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House of Representatives 
The House met at noon and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. DOLD). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
December 20, 2012. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ROBERT J. 
DOLD to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Loving and gracious God, we give 
You thanks for giving us another day. 

We ask today that You bless the 
Members of the people’s House to be 
the best and most faithful servants of 
the people they serve. 

On this day, Congress honors the life 
of Senator Daniel Inouye, who lies in 
state in the rotunda. He was the first 
to serve his State in this assembly. He 
served his country for decades as a true 
patriot, soldier, legislator, statesman, 
and gentleman—always thousands of 
miles from his own home. 

Endow the Members of this assembly 
with a measure of the courage, integ-
rity, and loyalty of such an exemplar 
of public service. 

And may all that is done this day in 
the people’s House be for Your greater 
honor and glory. 

Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from Kansas (Ms. JEN-
KINS) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. JENKINS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, December 20, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on De-
cember 20, 2012 at 10:02 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 3477. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 3870. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 3912. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 5738. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 5837. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 5954. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 4057. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 6029. 

That the Senate passed S. 3630. 
That the Senate passed S. 3662. 
That the Senate passed S. 2318. 

That the Senate passed S. 3202. 
That the Senate passed S. 3698. 
Appointments: 
United States-China Economic Security 

Review Commission. 
With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

ESTATE TAX 

(Ms. JENKINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. JENKINS. Growing up on a Kan-
sas dairy farm, I know the estate tax is 
a threat to family farms. This tax 
makes bailing hay and shoveling ma-
nure sound like a get-rich-quick 
scheme, when most family farms make 
an average of $45,000 a year. Raising 
the estate tax to 55 percent and drop-
ping the exemption to $1 million might 
be feasible for a hedge fund manager, 
but it will jeopardize the future of 
farmers and their families, forcing 
many to sell their farms they worked 
to build for generations. 

Many farmers are ‘‘land rich’’ but 
‘‘cash poor.’’ The average land value 
for 65,000 Kansas farms is $900,000. 
Throw in a $300,000 combine, a $250,000 
tractor, and Kansas farmers are sud-
denly millionaires according to estate 
tax math. But this isn’t wealth they 
can use to pay taxes. It’s in assets. 

Farmers provide us with a safe and 
dependable food supply. We cannot 
allow the estate tax to put them out of 
business. 
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NO JUSTIFICATION TO CUT SOCIAL 

SECURITY BENEFITS 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Will seniors be 
pushed off the fiscal cliff? 

Social Security did not cause the def-
icit, but the White House’s plan to 
lower Social Security cost-of-living 
benefits could eventually reduce sen-
iors’ annual benefits by hundreds of 
dollars. The gimmick is called the 
chained Consumer Price Index. The 
chained CPI works this way: 

As the cost of living goes up, seniors 
inevitably turn to cheaper alter-
natives. For example, if seniors eat 
steak, but then can’t afford its higher 
price, they can switch to something 
cheaper—like cat food. The cost of liv-
ing calculation would chain to the 
cheaper item—cat food. So the less you 
pay for food, the less benefits you get. 

The chained CPI benefit cut will 
chain aging seniors to a poverty of 
choices, a lower standard of living with 
cheaper products. The chained CPI for-
mula doesn’t take into account seniors’ 
rising health care costs. If it did, bene-
fits would go up. 

There is no justification to cut Social 
Security benefits. ‘‘No’’ to throwing 
seniors off the fiscal cliff. ‘‘No’’ to a 
cat food Christmas. 

f 

DEMANDING THE TRUTH 

(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
just over 100 days ago, four Americans 
were murdered in cold blood during co-
ordinated terrorist attacks on the U.S. 
consulate in Benghazi, Libya. These at-
tacks were premeditated acts of war on 
America and the American way of life, 
committed by terrorists with ties to al 
Qaeda. 

This week, the Obama administra-
tion released a report as to exactly 
what happened surrounding these ter-
rorist attacks. This report confirmed 
what we already knew: there was no 
protest outside the consulate on Sep-
tember 11. It also cites systemic fail-
ures in Embassy security, putting in 
danger the lives of every person at the 
compound in Benghazi. 

