to comprehensive ap-
proaches that consider and address multiple
housing-related health hazards;

(B) reducing or eliminating areas of over-
lap and duplication in the provision and ac-
cessibility of such programs and services;

(C) ensuring that resources, including as-
sistance with capacity building, are targeted
to and sufficient to meet the needs of high-
risk communities, families, and individuals;
and

(D) facilitating access by families and indi-
viduals to programs and services that help
reduce health hazards in housing.

(3) To identify knowledge gaps, research
needs, and policy and program deficiencies
associated with inadequate housing condi-
tions and housing-related illnesses and inju-
ries.

(4) To help identify best practices for
achieving and sustaining healthy housing.
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(5) To help improve the quality of existing
and newly constructed housing and related
programs and services, including those pro-
grams and services which serve low-income
families and individuals.

(6) To establish an ongoing system of co-
ordination among and within such agencies
or organizations so that the healthy housing
needs of families and individuals are met in
a more effective and efficient manner.

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—The Council shall be
composed of the following members:

(1) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services.

(2) The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(3) The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

(4) The Secretary of Energy.

(5) The Secretary of Labor.

(6) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs.

(7) The Secretary of the Treasury.

(8) The Secretary of Agriculture.

(9) The Secretary of Education.

(10) The head of any other Federal agency
as the Council considers appropriate.

(11) Six additional non-Federal employee
members, as appointed by the President to
serve terms not to exceed 2 years, of whom—

(A) 1 shall be a State or local Government
Director of Health or the Environment;

(B) 1 shall be a State or local Government
Director of Housing or Community Develop-
ment;

(C) 2 shall represent nonprofit organiza-
tions involved in housing or health issues;
and

(D) 2 shall represent for-profit entities in-
volved in the housing, banking, or health in-
surance industries.

(d) CO-CHAIRPERSONS.—The co-Chair-
persons of the Council shall be the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development and the
Secretary of Health and Human Services.

(e) VICE CHAIR.—Every 2 years, the Council
shall elect a Vice Chair from among its
members.

(f) MEETINGS.—The Council shall meet at
the call of either co-Chairperson or a major-
ity of its members at any time, and no less
often than annually.

SEC. 5. FUNCTIONS OF THE COUNCIL.

(a) RELEVANT ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out
the objectives described in section 4(b), the
Council shall—

(1) review Federal programs and services
that provide housing, health, energy, or en-
vironmental services to families and individ-
uals;

(2) monitor, evaluate, and recommend im-
provements in programs and services admin-
istered, funded, or financed by Federal,
State, and local agencies to assist families
and individuals in accessing healthy housing
and make recommendations about how such
agencies can Dbetter work to meet the
healthy housing and related needs of low-in-
come families and individuals; and

(3) recommend ways to—

(A) reduce duplication among programs
and services by Federal agencies that assist
families and individuals in meeting their
healthy housing and related service needs;

(B) ensure collaboration among and within
agencies in the provision and availability of
programs and services so that families and
individuals are able to easily access needed
programs and services;

(C) work with States and local govern-
ments to better meet the needs of families
and individuals for healthy housing by—

(i) holding meetings with State and local
representatives; and

(ii) providing ongoing technical assistance
and training to States and localities in bet-
ter meeting the housing-related needs of
such families and individuals;
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(D) identify best practices for programs
and services that assist families and individ-
uals in accessing healthy housing, including
model—

(i) programs linking housing, health, envi-
ronmental, human, and energy services;

(ii) housing and remodeling financing prod-
ucts offered by government, quasi-govern-
ment, and private sector entities;

(iii) housing and building codes and regu-
latory practices;

(iv) existing and new consensus specifica-
tions and work practices documents;

(v) capacity building and training pro-
grams that help increase and diversify the
supply of practitioners who perform assess-
ments of housing-related health hazards and
interventions to address housing-related
health hazards; and

(vi) programs that increase community
awareness of, and education on, housing-re-
lated health hazards and available assess-
ments and interventions;

(E) develop a comprehensive healthy hous-
ing research agenda that considers health,
safety, environmental, and energy factors,
to—

(i) identify cost-effective assessments and
treatment protocols for housing-related
health hazards in existing housing;

(ii) establish links between housing haz-
ards and health outcomes;

(iii) track housing-related health problems
including injuries, illnesses, and death;

(iv) track housing conditions that may be
associated with health problems;

(v) identify cost-effective protocols for
construction of new healthy housing; and

(vi) identify replicable and effective pro-
grams or strategies for addressing housing-
related health hazards;

(4) hold biannual meetings with stake-
holders and other interested parties in a lo-
cation convenient for such stakeholders, or
hold open Council meetings, to receive input
and ideas about how to best meet the
healthy housing needs of families and indi-
viduals;

(5) maintain an updated website of policies,
meetings, best practices, programs and serv-
ices, making use of existing websites as ap-
propriate, to keep people informed of the ac-
tivities of the Council; and

(6) work with member agencies to collect
and maintain data on housing-related health
hazards, illnesses, and injuries so that all
data can be accessed in 1 place and to iden-
tify and address unmet data needs.

(b) REPORTS.—

(1) BY MEMBERS.—Each year the head of
each agency who is a member of the Council
shall prepare and transmit to the Council a
report that briefly summarizes—

(A) each healthy housing-related program
and service administered by the agency and
the number of families and individuals
served by each program or service, the re-
sources available in each program or service,
and a breakdown of where each program and
service can be accessed;

(B) the barriers and impediments, includ-
ing statutory or regulatory, to the access
and use of such programs and services by
families and individuals, with particular at-
tention to the barriers and impediments ex-
perienced by low-income families and indi-
viduals;

(C) the efforts made by the agency to in-
crease opportunities for families and individ-
uals, including low-income families and indi-
viduals, to reside in healthy housing, includ-
ing how the agency is working with other
agencies to better coordinate programs and
services; and

(D) any new data collected by the agency
relating to the healthy housing needs of fam-
ilies and individuals.
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(2) BY THE COUNCIL.—Each year, the Coun-
cil shall prepare and transmit to the Presi-
dent and the Congress, a report that—

(A) summarizes the reports required in
paragraph (1);

(B) utilizes recent data to assess the na-
ture of housing-related health hazards, and
associated illnesses and injuries, in the
United States;

(C) provides a comprehensive and detailed
description of the programs and services of
the Federal Government in meeting the
needs and problems described in subpara-
graph (B);

(D) describes the activities and accom-
plishments of the Council in working with
Federal, State, and local governments, non-
profit organizations and for-profit entities in
coordinating programs and services to meet
the needs described in subparagraph (B) and
the resources available to meet those needs;

(E) assesses the level of Federal assistance
required to meet the needs described in sub-
paragraph (B); and

(F) makes recommendations for appro-
priate legislative and administrative actions
to meet the needs described in subparagraph
(B) and for coordinating programs and serv-
ices designed to meet those needs.

SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COUNCIL.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Council may hold such
hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the Council considers advis-
able to carry out the purposes of this Act.

(b) INFORMATION FROM AGENCIES.—Agen-
cies which are represented on the Council
shall provide all requested information and
data to the Council as requested.

(c) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Council may
use the United States mails in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
other departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government.

(d) CONTRACTS AND INTERAGENCY AGREE-
MENTS.—The Council may enter into con-
tracts with State, Tribal, and local govern-
ments, public agencies and private-sector en-
tities, and into interagency agreements with
Federal agencies. Such contracts and inter-
agency agreements may be single-year or
multi-year in duration.

SEC. 7. COUNCIL PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) STAFF.—

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Council shall
appoint an Executive Director at its initial
meeting. The Executive Director shall be
compensated at a rate not to exceed the rate
of basic pay payable for level V of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5,
United States Code.

(2) COMPENSATION.—With the approval of
the Council, the Executive Director may ap-
point and fix the compensation of such addi-
tional personnel as the Executive Director
considers necessary to carry out the duties
of the Council, except that the rate of pay
for any such additional personnel may not
exceed the rate of basic pay payable for level
V of the Executive Schedule under section
5316 of such title.