This report is an important step to-
wards stopping another attack on 
America and American initiates over-
seas. But one thing remains clear: seri-
ous mistakes were made by senior offi-
cials here in Washington. Those mis-
takes cost American lives. There must 
be accountability. 

f 

REMEMBERING SENATOR DANIEL 
INOUYE 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Senator 
Inouye lies in state this morning. But 
as a young lieutenant platoon leader 
on a battlefield in Italy, even after 
being shot in the stomach by German 
machine-gun fire, he refused medical 
treatment and still managed to find 
the courage to destroy two machine- 
gun posts. Nearly losing consciousness 
from blood loss, he heroically charged 
a third machine-gun nest before having 
his right arm severed by a German gre-
nade. Somehow, even after those grave 
injuries, Daniel Inouye still found a 
way to toss a grenade that destroyed 
the third bunker. 

What an American. What a man who 
loved this country and stood for the 
values of diversity. He loved the inde-
pendence of the Congress, and he 
fought for it in the strength of our de-
mocracy and the values of America. 
His words were this: 

I represented the people of Hawaii and this 
Nation honestly and to the best of my abil-
ity. I think I did okay. 

To the Senator and your family, you 
did more than okay. To the Asian 
American community in Houston, 
Texas, and all of Texas, I want you to 
note this hero spoke volumes for what 
America is all about, that no matter 
where we’ve come from, we can stand 
equally under the sun. 

He thought of that and his beloved 
Hawaii as his final words, not only in 
representing Hawaii—‘‘aloha’’—but to 
America. 

Senator, we love you, and good-bye. 
What a great champion, a great war-
rior for peace, and one who represented 
all of us so well. 

f 

b 1210 

SUCCESS WITH THE NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, today, the House will vote on 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for 2013. Congratulations to House 
Armed Services Committee Chairman 
BUCK MCKEON and committee staff di-
rector Bob Simmons for their leader-
ship with this legislation promoting 
peace through strength. 

Our brave men and women in uni-
form, their families, and our veterans 
have earned the support and care they 
deserve by dedicating their lives to 
keep American families safe. The pas-
sage of today’s bill will provide for a 1.7 
percent troop pay increase, controlled 
copay rate increases for TRICARE 
beneficiaries, and institute new proce-
dures and regulations to combat and 
prosecute sexual assault within the 
military. 

It is my hope that this legislation 
will pass the House overwhelmingly 
this evening, receive full support in the 
Senate, and promptly arrive on the 
President’s desk for his signature. Our 
national security depends on it. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 

f 

GREAT LAKES RESTORATION 
INITIATIVE 

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, the 
Great Lakes are our Nation’s greatest 
natural resource. They are the source 
of 95 percent of our surface freshwater 
and are directly connected to 1.5 mil-
lion jobs. 

Though efforts to protect and restore 
the Great Lakes have made great 
strides over the past several decades, 
many challenges remain. Invasive spe-
cies, pollution, and habitat loss in the 
Great Lakes have a negative effect on 
recreation and tourism, as well as on 
the general economy. 

I was pleased to sign a bipartisan let-
ter along with other Members of the 
House to request at least $300 million 
for the Great Lakes Restoration Initia-
tive in the President’s fiscal year 2014 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, the Great Lakes Res-
toration Initiative has been invaluable 
in efforts to protect and restore the 
Great Lakes. I strongly encourage the 
President and my colleagues in Con-
gress to ensure that it is fully funded 
going forward. 

f 

FISCAL CLIFF 
(Mr. PALAZZO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, today, 
this body will take up legislation that 
will cut spending, replace the dan-
gerous defense sequester, and protect 
millions from the biggest tax hike our 
country has ever seen. This is a good 
first step. The costs are simply too 
high to go over the fiscal cliff. 

Earlier this week, the CPA Caucus 
met with former Comptroller David 
Walker to discuss what we truly need 
for meaningful, long-term reform. 
Walker proposed six basic principles 
that I want to share with this body 
today: 

1. Pro-Growth. Truly pro-growth 
policies will empower our small busi-
nesses rather than strangle them with 
taxes and regulations at every turn. 

2. Socially equitable. We’re in this 
together, and we cannot expect one in-
come bracket to bear the burden of 
solving all of our problems. 

3. Culturally acceptable. We need the 
support and backing of the American 
people to enact good solutions. 

4. Mathematically possible. We can-
not continue to ignore the bottom line. 
I’m a CPA. To me, it’s obvious that we 
have to balance our books. 

5. Politically feasible. Our solutions 
won’t always be perfect, but they have 
to be proposals both sides can agree on. 

6. Bipartisan support. We can agree 
to disagree on certain matters, but we 
must still work together. 
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These six principles can be our bridge 

forward. 
f 

HONORING NEW MEXICO SPEAKER 
OF THE HOUSE BEN LUJÁN 

(Mr. HEINRICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor one of New Mexico’s 
great leaders, New Mexico Speaker of 
the House Ben Luján, who passed away 
Tuesday night after his battle with 
lung cancer. Speaker Luján is the fa-
ther of our colleague, and my friend, 
Congressman BEN RAY LUJÁN. 

First elected to the State legislature 
in 1974, Ben Luján served as speaker of 
the house from 2001 until 2012. 
Throughout his tenure in the House, 
Speaker Luján showed that he was a 
champion for working families, a tire-
less advocate for his constituents, and 
an absolute master of legislative strat-
egy. 

At the beginning of this year, when 
Speaker Luján spoke to the legislature 
of his battle with cancer, he encour-
aged everyone to make their time on 
Earth worthwhile and to ‘‘make a dif-
ference for the children, our working 
families, and for the elderly.’’ Speaker 
Luján has inspired me and so many 
New Mexicans to do just that. Our good 
thoughts and prayers are with his wife 
Carmen, with BEN RAY, and with the 
rest of the Luján family. 

f 

BALANCING THE BUDGET 
(Mr. DESJARLAIS asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Mr. Speaker, it 
seems there are those who still fail to 
realize that we cannot continue down 
this road of fiscal insanity. It isn’t pol-
itics; it’s math. Our spending is simply 
unsustainable, yet we have not seen a 
serious proposal from the White House 
to address our trillion-dollar deficits. 

The President thinks the answer is 
more taxes. But while the tax increases 
President Obama is calling for would 
hurt small businesses, they would have 
little effect in reducing our deficits. 
That is because our debt is being driv-
en by spending, plain and simple. 
Therefore, to solve our problem, we 
must implement serious spending cuts 
and reforms. 

The good news is this isn’t hard to 
do; we just have to look at the amount 
of revenue coming in and not spend 
more than that. Rather than spending 
more than we can afford, we must 
prioritize our spending. Hundreds of 
millions of Americans do this every 
day. If my constituents in Tennessee 
can balance their budgets, so can 
Washington. 

f 

HONORING REPRESENTATIVE 
ELTON GALLEGLY 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 

to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, down here in the 
well sometimes when you hear what we 
all say to each other you might think 
that we are not a very friendly bunch 
towards each other, but I want to let 
people know today that we actually 
have a lot of friendships here on this 
floor. I’m going to take the time this 
week before we break for Christmas to 
say goodbye to some of my friends who 
are leaving from Congress—especially 
from the Democratic side, but I have a 
particularly good friend on the other 
side, Congressman ELTON GALLEGLY. 

He has had a congressional career 
here for 25 years. He’s been a leader 
and a fierce defender of animal rights. 
With the successful passage of legisla-
tion that he recently sponsored, the 
creation and the sale of videos depict-
ing the torture of animals is forever il-
legal. Animal lovers across the country 
are thankful for his leadership on that. 

Though ELTON and I a lot of times 
disagree on a lot of things politically, 
we’ve become very close friends over 
the years. I have sought his guidance 
on many issues here, on foreign affairs, 
on transportation, and even on some 
outside things, outside of this, maybe 
even in my own personal life. 

So I want to thank him for being a 
good friend. I wish him a lot of luck in 
his next chapter of his life, and I just 
want to tell him that I will miss him. 

f 

HONORING JAY PIERSON 

(Mr. GINGREY of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to honor the distin-
guished career of someone who is a 
friend to me and my colleagues, and 
that’s Jay Pierson. 

For 34 years, Jay has been a main-
stay of the House and the floor. He 
began his congressional career back in 
1978 with then-Republican leader John 
Rhodes. Throughout his tenure, he has 
worked for Speakers Newt Gingrich, 
Dennis Hastert, and now JOHN BOEH-
NER. 

Since I came to the House in 2003, I 
have known Jay to be a true student of 
this institution. He has helped me per-
sonally—and countless other Mem-
bers—learn how this body works, and 
he has been quick to assist a Member 
with any question about the floor, or 
even a good book recommendation. 

Mr. Speaker, what most people may 
not know about Jay is that, in addition 
to a bachelor’s degree from Westmont 
College and a master’s degree from 
California State University, he earned 
his Ph.D. from the University of Mary-
land. 

In his upcoming retirement, I want 
to thank Jay for his service to this 
great institution. I wish he and his 
wife, JoAnne, all the best in their fu-
ture endeavors. My friend, Jay Pierson. 