(b) TEMPORARY AND INTERMITTENT SERV-
ICES.—In carrying out its objectives, the Ex-
ecutive Director with the approval of the
Council, may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services of consultants and experts
under section 3109(b) of title 5, United States
Code, at rates for individuals which do not
exceed the daily equivalent of the annual
rate of basic pay payable for level V of the
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
such title.

(c) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
Upon request of the Council, any Federal
Government employee may be detailed to
the Council with reimbursement, and such
detail shall be without interruption or loss
of civil service status or privilege.



September 22, 2011

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall provide the Council with such adminis-
trative (including office space) and support
services as are necessary to ensure that the
Council can carry out its functions in an effi-
cient and expeditious manner.

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this Act,
$750,000 for each of fiscal years 2012 through
2016.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized to
be appropriated by subsection (a) shall re-
main available for the 2 fiscal years fol-
lowing such appropriation.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself,
Mr. REED, Mr. BENNET. Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. COONS, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr.
LEAHY):

S. 1621. A bill to create livable com-
munities through coordinated public
investment and streamlined require-
ments, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise to announce the introduction of
the Livable Communities Act of 2011.

The Livable Communities Act pre-
sents an opportunity to save taxpayer
dollars, reduce household expenditures,
improve partnerships, and help local
communities create places of lasting
value, where businesses want to invest
and families want to live.

It will strengthen rural, suburban,
and urban communities by supporting
local planning efforts to establish a vi-
sion for a desired future and chart a re-
alistic course for getting there. The
bill promotes local leadership by en-
couraging communities to partner
strategically to develop solutions that
are innovative and reflect their unique
character, assets, and needs. It also di-
rects public agencies to use taxpayer
dollars more efficiently by coordi-
nating investments in infrastructure,
facilities, and services to meet mul-
tiple economic, environmental, and
community objectives.

This bill is the next important step
in transforming the Federal Govern-
ment into a better partner in commu-
nity efforts to achieve locally-defined
goals, support families when they need
it most, and keep the U.S. competitive
in the global economy.

Dealing with change can be a real
challenge—in our professional and per-
sonal lives, with our families, and in
our communities. But change is an op-
portunity to move forward, if only we
are open to recognizing it. We can ac-
cept and manage change or we can be
steam-rolled by it.

I have heard horror stories from
across the country about veterans hos-
pitals being built in places that are not
accessible by public transportation. I
have heard of homebuyers who ‘‘drive
to qualify” for mortgage financing
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only to rack up transportation costs
that break their budgets when gas
prices go up. Many of these families are
paying 50 percent of their household in-
come on housing and transportation
costs alone. It may seem cheaper and
easier in the short term to build on a
corn field outside of town than it is to
re-use land located close to existing
transportation, power, and water infra-
structure, but it often does not make
sense in the long run.

This is why I welcomed the oppor-
tunity to work with Chairman Dodd on
the Livable Communities Act in 2009
and why I am honored to be the leading
sponsor of the updated legislation
today. It is the most comprehensive
piece of planning legislation that has
been proposed in decades. If passed, it
will have a transformative impact on
the way the federal government sup-

ports locally-driven planning proc-
esses.
Unfortunately, when many on the

other side of the aisle hear the word
“livable,” they cringe. They think of
top-down mandates from the Federal
Government. What they fail to under-
stand is that the beauty of what is
“livable’” is defined by the commu-
nities themselves to reflect the unique
character, assets, and needs of that
community.

The fact is the private sector wants
to be located in communities that have
dependable transportation systems to
get their goods to market and their
workers to their jobs. Businesses want
to attract and retain workers and en-
sure that their enterprise will be viable
in the long run. Private enterprise has
spearheaded some of the most notable
past and current planning efforts and
the Federal Government should be a
supportive, versatile partner in this
work.

I invited bipartisan cooperation on
the bill numerous times and although
some offices quietly praise the good
work going on in their communities,
political pressure prevents them from
doing so publicly. We remain opti-
mistic that supporting community ef-
forts to proactively plan for the future
and save money by coordinating cap-
ital investment strategies are values
we all support, regardless of the termi-
nology we use to describe them.

The Livable Communities Act of 2011
is a streamlined approach that would
keep the good work at the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment going. Its intent is to find better
ways to coordinate interconnected but
often silo-ed programs and policies
that impact housing, transportation,
and the environment and affect the
way we live our daily lives.

The bill would formally authorize the
existing HUD Office of Sustainable
Housing and Communities, to work
with the Department of Transportation
and Environmental Protection Agency,
to provide technical assistance and ca-
pacity support to communities work-
ing on integrated planning for housing,
transportation, water and sewer infra-
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structure needs. These tools help com-
munities develop projects that support
job creation, leverage significant pri-
vate sector investment, and bolster
long-term economic resilience by cre-
ating places where businesses want to
invest. Increased coordination at the
regional and Federal level will cut red
tape and save communities money as
they plan for their future needs. The
bill also directs the Office of Sustain-
able Housing and Communities to pro-
vide best practices and technical as-
sistance to ensure that communities of
all sizes learn from each other’s suc-
cess.

The Livable Communities Act of 2011
also directs HUD to coordinate with
DOT and EPA to identify and eliminate
Federal barriers to sustainable devel-
opment. The Office of Sustainable
Housing and Communities will coordi-
nate Federal sustainable development
policies and research agendas to facili-
tate Federal collaboration by stream-
lining and reconciling program require-
ments and policies. It will also admin-
ister grant programs to support local
planning for long-term housing and in-
frastructure needs. This will enable
communities to foster economic devel-
opment in an efficient and inclusive
way. Selection criteria and eligible ac-
tivities would be flexible to allow all
sizes and types of communities to plan
for a more sustainable future, includ-
ing job creation; revitalizing existing
small town Main Streets; reducing
traffic congestion and pollution; pro-
tecting farmland, working landscapes,
and green space; addressing vacant,
abandoned, and foreclosed properties;
and building more affordable and
healthy housing.

The bill would also spur private in-
vestment in transit-oriented develop-
ment, TOD, by helping communities
overcome initial financing hurdles that
so often lock up private investment
and prevent desired transit-oriented,
mixed-use development. Locally di-
rected TOD provides numerous eco-
nomic benefits, including increased
property values and business activity
as well as congestion reduction. TOD
also promotes economic competitive-
ness by efficiently connecting our work
force to educational and employment
opportunities. This creates avenues for
business growth in communities across
the country and keeps America com-
petitive in the global economy.

I know how important planning is to
our communities. My home State of
New Jersey is the most densely popu-
lated in the country, so we know the
value of good community planning.
Over the years we have learned some
important lessons about how vital it is
to make sure that our development
projects are functional, serviceable,
and livable at the human scale, places
where people feel safe, where they want
to spend time, relax as well as work—
places where they can live, shop, and
be connected to their surroundings. If
this economic crisis is teaching us any-
thing, it is to live within our means,



S5914

think creatively about opportunities to
leverage resources, and to invest now
for future prosperity.

Good planning means saving $122 bil-
lion on water, sewer, and roads over
the next 25 years. It means protecting
housing values by putting housing near
transit. As President Obama remarked
over two years ago, our days of build-
ing mindless sprawl are over. We sim-
ply cannot afford it. Now is the time to
reinvest in our communities and infra-
structure. The HUD-DOT-EPA Partner-
ship for Sustainable Communities is
doing this in a very active way. There
are many members of Congress who
support this important work, but we
need to convince more of them that we
are right, and that—for the good of
their communities—they should be on
our side.

The fact is, we all have a role to play.
The environment is substantially dif-
ferent today than it was ten years
ago—twenty years ago when I was try-
ing to get people on board with the
idea reactivating an existing right of
way to serve as the Hudson Bergen
Light Rail when I was Mayor of Union
City.

Today, communities are catching on.
Innovation is happening. The Federal
Government can be an important part-
ner in helping communities achieve
their goals. I can tell you that in Jer-
sey City, ‘livable” means the trans-
forming 111 acres of under-utilized in-
dustrial land into a mixed use,
walkable community along the Hudson
Bergen Light Rail. A quiet revolution
is underway and communities like Jer-
sey City are leading by example. It’s
time for the Federal Government to
catch up.

It is our job—together—all of us—to
provide the information, tools, and en-
couragement these communities need,
that Federal, State, and local agencies
and elected officials need—to achieve
the aspirations that they set for them-
selves.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1621

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the
Communities Act of 2011°.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) When rural, suburban, and urban com-
munities plan transportation, housing, and
water infrastructure strategically it is esti-
mated that these communities could save
nearly $122,000,000,000 in infrastructure costs
over the next 25 years.

(2) Key Federal programs are missing a
vital opportunity to boost economic growth
at the local and regional level through better
coordination of housing, transportation, and
related infrastructure investments.

(3) Federal regulations and policies should
support community efforts to implement and
sustain progress toward the achievement of

“Livable
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locally-defined development goals, in terms
of—

(A) geographic location and proximity to
existing resources; and

(B) maintaining structural and indoor en-
vironmental quality and minimizing health
hazards.

(4) Greater coordination of public invest-
ment will provide direct support for imme-
diate job creation and lay the groundwork
for long-term resilience and prosperity by
leveraging significant private sector and
philanthropic investment to make the most
of Federal funding.

SEC. 3. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to strengthen rural, suburban, and
urban economies by enabling communities
to establish goals for the future and to chart
a course for achieving such goals;

(2) to promote local leadership by encour-
aging communities to develop innovative so-
lutions that reflect the unique economic as-
sets and needs of the communities;

(3) to maximize returns on Federal funding
of housing, transportation, and other infra-
structure projects through the coordination
of Federal grant programs, regulations, and
requirements, by reducing the number of du-
plicative Federal programs and improving
the efficiency and effectiveness of programs
and policies of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, the Department of
Transportation, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, and other Federal agencies, as
appropriate; and

(4) to ensure that Federal funding supports
locally defined long range development
goals.

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions shall
apply:

(1) AFFORDABLE HOUSING.—The term ‘‘af-
fordable housing’ means housing, the cost of
which does not exceed 30 percent of the in-
come of a family.

(2) COMPREHENSIVE REGIONAL PLAN.—The
term ‘‘comprehensive regional plan’ means
a plan that—

(A) uses a cooperative, locally controlled
and inclusive public engagement process to
identify needs and goals across a region and
to integrate related planning processes;

(B) prioritizes projects for implementation,
including healthy housing projects; and

(C) is tied to short-term capital improve-
ment programs and annual budgets.

(3) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’
means the Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

(4) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’” means
the Director of the Office of Sustainable
Housing and Communities established under
section 5.

(6) EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME FAMILY.—The
term ‘“‘extremely low-income family’ means
a family that has an income that does not
exceed—

(A) 30 percent of the median income in the
area where the family lives, as determined
by the Secretary, with appropriate adjust-
ments for the size of the family; or

(B) a percentage of the median income in
the area where the family lives, as deter-
mined by the Secretary upon a finding by
the Secretary that such percentage is nec-
essary due to unusually high or low family
incomes in the area where the family lives.

(6) HEALTHY HOUSING.—The term ‘‘healthy
housing’ means housing that is designed,
constructed, rehabilitated, and maintained
in a manner that supports the health of the
occupants of the housing.

(7) HOUSING-RELATED HEALTH HAZARD.—The
term ‘‘housing-related health hazard’ means
any biological, physical, or chemical source
of exposure or condition in, or immediately

September 22, 2011

adjacent to, housing that could adversely af-
fect human health.

(8) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe”’
has the same meaning as in section 4 of the
Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4103).

(9) LIVABLE COMMUNITY.—The term ‘‘livable
community’’ means a metropolitan, urban,
suburban, or rural community that—

(A) provides safe, reliable, and accessible
transportation choices;

(B) provides long-term affordable, acces-
sible, energy-efficient, and location-efficient
housing choices for people of all ages, in-
comes, races, and ethnicities;

(C) supports, revitalizes, and encourages
the growth of existing communities and
maximizes the cost-effectiveness of existing
infrastructure;

(D) promotes economic development and
economic competitiveness;

(E) preserves the environment and natural
resources;

(F) protects agricultural land, rural land,
and green spaces; and

(G) supports public health and improves
the quality of life for residents of, and work-
ers in, the community.

(10) LOCATION-EFFICIENT.—The term ‘‘loca-
tion-efficient”” characterizes mixed-use de-
velopment or neighborhoods that integrate
housing, commercial development, and fa-
cilities and amenities—

(A) to lower living expenses for working
families;

(B) to enhance mobility;

(C) to encourage private investment in
transit-oriented development; and

(D) to encourage private sector infill devel-
opment and maximize the use of existing in-
frastructure.

(11) LOW-INCOME FAMILY.—The term ‘‘low-
income family’ has the meaning given that
term in section 3(b) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437a(b)).

(12) METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZA-
TION.—The term ‘‘metropolitan planning or-
ganization” means a metropolitan planning
organization described in section 134(b) of
title 23, United States Code or section 5303(b)
of title 49, United States Code.

(13) OFFICE.—The term ‘‘Office’” means the
Office of Sustainable Housing and Commu-
nities established under section 5.

(14) REGIONAL COUNCIL.—The term ‘‘re-
gional council” means a multiservice re-
gional organization with State and locally
defined boundaries that is—

(A) accountable to units of general local
government;

(B) delivers a variety of Federal, State, and
local programs; and

(C) performs planning functions and pro-
vides professional and technical assistance.

(15) RURAL PLANNING ORGANIZATION.—The
term ‘‘rural planning organization’’ means a
voluntary regional organization of local
elected officials and representatives of local
transportation systems that—

(A) works in cooperation with the depart-
ment of transportation (or equivalent entity)
of a State to plan transportation networks
and advise officials of the State on transpor-
tation planning; and

(B) is located in a rural area—

(i) with a population of not less than 5,000;
and

(ii) that is not located in an area rep-
resented by a metropolitan planning organi-
zation.

(16) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(17) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’ has the
meaning given that term by the Secretary,
by rule.
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(18) TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT.—The
term ‘‘transit-oriented development’ means
high-density, walkable, location-efficient,
mixed-use development, including commer-
cial development, affordable housing, and
market-rate housing, that is within walking
distance of and accessible to 1 or more public
transportation facilities.

(19) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The term ‘‘unit of general local government’’
means—

(A) a city, county, town, township, parish,
village, or other general purpose Dpolitical
subdivision of a State; or

(B) a combination of general purpose polit-
ical subdivisions, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

(20) UNIT OF SPECIAL PURPOSE LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT.—The term ‘‘unit of special purpose
local government”’—

(A) means a division of a unit of general
purpose government that serves a special
purpose and does not provide a broad array
of services; and

(B) includes an entity such as a school dis-
trict, a housing agency, a transit agency,
and a parks and recreation district.

(21) VERY LOW-INCOME FAMILY.—The term
“very low-income family’” has the same
meaning as in section 3(b) of the United

States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437a(b)).
SEC. 5. OFFICE OF SUSTAINABLE HOUSING AND

COMMUNITIES.