PLAN B 

(Ms. LEE of California asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to the Repub-
lican so-called ‘‘Plan B’’ bill. Not only 
would it not address the so-called fiscal 
cliff—it’s really a human cliff—but it’s 
a pure political gimmick to distract 
from the Republicans’ failure to nego-
tiate in good faith. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot grow our 
economy or reduce our deficits by mak-
ing even more cuts on the backs of 
children, veterans, our seniors, our dis-
abled, and the millions of Americans in 
poverty. Low-income and middle-in-
come Americans have already been 
slammed by $1.5 trillion in cuts to the 
safety net, mind you, that they rely on 
every day. 

A fiscally responsible and balanced 
approach would be to immediately pass 
the $1.5 trillion in new revenue to 
match the cuts that we’ve already 
made, while protecting middle class 
tax cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, 98 percent of the Amer-
ican people have already paid their fair 
share; it’s time for the wealthiest 2 
percent to do the same. Let’s not for-
get the over 2 million who will lose 
their unemployment benefits December 
29. Mr. Speaker, please don’t let them 
fall off this human cliff during this hol-
iday season. We should extend this 
today. 

f 

b 1220 

THE FISCAL CLIFF 

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
we’ve reached the fiscal cliff not be-
cause we tax too little, but because we 
spend too much. We are focusing on 
whom to raise taxes and by how much. 
This debate really should be about out-
rageous spending. 

Many people believe that what’s hap-
pening in Greece cannot happen in the 
United States. But think about it, 
Greece kept borrowing and spending 
until eventually they couldn’t pay 
their public workers, take care of the 
elderly and the poor, or deliver any of 
the services they promised to its peo-
ple. The United States is headed down 
the very same path. 

We’ll be right back here having this 
same debate very soon if we don’t cut 
spending. Instead of discussing taxing 
the top 2 percent, the next time it will 
be the top 50 percent, and so on, until 
we are all being taxed—everyone—but 
spending so much that we still cannot 
meet our obligations. 

This debate should be about spend-
ing, not taxes, so that we can give the 
American people what they want—a 
strong economy and a guarantee that 
programs like Social Security and 
Medicare will remain intact. 
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PLAN B HURTS EVERYBODY 

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, as 
if the Speaker’s Plan B were not bad 
enough—not extending unemployment 
benefits or fixing the SGR so seniors 
would continue to have their doctors, 
killing jobs, again threatening the full 
faith and credit of our country, and 
leaving the sequester cuts in place— 
last night the Republicans dug up the 
horrible reconciliation bill that they 
pushed through this House in May. 
They should have left it over in the 
Senate where it went to die a timely 
death. 

The reconciliation bill they will put 
up with it for a revote today is like 
Plan B, just worse. It will cut food 
stamps, eliminate the social services 
block grants, and weaken the consumer 
protections that we put in place. They 
can’t help themselves. They’ll make 
one more attempt to roll back much of 
the Affordable Care Act, including re-
pealing the public health fund and 
funding for the exchanges, cutting the 
children’s health insurance program, 
and taking away all of the Medicaid 
funding that was provided for the terri-
tories. 

Either way, these bills would hurt 
many people—poor, middle class Amer-
icans, children and seniors, all to save 
tax cuts for the wealthy. On November 
6, Americans voted for us to work to-
gether to strengthen our country, not 
weaken it. These highly partisan bills 
will hurt our country, and no one 
should vote for either of them. 

f 

AVOIDING THE FISCAL CLIFF 

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if any-
body is listening. The message from 
the American people is loud and clear: 
extend the middle class tax cuts now. 
Republican leadership is holding hos-
tage tax cuts for 98 percent of Ameri-
cans and 97 percent of small businesses 
to give more tax breaks to the wealthi-
est Americans. Democratic Members of 
Congress have commonsense solutions, 
and we can’t wait around any longer as 
real proposals languish while the House 
GOP gets its act together. 

I, along with 181 of my colleagues, 
have signed the discharge petition to 
automatically bring to the House floor 
the Senate-passed middle class tax cuts 
which the President has said he will 
sign immediately. This could be an op-
portunity for us to work together, re-
solve some of our differences, and offer 
the American people the kind of Con-
gress they want: working together. 

f 

TAXES 

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my disappointment that House 
leadership is again playing political 
games instead of getting our work 
done. With time running short, they’ve 
decided to prohibit a vote on extending 
the middle class tax cuts for families 
making up to $250,000 per year. Instead, 
we will only be voting on the so-called 
Republican Plan B. 

Plan B is yet another giveaway to 
the wealthiest 1 percent of Americans 
and at the expense of middle class fam-
ilies. It forces middle class families to 
pay $1,000 more a year in taxes in order 
to give millionaires a $50,000 break. 
That’s not what the American people 
voted for in November. They sent a 
clear message that they wanted us to 
put aside our differences and work to-
gether to pass a balanced plan that 
protects middle class families and en-
sures that everyone pays their fair 
share. 