(a) OFFICE ESTABLISHED.—There is estab-
lished in the Department an Office of Sus-
tainable Housing and Communities, which
shall—

(1) coordinate Federal policies that—

(A) encourage locally directed comprehen-
sive and integrated planning and develop-
ment at the State, regional, and local levels;

(B) encourage coordinated public invest-
ments through the development of com-
prehensive regional plans;

(C) provide long-term affordable, acces-
sible, energy-efficient, healthy, location-effi-
cient housing choices for people of all ages,
incomes, races, and ethnicities, particularly
for low-, very low-, and extremely low-in-
come families; and

(D) achieve other goals consistent with the
purposes of this Act;

(2) review Federal programs and policies to
determine barriers to interagency collabora-
tion and make recommendations to promote
the ability of local communities to access re-
sources in the Department and throughout
the Federal Government and coordinate with
and conduct outreach to Federal agencies,
including the Department of Transportation
and the Environmental Protection Agency,
on methods to reduce duplicative programs
and improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of programs within the Department of Trans-
portation, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and the Department of Housing and
Urban Development;

(3) conduct research and advise the Sec-
retary on the research agenda of the Depart-
ment relating to coordinated development,
in collaboration with the Office of Policy De-
velopment and Research of the Department;

(4) implement and oversee the grant pro-
grams established under this Act by—

(A) developing the process and format for
grant applications for each grant program;

(B) promulgating regulations or guidance
relating to each grant program;

(C) selecting recipients of grants under
each grant program;

(D) creating performance measures for re-
cipients of grants under each grant program;

(E) developing technical assistance and
other guidance to assist recipients of grants
and potential applicants for grants under
each grant program;
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(F) monitoring and evaluating the per-
formance of recipients of grants under each
grant program; and

(G) carrying out such other activities re-
lating to the administration of the grant
programs under this Act as the Secretary de-
termines are necessary;

(5) provide guidance, information on best
practices, and technical assistance to com-
munities seeking to adopt sustainable devel-
opment policies and practices;

(6) administer initiatives of the Depart-
ment relating to the policies described in
paragraph (1), as determined by the Sec-
retary; and

(7) work with the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration of the Department of Transportation
and other offices and administrations of the
Department of Transportation, as appro-
priate—

(A) to encourage transit-oriented develop-
ment; and

(B) to coordinate Federal housing, commu-
nity development, and transportation poli-
cies, including the policies described in para-
graph (1).

(b) DIRECTOR.—The head of the Office shall
be the Director of the Office of Sustainable
Housing and Communities.

(c) DUTIES RELATING TO GRANT PRO-
GRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall carry
out the grant programs established under
this Act.

(2) SMALL AND RURAL COMMUNITIES GRANTS
PROGRAM.—The Director shall coordinate
with the Secretary of Agriculture to make
grants to small and rural communities under
sections 7 and 8.

(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR GRANT RE-
CIPIENTS AND APPLICANTS.—The Director
may—

(A) coordinate with other Federal agencies
to establish interagency and multidisci-
plinary teams to provide technical assist-
ance to recipients of, and prospective appli-
cants for, grants under this Act;

(B) by Federal interagency agreement,
transfer funds to another Federal agency to
facilitate and support technical assistance;
and

(C) make contracts with third parties to
provide technical assistance to grant recipi-
ents and prospective applicants for grants.
SEC. 6. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING GRANT PRO-

GRAM.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) the term ‘‘consortium of units of gen-
eral local governments’ means a consortium
of geographically contiguous units of general
local government that the Secretary deter-
mines—

(A) represents all or part of a metropolitan
statistical area, a micropolitan statistical
area, or a noncore area;

(B) has the authority under State, tribal,
or local law to carry out planning activities,
including surveys, land use studies, environ-
mental or public health analyses, and devel-
opment of urban revitalization plans; and

(C) has provided documentation to the Sec-
retary sufficient to demonstrate that the
purpose of the consortium is to carry out a
project using a grant awarded under this
Act;

(2) the term ‘‘eligible entity” means—

(A) a partnership between a consortium of
units of general local government and an eli-
gible partner; or

(B) an Indian tribe, if—

(i) the Indian tribe has—

(I) a tribal entity that performs housing
and land use planning functions; and

(IT) a tribal entity that performs transpor-
tation and transportation planning func-
tions; and

(ii) the Secretary determines that the iso-
lated location and land expanse of the Indian
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tribe require the Secretary to treat the tribe
as an eligible entity for purposes of carrying
out activities using a grant under this sec-
tion;

(3) the term ‘‘eligible partner’” means—

(A) a metropolitan planning organization,
a rural planning organization, or a regional
council; or

(B) a metropolitan planning organization,
a rural planning organization, or a regional
council, and—

(i) a State;

(ii) an Indian tribe;

(iii) a State and an Indian tribe; or

(iv) an institution of higher education;

(4) the term ‘‘grant program’ means the
comprehensive planning grant program es-
tablished under subsection (b); and

(5) the term ‘‘noncore area’ means a coun-
ty or group of counties that are not des-
ignated by the Office of Management and
Budget as a micropolitan statistical area or
metropolitan statistical area.

(b) COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING GRANT PRO-
GRAM ESTABLISHED.—The Director shall es-
tablish a comprehensive planning grant pro-
gram to make grants to eligible entities to
carry out a project—

(1) to coordinate locally defined planning
processes, across jurisdictions and agencies;

(2) to identify regional partnerships for de-
veloping and implementing a comprehensive
regional plan;

(3) to conduct or update assessments to de-
termine regional needs and promote eco-
nomic and community development;

(4) to develop or update—

(A) a comprehensive regional plan; or

(B) goals and strategies to implement an
existing comprehensive regional plan and
other related activities; and

(5) to identify local zoning and other code
changes necessary to implement a com-
prehensive regional plan and promote sus-
tainable development.

(c) GRANTS.—

(1) DIVERSITY OF GRANTEES.—The Director
shall ensure geographic diversity among and
adequate representation from each of the fol-
lowing categories:

(A) SMALL AND RURAL COMMUNITIES.—Eligi-
ble entities that represent all or part of a
noncore area, a micropolitan area, or a small
metropolitan statistical area with a popu-
lation of not more than 200,000.

(B) MID-SIZED METROPOLITAN  COMMU-
NITIES.—Eligible entities that represent all
or part of a metropolitan statistical area
with a population of more than 200,000 and
not more than 500,000.

(C) LARGE METROPOLITAN COMMUNITIES.—
Eligible entities that represent all or part of
a metropolitan statistical area with a popu-
lation of more than 500,000.

(2) AWARD OF FUNDS TO SMALL AND RURAL
COMMUNITIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall—

(i) award not less than 15 percent of the
funds under the grant program to eligible en-
tities described in paragraph (1)(A); and

(ii) ensure diversity among the geographic
regions and the size of the population of the
communities served by recipients of grants
that are eligible entities described in para-
graph (1)(A).

(B) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—If the Di-
rector determines that insufficient approv-
able applications have been submitted by eli-
gible entities described in paragraph (1)(A),
the Director may award less than 15 percent
of the funds under the grant program to eli-
gible entities described in paragraph (1)(A).

(3) FEDERAL SHARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the Federal share of the
cost of a project carried out using a grant
under the grant program may not exceed 80
percent.
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(B) EXCEPTIONS.—

(i) SMALL AND RURAL COMMUNITIES.—In the
case of an eligible entity described in para-
graph (1)(A), the Federal share of the cost of
a project carried out using a grant under the
grant program may be 90 percent.

(ii) INDIAN TRIBES.—In the case of an eligi-
ble entity that is an Indian tribe, the Fed-
eral share of the cost of a project carried out
using a grant under the grant program may
be 100 percent.

(C) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—

(i) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—For the pur-
poses of this section, in-kind contributions
may be used for all or part of the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of a project carried out
using a grant under the grant program.

(ii) OTHER FEDERAL FUNDING.—Federal
funding from sources other than the grant
program may not be used for the non-Federal
share of the cost of a project carried out
using a grant under the grant program.

(4) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity that
receives a grant under the grant program
shall—

(i) obligate any funds received under the
grant program not later than 2 years after
the date on which the grant agreement under
subsection (g) is made; and

(ii) expend any funds received under the
grant program not later than 4 years after
the date on which the grant agreement under
subsection (g) is made.

(B) UNOBLIGATED AMOUNTS.—After the date
described in subparagraph (A)(i), the Sec-
retary may award to another eligible entity,
to carry out activities under this section,
any amounts that an eligible entity has not
obligated under subparagraph (A)).

(d) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity that de-
sires a grant under this section shall submit
to the Director an application, at such time
and in such manner as the Director shall pre-
scribe, that contains—

(A) a description of the project proposed to
be carried out by the eligible entity;

(B) a budget for the project that includes
the anticipated Federal share of the cost of
the project and a description of the source of
the non-Federal share;

(C) the designation of a lead agency or or-
ganization, which may be the eligible entity,
to receive and manage any funds received by
the eligible entity under the grant program;

(D) a signed copy of a memorandum of un-
derstanding among local jurisdictions, in-
cluding, as appropriate, a State, a tribe,
units of general purpose local government,
units of special purpose local government,
metropolitan planning organizations, rural
planning organizations, and regional coun-
cils that demonstrates—

(i) the creation of an eligible entity;

(ii) a description of the nature and extent
of planned collaboration between the eligible
entity and any partners of the eligible enti-
ty;

(iii) a commitment to develop a com-
prehensive regional plan; and

(iv) a commitment to implement the plan
after the plan is developed;

(E) a certification that the eligible entity
has—

(i) secured the participation, or made a
good-faith effort to secure the participation,
of transportation providers and public hous-
ing agencies within the area affected by the
comprehensive regional plan and the entities
described in clause (ii); and

(ii) created, or will create not later than 1
year after the date of the grant award, a re-
gional advisory board to provide input and
feedback on the development of the com-
prehensive regional plan that includes rep-
resentatives of a State, the metropolitan
planning organization, the rural planning or-
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ganization, the regional council, local juris-
dictions, non-profit organizations, and oth-
ers, as deemed appropriate by the eligible en-
tity, given the local context of the com-
prehensive planning effort; and

(F) a certification that the eligible entity
has solicited public comment on the con-
tents of the project description under sub-
paragraph (A) that includes—

(i) a description of the process for receiv-
ing public comment relating to the proposal;
and

(ii) such other information as the Director
may require;

(G) a description of how the eligible entity
will carry out the activities under subsection
(f); and

(H) such additional information as the Di-
rector may require.

(2) INDIAN TRIBES.—An eligible entity that
is an Indian tribe is not required to submit
the certification under paragraph (1)(E).

(e) SELECTION.—In evaluating an applica-
tion for a grant under the grant program, the
Director shall consider the extent to which
the application—

(1) demonstrates the technical capacity of
the eligible entity to carry out the project;

(2) demonstrates the extent to which the
consortium has developed partnerships
throughout an entire region, including, as
appropriate, partnerships with the entities
described in subsection (d)(1)(D);

(3) demonstrates integration with local ef-
forts in economic development and job cre-
ation;

(4) demonstrates a strategy for imple-
menting a comprehensive regional plan
through regional infrastructure investment
plans and local land use plans;

(5) promotes diversity among the geo-
graphic regions and the size of the popu-
lation of the communities served by recipi-
ents of grants under this section;

(6) demonstrates a commitment to seeking
substantial public input during the planning
process and public participation in the devel-
opment of the comprehensive regional plan;

(7) demonstrates that a Federal grant is
necessary to accomplish the project proposed
to be carried out;

(8) minimizes the Federal share necessary
to carry out the project and leverages State,
local, or private resources;

(9) has a high quality overall; and

(10) demonstrates such other qualities as
the Director may determine.

(f) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—An eligible entity
that receives a grant under this section shall
carry out a project that includes 1 or more of
the following activities:

(1) Coordinating locally defined planning
processes across jurisdictions and agencies.

(2) Identifying potential regional partner-
ships for developing and implementing a
comprehensive regional plan.

(3) Conducting or updating assessments to
determine regional needs, including healthy
housing, and promote economic and commu-
nity development.

(4) Developing or updating—

(A) a comprehensive regional plan; or

(B) goals and strategies to implement an
existing comprehensive regional plan.

(5) Implementing local zoning and other
code changes necessary to implement a com-
prehensive regional plan and promote sus-
tainable development.

(2) GRANT AGREEMENT.—Each eligible enti-
ty that receives a grant under this section
shall agree to establish, in coordination with
the Director, performance measures, report-
ing requirements, and any other require-
ments that the Director determines are nec-
essary, that must be met at the end of each
year in which the eligible entity receives
funds under the grant program.

(h) PUBLIC OUTREACH.—
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(1) OUTREACH REQUIRED.—Each eligible en-
tity that receives a grant under the grant
program shall perform substantial outreach
activities—

(A) to engage a broad cross-section of com-
munity stakeholders in the process of devel-
oping a comprehensive regional plan, includ-
ing low-income families, minorities, older
adults, and economically disadvantaged
community members; and

(B) to create an effective means for stake-
holders to participate in the development
and implementation of a comprehensive re-
gional plan.

(2) FINALIZATION OF COMPREHENSIVE RE-
GIONAL PLAN.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity that
receives a grant under the grant program
may not finalize a comprehensive regional
plan before the eligible entity holds a public
hearing to obtain the views of citizens, pub-
lic agencies, and other interested parties.

(B) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—Not
later than 30 days before a hearing described
in subparagraph (A), an eligible entity shall
make the proposed comprehensive regional
plan and all information relevant to the
hearing available to the public for inspection
during normal business hours.

(C) NOTICE.—Not later than 30 days before
a hearing described in subparagraph (A), an
eligible entity shall publish notice—

(i) of the hearing; and

(ii) that the information described in sub-
paragraph (B) is available.

(i) VIOLATION OF GRANT AGREEMENT OR
FAILURE TO CoMPLY WITH PUBLIC OUTREACH
REQUIREMENTS.—If the Director determines
that an eligible entity has not met the per-
formance measures established under sub-
section (g), is not making reasonable
progress toward meeting such measures, is
otherwise in violation of the grant agree-
ment, or has not complied with the public
outreach requirements under subsection (h),
the Director may—

(1) withhold financial assistance until the
requirements under the grant agreement or
under subsection (h), as applicable, are met;
or

(2) terminate the grant agreement.

(j) REPORT ON THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-
NING GRANT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date on which the grant agreement
under subsection (g) expires, an eligible enti-
ty that receives a grant under the grant pro-
gram shall submit a final report on the
project to the Secretary.

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report shall
include—

(A) a detailed explanation of the activities
undertaken using the grant, including an ex-
planation of the completed project and how
it achieves specific transit-oriented, trans-
portation, housing, or sustainable commu-
nity goals within the region;

(B) a discussion of any obstacles encoun-
tered in the planning process and how the el-
igible entity overcame the obstacles;

(C) an evaluation of the success of the
project using the performance standards and
measures established under subsection (g),
including an evaluation of the planning proc-
ess and how the project contributes to car-
rying out the comprehensive regional plan;
and

(D) any other information the Director
may require.

(3) INTERIM REPORT.—The Director may re-
quire an eligible entity to submit an interim
report, before the date on which the project
for which the grant is awarded is completed.

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary for the
award of grants under this section, to remain
available until expended—
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(A) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2012; and

(B) $125,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013
through 2016.

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Director
may use not more than 2 percent of the
amounts made available under this sub-
section for a fiscal year for technical assist-
ance under section 5(c)(3).

SEC. 7. COMMUNITY CHALLENGE GRANT PRO-
GRAM.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) the terms ‘‘consortium of units of gen-
eral local governments’, ‘‘eligible entity”’,
and ‘‘eligible partner’” have the same mean-
ing as in section 6; and

(2) the term ‘‘grant program’ means the
community challenge grant program estab-
lished under subsection (b).