We agree. We all agree that families 
making up to $250,000 should not see 
their taxes go up on January 1. We 
could pass that bill today and give mil-
lions of families across this country 
peace of mind, but we’re not even get-
ting to vote on that bill. Instead, we’re 
taking a symbolic vote that solves 
nothing. My constituents—all of our 
constituents—deserve better. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF LEONILA 
VEGA 

(Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, today I come to 
the floor to honor Leonila Vega, a fero-
cious advocate for seniors and people 
with disabilities. In her role as the ex-
ecutive director of the Direct Care Al-
liance, I worked closely with her to im-
prove the conditions of work for those 
who provide in-home care and, with it, 
the quality of care that they provide 
for others. 

Although she lost her battle with 
cancer on November 19, the battle she 
waged for quality care and dignity for 
workers continues. 

I cannot adequately describe all of 
her accomplishments in one short 
minute, so I’m submitting a longer 
statement for the RECORD. But I do 
hope that in honoring her today and 
talking about her passion, I hope that 
her passion for social justice is an in-
spiration to all of us. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS 
OF SENATOR BARBARA A. MI-
KULSKI 

(Mr. CUMMINGS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Today, I am incred-
ibly pleased to congratulate my dear 
colleague, Senator BARBARA A. MIKUL-

SKI, for her ascension to the chair of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee. 
Senator MIKULSKI’s commitment to our 
great State is undeniable. She has 
worked tirelessly throughout her pres-
tigious career to serve her fellow Mary-
landers, first as a social worker, and 
now as one of the most influential 
Members of the United States Senate. 

Senator MIKULSKI is a leader that 
Maryland and, truly, our Nation, can 
be proud of. She was the first woman 
elected to the Senate who was not pre-
ceded by her husband or father and has 
continued breaking barriers ever since. 
This trend continued yesterday when 
she became the very first female Sen-
ator in the history of our Nation to be-
come the chair of the powerful Appro-
priations Committee. 

I’m honored and proud to serve 
alongside her here in the United States 
Congress, and I look forward to con-
tinuing to work together with her for 
the betterment of our Nation. 

f 

NEWTOWN, CONNECTICUT, AND 
GUN SAFETY REFORMS 

(Mr. MORAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today, first of all, to express my deep-
est condolences to the families and 
friends of those killed in last week’s 
tragic elementary school shooting in 
Newtown, Connecticut. 

But this incomprehensible act of vio-
lence should compel us to address the 
larger context. It is a fact that over 
10,000 Americans are murdered by gun 
violence each year. No other civilized 
nation on the planet experiences any-
thing like this annual gun slaughter, 
but we have 5 percent of the population 
and own 50 percent of the world’s guns. 

Now, the needed reforms are not rad-
ical. Many, including closing the gun 
show loophole and requiring gun own-
ers to report to police lost or stolen 
guns, are even supported by the vast 
majority of NRA members. It would be 
far too simplistic and self-serving, 
though, to lay the blame for this inac-
tion on the most commonsense meas-
ures entirely at the feet of the NRA, 
which we’re inclined to do because the 
truth is that we, as the representatives 
of the people, are the ones who are ulti-
mately responsible for doing nothing to 
protect our constituents. 

The fact is that if we don’t take ac-
tion now, we’re all complicit in the 
next massacre of innocents. 

f 

b 1230 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 4310, NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2013 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 840 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows: 
H. RES. 840 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 4310) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2013 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and 
for other purposes. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the conference report to its adoption 
without intervening motion except: (1) one 
hour of debate; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit if applicable. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Utah is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
for the purpose of debate only, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which they 
may revise and extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. As is customary 

for this conference report, this is a 
closed rule which provides for the con-
sideration of the conference report to 
accompany H.R. 4310, the Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, 
and provides 1 hour of general debate, 
with 30 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and the ranking 
minority member of the House Armed 
Services Committee. 

I’m actually pleased to stand before 
the House today in support of the rule 
as well as the underlying legislation, 
which was H.R. 4310, and the conference 
report that accompanies the Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013. 

I also have to, at the beginning, 
thank the chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, Mr. 
MCKEON, for his hard work and his 
steady leadership on this bill, as well 
as the ranking member, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, for continuing the time- 
honored tradition of close cooperation 
and bipartisanship when it comes to 
defense and producing this conference 
report. I also thank the professional 
staff, which has worked closely to-
gether on literally hundreds of very 
difficult and often very technical 
issues and has done so cooperatively in 
an extremely responsible manner. 