(b) COMMUNITY CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM
ESTABLISHED.—The Director shall establish a
community challenge grant program to
make grants to eligible entities to—

(1) promote integrated planning and in-
vestments across policy and governmental
jurisdictions; and

(2) implement projects identified in a com-
prehensive regional plan.

(¢) GRANTS.—

(1) DIVERSITY OF GRANTEES.—The Director
shall ensure geographic diversity among and
adequate representation from eligible enti-
ties in each of the categories described in
section 6(c)(1).

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Except as oth-
erwise provided in this section, a grant under
the grant program shall be made on the same
terms and conditions as a grant under sec-
tion 6.

(3) EXPENDING FUNDS.—An eligible entity
that receives a grant under the grant pro-
gram shall expend any funds received under
the grant program not later than 5 years
after the date on which the grant agreement
under subsection (g) is made.

(d) APPLICATION.—

(1) CONTENTS.—An eligible entity that de-
sires a grant under the grant program shall
submit to the Director an application, at
such time and in such manner as the Direc-
tor shall prescribe, that contains—

(A) a copy of the comprehensive regional
plan, whether developed as part of the com-
prehensive planning grant program under
section 6 or developed independently;

(B) a description of the project or projects
proposed to be carried out using a grant
under the grant program;

(C) a description of any preliminary ac-
tions that have been or must be taken at the
local or regional level to implement the
project or projects under subparagraph (B),
including the revision of land use or zoning
policies;

(D) a signed copy of a memorandum of un-
derstanding among local jurisdictions, in-
cluding, as appropriate, a State, units of gen-
eral purpose local government, units of spe-
cial purpose local government, metropolitan
planning organizations, rural planning orga-
nizations, and regional councils that dem-
onstrates—

(i) the creation of a consortium of units of
general local government; and

(ii) a commitment to implement the ac-
tivities described in the comprehensive re-
gional plan; and

(E) a certification that the eligible entity
has solicited public comment on the con-
tents of the project or projects described in
subparagraph (B) that includes—

(i) a certification that the eligible entity
made information about the project or
projects available and afforded citizens, pub-
lic agencies, and other interested parties a
reasonable opportunity to examine the con-
tent of the project or projects and to submit
comments;
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(ii) a description of the process for receiv-
ing public comment, and a description of the
outreach efforts to affected populations and
stakeholders;

(iii) a certification that the eligible enti-
ty—

(I) held a public hearing to obtain the
views of citizens, public agencies, and other
interested parties;

(IT) made the proposed project and all in-
formation relevant to the hearing available
for inspection by the public during normal
business hours not less than 30 days before
the hearing under subclause (I); and

(IIT) published a notice informing the pub-
lic of the hearing under subclause (I) and the
availability of the information described in
subclause (II); and

(F) a budget for the project that includes
the Federal share of the cost of the project
or projects requested and a description of the
source of the non-Federal share; and

(G) such additional information as the Di-
rector may require.

(2) INDIAN TRIBES.—An eligible entity that
is an Indian tribe is not required to submit a
memorandum of understanding under para-
graph (1)(D).

(e) SELECTION.—In evaluating an applica-
tion for a grant under the grant program, the
Director shall consider the extent to which
the application—

(1) demonstrates the technical capacity of
the eligible entity to carry out the project;

(2) demonstrates the extent to which the
eligible entity has developed partnerships
throughout an entire region, including part-
nerships with units of special purpose local
government and transportation providers;

(3) demonstrates clear and meaningful
interjurisdictional cooperation and coordina-
tion of housing (including healthy housing),
transportation, and environmental policies
and plans;

(4) demonstrates a commitment to imple-
menting a comprehensive regional plan and
documents action taken or planned to imple-
ment the plan;

(5) minimizes the Federal share necessary
to carry out the project and leverages a sig-
nificant amount of State, local, or private
resources;

(6) identifies original and innovative ideas
to overcoming regional problems, including
local land use and zoning (or other code) ob-
stacles to carrying out the comprehensive
regional plan;

(7) promotes diversity among the geo-
graphic regions and the size of the popu-
lation of the communities served by recipi-
ents of grants under the grant program;

(8) demonstrates a commitment to sub-
stantial public input throughout the imple-
mentation process;

(9) demonstrates that a Federal grant is
necessary to accomplish the project or
projects proposed to be carried out;

(10) has a high quality overall; and

(11) demonstrates such other qualities as
the Director may determine.

(f) GRANT ACTIVITIES.—

(1) PLANNING ACTIVITIES.—An eligible enti-
ty that receives a grant under the grant pro-
gram may use not more than 10 percent of
the grant for planning activities. Activities
related to the updating, reform, or develop-
ment of a local code, plan, or ordinance to
implement projects contained in a com-
prehensive regional plan shall not be consid-
ered planning activities for the purposes of a
grant under the grant program.

(2) PROJECTS AND INVESTMENTS.—An eligi-
ble entity that receives a grant under the
grant program shall carry out 1 or more
projects that are designed to achieve the
goals identified in a comprehensive regional
plan.
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(g) GRANT AGREEMENT.—Each eligible enti-
ty that receives a grant under the grant pro-
gram shall agree to establish, in coordina-
tion with the Director, performance meas-
ures, reporting requirements, and any other
requirements that the Director determines
are necessary, that must be met at the end of
each year in which the eligible entity re-
ceives funds under the grant program.

(h) VIOLATION OF GRANT AGREEMENT.—If
the Director determines that an eligible en-
tity has not met the performance measures
established under subsection (g), is not mak-
ing reasonable progress toward meeting such
measures, or is otherwise in violation of the
grant agreement, the Director may—

(1) withhold financial assistance until the
requirements under the grant agreement are
met; or

(2) terminate the grant agreement.

(i) REPORT ON THE COMMUNITY CHALLENGE
GRANT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date on which the grant agreement
under subsection (g) expires, an eligible enti-
ty that receives a grant under the grant pro-
gram shall submit a final report on the
project to the Secretary.

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report shall
include—

(A) a detailed explanation of the activities
undertaken using the grant, including an ex-
planation of the completed project and how
it achieves specific transit-oriented, trans-
portation, housing, or sustainable commu-
nity goals within the region;

(B) a discussion of any obstacles encoun-
tered in the planning and implementation
process and how the eligible entity overcame
the obstacles;

(C) an evaluation of the success of the
project using the performance standards and
measures established under subsection (g),
including an evaluation of the planning and
implementation process and how the project
contributes to carrying out the comprehen-
sive regional plan; and

(D) any other information the Director
may require.

(3) INTERIM REPORT.—The Director may re-
quire an eligible entity to submit an interim
report, before the date on which the project
for which the grant is awarded is completed.

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary for the
award of grants under this section, to remain
available until expended—

(A) $30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012
and 2013;

(B) $35,000,000 for fiscal year 2014;

(C) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; and

(D) $45,000,000 for fiscal year 2016.

SEC. 8. CREDIT FACILITY TO SUPPORT TRANSIT-
ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble applicant’” means a State or local gov-
ernment.

(2) ELIGIBLE AREA.—The term ‘‘eligible
area’” means the area within %2 mile of an ex-
isting or planned major transit facility.

(3) ELIGIBLE BORROWER.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble borrower’’ means—

(A) a governmental entity,
agency, or instrumentality;

(B) a corporation, partnership, joint ven-
ture, or trust on behalf of which an eligible
applicant has submitted an application
under subsection (c¢); or

(C) any other legal entity undertaking an
infrastructure development project on behalf
of which an eligible applicant has submitted
an application under subsection (c).

(4) MAJOR TRANSIT FACILITY.—The term
“‘major transit facility’’ means—

(A) a fixed-guideway transit station;

authority,
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(B) a high speed rail or intercity rail sta-
tion;

(C) a transit hub connecting more than 3
local transit lines; or

(D) a transit center located in an area
other than an urbanized area.

(5) PLANNED MAJOR TRANSIT FACILITY.—The
term ‘‘planned major transit facility’ means
a major transit facility for which appro-
priate environmental reviews have been
completed and for which funding for con-
struction can be reasonably anticipated.