I’m very proud that the Armed Serv-
ices Committee produced a bill in a 
very bipartisan manner. I’m proud of 
the floor of the House who voted and 

passed, in a bipartisan way, this bill 
back in May. The Senate has finally 
decided to pass the bill in December. 
That the Senate has passed a bill is 
commendable. It is unusual, but it is 
also commendable. The fact that they 
have done this here gives us an oppor-
tunity of passing one of the few bills 
that must be done in every session of 
Congress. The Senate’s procrastination 
on this effort is one of the things that 
is worrisome. I only hope that in the 
years to come, the Senate majority 
leadership will return to acting expedi-
tiously, deliberately, and in a more 
timely manner in something that is 
this important. 

It is actually a testament to the 
competency and professionalism of the 
House Armed Services Committee 
staff, the House leadership staff, and 
the Rules Committee staff that this 
enormous and complex conference 
agreement could be rescued at the end 
of what is becoming an otherwise con-
tentious lame-duck session. 

Mr. Speaker, in our Rules Committee 
meeting the other day, we had the op-
portunity of having Mr. HASTINGS and 
others refer to the Constitution. It is 
very significant that in the beginning 
of the Constitution, the Preamble, that 
we talked about creating a more per-
fect Union. A more perfect Union is not 
a grammatical flaw that was intro-
duced by the Founding Fathers. It had 
a specific historical context. It also 
talked about preserving or promoting 
domestic tranquility, which had, also, 
a specific historical context which had 
nothing to do with America being se-
date or tranquil. It had something to 
do with the specific concept of private 
property. It also talked about pro-
moting general welfare, even though 
they had a uniquely different idea of 
the word ‘‘general’’ than we have 
today. 

But in providing in the intermediary 
with all these provisions is also the 
word that we are supposed to provide 
for the common defense. It was not un-
usual that that word was in there, put 
in by Gouverneur Morris and the rest 
of them. 

When the Founding Fathers met to 
write our Constitution, they were look-
ing at the historical milieu of the day 
and the concepts that were going on at 
that time. They responded in a way to 
try to make sure that they solved the 
problems of the day in a way that 
would never come up again. The con-
cept of providing for the common de-
fense became one of the core constitu-
tional responsibilities that was ex-
tremely significant. 

We had won the Revolutionary War, 
but we had also—several of the 
States—violated the treaty with Brit-
ain. The inability of some States to 
protect Tory property had given the 
British the reason to continue to have 
armed British soldiers on American 
soil or British forts on American soil. 
We could not, under the Articles of 
Confederation, control our borders. The 
British were arming subgroups coming 

in here to do more than just destroy 
our domestic tranquility, but also to 
take down and harm the lives of Amer-
icans. It seems some things never 
change. 

But the Articles of Confederation and 
Congress could not respond to this. 
They had an Army of only 700 people. 
There was no Navy to control the ship-
ping or protect our shipping rights. 
The Articles of Confederation and Con-
gress realized what we should also real-
ize that if we do not have an adequate 
and strong defense, not only can we not 
militarily defend this country, but we 
don’t have the ability of diplomatically 
trying to reach solutions to problems 
without resorting to military efforts. 
They realized that this was one of the 
flaws of America when they wrote the 
Constitution. 

So it is not unusual for them to spe-
cifically put in here that one of the re-
sponsibilities that this House has is to 
provide for the common defense. It is 
not unusual that in article I, section 8, 
there are 17 clauses. Seven of those 17 
clauses, as well as the introduction, 
talk about the necessity of military de-
fense and military preparedness for 
this country. They recognized how sig-
nificant that was, not just for defend-
ing militarily, but also for the future 
and the diplomatic abilities of the fu-
ture United States. 

This bill deals with one of the few 
core constitutional responsibilities 
that we had. Fortunately, over the past 
51 years, Congress has been able to 
come together in an amazingly bipar-
tisan way to come up with a Defense 
authorization bill that provides our De-
fense agencies the ability to function, 
to train, to equip our forces, and to 
provide for our military personnel and 
their families. 

We are betting if we do not do this, 
that the large-scale threats to our na-
tional security will be so far in the fu-
ture we can just sort of tread water. I 
hope sometimes that they are right, 
but that treading would not be what 
the Founding Fathers would look at as 
providing for the common defense. 

In a real world, there would be what 
I would consider to be a more signifi-
cant and effective bill, but we’re not 
dealing with the real world. We are 
dealing, though, with real-world issues. 
Part of the issue is that we are looking 
at a world that is extremely dangerous 
for us—we do not know what the future 
enemy will be—and we are also dealing 
with a world in which we are contin-
ually trying to diminish our military 
presence. 

Our Navy is smaller than it has been 
since 1917. Our Army will be smaller 
than it was at the beginning of World 
War II. Our Air Force is the smallest it 
has ever been in the history of this 
country, with the oldest planes that 
we’ve ever had. Those issues are issues 
that are significant, they are impor-
tant, and they must be addressed. And 
those are going to be ongoing, long- 
term issues. 
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This particular bill does not do as 

much to address that particular prob-
lem and give us the security of the fu-
ture as I wish it could do. That’s only 
because we are not dealing in a perfect 
world where we can establish the set-
ting that we wish to do. We have to 
deal with the setting in which we find 
ourselves. 

b 1240 

Having said that, there are a lot of 
things in this particular conference re-
port and in the House-passed bill which 
are very, very positive, and they do 
move us forward. As we continue the 
discussion of this rule as well as the de-
bate of the conference report on the 
floor, we will talk about some of those 
things that are positive and that do 
move us forward. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I look for-
ward to the continuing discussion 
about talking about what is, indeed, in 
this particular bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. I want to thank the 

gentleman from Utah for the time, and 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise in opposition to the underlying 
bill, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion bill. 

I recognize and appreciate all of the 
hard work that went into crafting this 
conference report—on both sides of the 
aisle. I commend Chairman MCKEON 
and Ranking Member SMITH and all 
their staffs for all of the work that 
they have done. I especially appreciate 
that the final version of the bill in-
cludes a modified version of the 
Merkley amendment on Afghanistan 
that was approved by the United States 
Senate, but unfortunately, the final 
product contains policies that I simply 
cannot support. 

The bill increases funding—beyond 
the Pentagon’s request—for several 
programs, including a new missile de-
fense base on the east coast. The bill 
also denies the Pentagon the oppor-
tunity to save money with its failure 
to include a cut to the contractor comp 
cap, its failure to include a round of 
base closures, and its failure to imple-
ment end-strength troop reductions 
even though we are supposedly ending 
our involvement in two wars. 

At a time when Congress is being 
asked to look for savings, even consid-
ering cutting vital programs like So-
cial Security, it is unconscionable to 
me that we would continue to mandate 
wasteful funding that the military has 
said it does not need and does not 
want. How can we look into the eyes of 
a senior citizen who is living off of So-
cial Security and tell him that his 
cost-of-living adjustment will be small-
er so that we can buy weapons that the 
military doesn’t even want? 

Also very troubling to me is that this 
bill continues to prevent the President 
from fulfilling his commitment to 
close the Guantanamo Bay prison camp 
by imposing unnecessary and ill-ad-
vised transfer restrictions. Mr. Speak-

er, I am proud to serve as the cochair 
of the Tom Lantos Human Rights Com-
mission. We constantly and appro-
priately criticize other countries for 
their lack of transparency and adher-
ence to the rule of law. The continued 
existence of Guantanamo undermines 
our standing around the world. The 
President has said repeatedly that he 
wants to close Guantanamo. There is 
broad bipartisan support among na-
tional security experts for him to do 
so. Congress just needs to get out of 
the way. 

Mr. Speaker, while I support a great 
deal of this bill, especially programs 
and services for our veterans and mili-
tary retirees, I cannot support a bill 
this large when we are in the middle of 
negotiations on the so-called ‘‘fiscal 
cliff.’’ The Pentagon is more willing 
than this Congress to look at the de-
fense budget and make thoughtful but 
significant reductions. This bill con-
tinues to show that, when it comes to 
defense spending, Congress is part of 
the problem, not part of the solution. 

I would like to insert into the 
RECORD an article that appeared in to-
day’s Washington Post by Walter 
Pincus, entitled, ‘‘Military funds to 
spare?,’’ in which he quotes Secretary 
of Defense Panetta in a speech. He said 
that the committees here in the Con-
gress ‘‘had diverted about $74 billion of 
what we asked for in savings in our 
proposed budget to the Congress, and 
they diverted them to other areas that, 
frankly, we don’t need.’’ That is from 
the Secretary of Defense. 