(6) PROJECT.—The term ‘‘project’ means an
infrastructure project that is used to support
a transit-oriented development in an eligible
area, including—

(A) property enhancement, including con-
ducting environmental remediation, park de-
velopment, and open space acquisition;

(B) improvement of mobility and parking,
including rehabilitating, or providing for ad-
ditional, streets, transit stations, structured
parking, walkways, and bikeways;

(C) utility development, including rehabili-
tating existing, or providing for new drink-
ing water, wastewater, electric, and gas util-
ities; or

(D) community facilities, including child
care centers.

(b) LOAN PROGRAM ESTABLISHED.—The Sec-
retary may make or guarantee loans under
this section to eligible borrowers for
projects.

(¢) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible applicant may
submit to the Secretary an application for a
loan or loan guarantee under this section—

(A) to fund a project carried out by the eli-
gible applicant; or

(B) on behalf of an eligible borrower, to
fund a project carried out by the eligible bor-
rower.

(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make
a loan or loan guarantee under this section
for a project that—

(A) is part of a community-wide develop-
ment plan, as defined by the Secretary;

(B) promotes sustainable development; and

(C) ensures that not less than 15 percent of
any housing units constructed or substan-
tially rehabilitated as part of transit-ori-
ented development supported by the project
are affordable over the long-term to, and oc-
cupied at time of initial occupancy by—

(i) renters with incomes at or below 60 per-
cent of the area median; or

(ii) homeowners with incomes at or below
100 percent of the area median.

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The Secretary shall
select the recipients of loans and loan guar-
antees under this section based on the extent
to which—

(A) the transit-oriented development sup-
ported by the project will encourage in-
creased use of transit;

(B) the transit-oriented development sup-
ported by the project will create or preserve
long-term affordable housing units in addi-
tion to the housing units required to be
made available under paragraph (1)(C) or will
provide deeper affordability than required
under paragraph (1)(C);

(C) the project will facilitate and encour-
age additional development or redevelop-
ment in the overall transit station area;

(D) the local government has adopted poli-
cies that—

(i) promote long-term affordable housing;
and

(ii) allow high-density, mixed-use develop-
ment near transit stations;

(E) the transit-oriented development sup-
ported by the project is part of a comprehen-
sive regional plan;

(F) the eligible borrower has established a
reliable, dedicated revenue source to repay
the loan;
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(G) the project is not financially viable for
the eligible borrower without a loan or loan
guarantee under this section; and

(H) a loan or loan guarantee under this sec-
tion would be used in conjunction with non-
Federal loans to fund the project.

(e) ELIGIBLE SOURCES OF REPAYMENT.—A
loan made or guaranteed under this section
shall be repayable, in whole or in part, from
dedicated revenue sources, which may in-
clude—

(1) user fees;

(2) property tax revenues;

(3) sales tax revenues;

(4) other revenue sources dedicated to the
project by property owners and businesses;
and

(5) a bond or other indebtedness backed by
one of the revenue sources listed in this
paragraph.

(f) INTEREST RATE.—The Secretary shall
establish an interest rate for loans made or
guaranteed under this section with reference
to a benchmark interest rate (yield) on mar-
ketable Treasury securities with a maturity
that is similar to the loans made or guaran-
teed under this section.

(g) MAXIMUM MATURITY.—The maturity of
a loan made or guaranteed under this section
may not exceed the lesser of—

(1) 35 years; or

(2) 90 percent of the useful life of any
project to be financed by the loan, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(h) MAXIMUM LOAN GUARANTEE RATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The guarantee rate on a
loan guaranteed under this section may not
exceed 75 percent of the amount of the loan.

(2) LOWER GUARANTEE RATE FOR LOW-RISK
BORROWERS.—The Secretary shall establish a
guarantee rate for loans to eligible bor-
rowers that the Secretary determines pose a
lower risk of default that is lower than the
guarantee rate for loans to other eligible
borrowers.

(i) FEES.—The Secretary shall establish
fees for loans made or guaranteed under this
section at a level that is sufficient to cover
all or part of the costs to the Federal Gov-
ernment of making or guaranteeing a loan
under this section.

(j) NONSUBORDINATION.—A loan made or
guaranteed under this section may not be
subordinated to the claims of any holder of
an obligation relating to the project in the
event of bankruptcy, insolvency, or liquida-
tion.

(k) COMMENCEMENT OF REPAYMENT.—The
scheduled repayment of principal or interest
on a loan made or guaranteed under this sec-
tion shall commence not later than 5 years
after the date of substantial completion of
the project.

(1) REPAYMENT DEFERRAL FOR LOANS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If, at any time after the
date of substantial completion of a project,
the Secretary determines that dedicated rev-
enue sources of an eligible borrower are in-
sufficient to make the scheduled loan repay-
ments of principal and interest on a loan
made or guaranteed under this section, the
Secretary may, subject to criteria estab-
lished by the Secretary, allow the eligible
borrower to add unpaid principal and inter-
est to the outstanding balance of the loan.

(2) TREATMENT OF DEFERRED PAYMENTS.—
Any payment deferred under this section
shall—

(A) continue to accrue interest until fully
repaid; and

(B) be scheduled to be amortized over the
remaining term of the loan.

(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
the cost of loans and loan guarantees under
this section $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2012 through 2016.
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SEC. 9. HEALTHY HOMES.

(a) FEDERAL INITIATIVE TO SUPPORT
HEALTHY HOUSING AND ERADICATE HOUSING-
RELATED HEALTH HAZARDS.—The Secretary,
acting through the Director of the Office of
Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control and
in consultation with the Secretary of En-
ergy, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the Secretary of
Agriculture, the Director of the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology, the Di-
rector of the National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences, and the Director of
the Centers for Disease Control, shall lead
the Federal initiative to support healthy
housing and eradicate housing-related health
hazards by—

(1) reviewing, monitoring, and evaluating
Federal housing, health, energy, and envi-
ronmental programs and identifying areas of
overlap and duplication that could be im-
proved;

(2) identifying best practices and model
programs, including practices and programs
that link services for low-income families
and services for health hazards;

(3) identifying best practices for finance
products, building codes, and regulatory
practices;

(4) researching training programs and work
practices that can accurately assess housing-
related health hazards;

(56) promoting collaboration among Fed-
eral, State, local, and tribal agencies and
non-governmental organizations; and

(6) coordinating with all relevant Federal
agencies.

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a collaborative, interagency assessment
of best practices for—

(1) coordinating activities
healthy housing;

(2) removing unnecessary barriers to inter-
agency coordination in Federal statutes and
regulations; and

(3) creating incentives in programs of the
Federal Government to advance the com-
plementary goals of improving environ-
mental health, energy conservation, and the
availability of housing.

(c) STUDY AND REPORT ON SUSTAINABLE
BUILDING FEATURES AND INDOOR ENVIRON-
MENTAL QUALITY IN HOUSING.—

(1) STuDY.—The Secretary, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy, the Director of
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology, the Director of the National In-
stitute of Environmental Health Sciences,
the Director of the Centers for Disease Con-
trol, and any other Federal agency that the
Secretary determines is appropriate, shall
conduct a detailed study of how sustainable
building features in housing, such as energy
efficiency, affect—

(A) the quality of the indoor environment;

(B) the prevalence of housing-related
health hazards; and

(C) the health of occupants of the housing.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
and the Committee on Financial Services
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives a report containing
the results of the study under paragraph (1).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out this
section.

SEC. 10. INELIGIBILITY OF INDIVIDUALS WHO
ARE NOT LAWFULLY PRESENT.

No housing assisted using a grant under
this Act may be made available to an indi-
vidual who is not lawfully present in the
United States. Nothing in this Act may be
construed to alter the restrictions or defini-
tions under section 214 of the Housing and

relating to
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Community Development Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 1436a).

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 274—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE THAT FUNDING FOR
THE FEDERAL PELL GRANT
PROGRAM SHOULD NOT BE CUT
IN ANY DEFICIT REDUCTION
PROGRAM

Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr.
REED of Rhode Island, Mr. FRANKEN,
Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr.
BrROWN of Ohio) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions:

S. RES. 274

Whereas the Federal Pell Grant program
has been the cornerstone of the Federal fi-
nancial aid system since grants were first
distributed in the 1970s;

Whereas during 2010, almost 9,000,000 stu-
dents in the United States received a Federal
Pell Grant;

Whereas the number of students receiving
a Federal Pell Grant increased by 26 percent
between the 2008-2009 academic year and the
2009-2010 academic year;

Whereas when Federal Pell Grants were
first distributed in 1976, such grants paid for
72 percent of the average cost of a 4-year
public institution of higher education while
in 2011 the maximum Federal Pell Grant cov-
ers only 34 percent of such cost;

Whereas 61 percent of students who re-
ceived a Federal Pell Grant during the 2008-
2009 academic year came from households
that earned less than $30,000 and 99 percent
of such students came from households that
earned $50,000 a year or less;

Whereas during the 2008-2009 academic
year, 68 percent of students receiving a Fed-
eral Pell Grant were 21 years of age or older;

Whereas the unemployment rate for indi-
viduals with a baccalaureate degree is con-
sistently half of the unemployment rate for
individuals with only a secondary school di-
ploma; and

Whereas education is a vital part of ensur-
ing that the United States workforce is pre-
pared for the 21st Century and the United
States remains the world leader in innova-
tion: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that funding for the Federal Pell Grant pro-
gram should not be cut in any deficit reduc-
tion package.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 275—DESIG-
NATING OCTOBER 30, 2011, AS A
NATIONAL DAY OF REMEM-
BRANCE FOR NUCLEAR WEAP-
ONS PROGRAM WORKERS

Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr. UDALL of Colorado,
Mr. UpALL of New Mexico, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. CrRAPO, Mr. McCCONNELL, and Mr.
CORKER) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

S. REs. 275

Whereas, since World War II, hundreds of
thousands of men and women, including ura-
nium miners, millers, and haulers, have
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served the United States by building the nu-
clear defense weapons of the United States;

Whereas these dedicated workers paid a
high price for their service to develop a nu-
clear weapons program for the benefit of the
United States, including having developed
disabling or fatal illnesses;

Whereas the Senate recognized the con-
tribution, service, and sacrifice these patri-
otic men and women made for the defense of
the United States in Senate Resolution 151,
111th Congress, agreed to May 20, 2009, and
Senate Resolution 653, 111th Congress,
agreed to September 28, 2010;

Whereas a national day of remembrance
time capsule has been crossing the United
States, collecting artifacts and the stories of
the nuclear workers relating to the nuclear
defense era of the United States;

Whereas these stories and artifacts rein-
force the importance of recognizing these nu-
clear workers; and

Whereas these patriotic men and women
deserve to be recognized for the contribu-
tion, service, and sacrifice they have made
for the defense of the United States: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates October 30, 2011, as a na-
tional day of remembrance for nuclear weap-
ons program workers, including uranium
miners, millers, and haulers, of the United
States; and

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to support and participate in appro-
priate ceremonies, programs, and other ac-
tivities to commemorate October 30, 2011, as
a national day of remembrance for past and
present workers in the nuclear weapons pro-
gram of the United States.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to submit a resolution to encour-
age all Americans to support October
30, 2011 as a national day of remem-
brance for past and present workers in
the U.S. nuclear weapons program. I
am pleased that Senators ALEXANDER,
CANTWELL, CRAPO, CORKER, GILLI-
BRAND, GRAHAM, MCCONNELL, MARK
UbpALL and Tom UDALL, have joined me
in introducing this bipartisan legisla-
tion.

Since World War II, hundreds of
thousands of men and women, includ-
ing uranium miners, millers, and haul-
ers, have served the United States by
building our nuclear defense weapons.
We should all take time to remember
our fellow Americans who have paid a
high price for their service to develop
the nuclear program for United States.

Some of these workers have devel-
oped disabling or fatal illnesses, and we
should recognize their sacrifice and
contributions. By honoring nuclear
complex workers and uranium miners
who have contributed to our nation’s
defense over the past 6 decades, we will
also recognize the sacrifices made by
family members who have cared for
sick and injured workers. Additionally,
the commemoration on October 30th
will serve to remind Americans that we
still have work to do in ensuring the
health and benefits of our nuclear
weapons workers.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important resolution.
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO

MEET
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on September 22, 2011, at 9:30
a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
September 22, 2011, at 10 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate on September 22,
2011, at 2:15 p.m. in room 628 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building to con-
duct a oversight hearing entitled
“Tribal Law and Order Act One Year
Later: Have We Improved Public Safe-
ty and Justice Throughout Indian
Country?”’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on September 22, 2011, at 10 a.m., in
SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building, to conduct an executive busi-
ness meeting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on September 22, 2011, at 2:30

p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT

AND THE COURTS

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub-
committee on Administrative Over-
sight and the Courts, be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on September 22, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., in
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled ‘“‘Protecting Seniors and Persons
with Disabilities—An Examination of

Court-Appointed Guardians.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN-
AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED-
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU-
RITY

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on
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Federal Financial Management, Gov-
ernment Information, Federal Serv-
ices, and International Security be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on September 22, 2011, at
1:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing entitled,
“Improving Educational Outcomes for
our Military and Veterans.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITY AND
INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND FINANCE

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs, Subcommittee on Secu-
rity and International Trade and Fi-
nance be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate on September 22,
2011, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing
entitled, ‘‘The European Debt and Fi-
nancial Crisis: Origins, Options and Im-
plications for the U.S. and Global
Economy.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

—————

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES IM-
PROVEMENT AND INNOVATION
ACT

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that we now pro-
ceed to H.R. 2883.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 2883) to amend part B of title
IV of the Social Security Act to extend the
child and family services program through
fiscal year 2016, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I do not
think there is any further debate on
this measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the bill is read a
third time and the question is on pas-
sage of the bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The bill (H.R. 2883) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time
and passed.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the motion to reconsider be laid
on the table with no intervening action
or debate and any statements be print-
ed in the RECORD as if read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 1619

Mr. REID. Madam President, I under-
stand that S. 1619 is at the desk and
due for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bill by title for the
first time.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1619) to provide for identification
of misaligned currency, require action to
correct the misalignment, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. REID. I now ask for its second
reading and object to my own request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bill will re-
ceive its second reading on the next
legislative day.

—

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER
23, 2011

Mr. REID. Madam President, I now
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until 9 a.m., on Friday, Sep-
tember 23; that following the prayer
and pledge, the Journal of proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed expired, and the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day; following any leader
remarks, the Senate be in a period of
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

September 22, 2011
PROGRAM

Mr. REID. We await the House action
on the continuing resolution. We will
notify Senators when the votes are
scheduled.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent that it adjourn
under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8:23 p.m., adjourned until Friday,
September 23, 2011, at 9 a.m.

————

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:

THE JUDICIARY

JACQUELINE H. NGUYEN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIR-
CUIT, VICE A NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW
110-177, APPROVED JANUARY 7, 2008.

BRIAN C. WIMES, OF MISSOURI, TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN AND WESTERN DIS-
TRICTS OF MISSOURI, VICE NANETTE K. LAUGHREY, RE-
TIRED.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

MICHAEL A. HUGHES, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
TO BE UNITED STATES MARSHAL FOR THE SUPERIOR
COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM
OF FOUR YEARS, VICE STEPHEN THOMAS CONBOY, RE-
SIGNED.

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601:

To be lieutenant general

MAJ. GEN. PETER M. VANGJEL

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be major general
BRIG. GEN. GILL P. BECK
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