I would also like to insert into the 
RECORD a letter to the President that 
was sent to Members of Congress as 
well, urging that he veto the National 
Defense Authorization Act because it 
extends restrictions on transferring de-
tainees out of the Guantanamo prison. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude my 
opening here by saying that I want a 
defense second to none. I believe that 
we need to do whatever we need to do 
to protect the citizens of this country, 
but just throwing more money at the 
Pentagon doesn’t mean that you’re 
getting a stronger defense. Expanding 
the bloat and the waste in the Pen-
tagon does nothing to enhance our na-
tional security. We need a new defini-
tion of ‘‘national security,’’ one that 
includes things like jobs for our citi-
zens, one that includes access to a good 
quality education, one that includes a 
strong infrastructure, one that in-
cludes good health care for everybody 
in this country, an end to homeless-
ness, and an end to hunger in the 
United States of America. 

I say this because, after we debate 
this rule, we’re going to take up an-
other rule dealing with the so-called 
‘‘Plan B’’ and ‘‘Plan C,’’ and maybe 
there’s a Plan D and a Plan E, who 
knows. What is particularly trouble-
some to me is that, in the tax version 
of what the Republicans are going to 
bring to the floor later, it includes 
things like ending programs that ben-
efit middle-income families and poor 
families. 

Under their proposal, 25 million 
working families with tens of millions 
of children will pay an average of $1,000 
more in taxes. That’s not fair. That un-
dermines the economic security of that 
family. 

Under their proposal, 11 million fami-
lies would lose a tax credit that helps 
pay for college. How is that in our se-
curity? We’re told time and time again 
by all of the experts that, in order for 
us to continue to be an economic glob-
al power, we need a well-educated 
workforce. So what are they proposing? 
That 11 million families lose their tax 
credits to help pay for college. 

Fifty million seniors and other Medi-
care enrollees’ health care would be 
jeopardized as doctors face a 27 percent 
cut in Medicare payments under this 
proposal. That’s just the tax version of 
what they’re proposing. We haven’t 
even gotten to what they’re proposing 
in terms of spending cuts. 

So here we are, talking about a De-
fense Authorization Act that is more 
money than our Pentagon wants, that 
is more money than our Joint Chiefs of 
Staff want, that is more money than 
the Secretary of Defense wants. As 
we’re doing this, we’re telling the 
American people that we have to lower 
your cost-of-living adjustment on So-
cial Security, that we have to lower 
your quality of health care, that we 
have to cut some money from housing 
programs, that we have to cut SNAP 
and food stamps so that you won’t have 
enough to eat. 

This is crazy. This is crazy. So, yes, 
we’re all for a military and a defense 
second to none, but I will tell you that 
some of our biggest threats are not 
halfway around the world—they’re 
halfway down the block. We have to 
start paying attention to what’s hap-
pening in this country, so I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
[From the Washington Post, Dec. 19, 2012] 

MILITARY FUNDS TO SPARE? 
(By Walter Pincus) 

Congress and Defense Secretary Leon E. 
Panetta showed this week that there are 
hundreds of millions, if not billions, of loose 
dollars in the Pentagon’s budget that can be 
shifted around without apparent harm to na-
tional security. 

In a speech Wednesday at the National 
Press Club, Panetta voiced his frustration at 
changes the House and Senate armed serv-
ices committees had made in the fiscal 2013 
defense authorization bill. At one point he 
said that the committees ‘‘had diverted 
about $74 billion of what we asked for in sav-
ings in our proposed budget to the Congress, 
and they diverted them to other areas that, 
frankly, we don’t need.’’ 

He spoke about ‘‘pressure on the depart-
ment to retain excess force structure and in-
frastructure instead of investing in the 
training and equipment that makes our force 
agile and flexible and ready.’’ Without speci-
fying programs, Panetta mentioned having 
to keep ‘‘aircraft, ships, tanks, bases, even 
those that have outlived their usefulness, 
[but] have a natural political constituency.’’ 

As if on cue, just two hours after Panetta’s 
speech, the chairmen of the Senate and 
House armed services committees—Sen. Carl 
Levin (D-Mich.) and Rep. Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ 
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McKeon (R-Calif.)—released summaries of 
the House-Senate conference report on the 
fiscal 2013 defense bill that contained fund-
ing changes illustrating some of what Pa-
netta had been complaining about. 

For example, the conferees approved more 
than $500 million to continue the Global 
Hawk Block 30, high-altitude, long-endur-
ance unmanned aircraft that have integrated 
imagery, radar and intelligence sensors. The 
Pentagon had decided to risk terminating 
this version of Global Hawk (there are others 
in use and being built) and noted that it 
would save $800 million in fiscal 2013 and $2.5 
billion over the next five years. 

Two other congressional add-ons illustrate 
members’ desire to keep plant production 
lines open—and jobs filled. They were $136 
million to upgrade the M1 Abrams tank and 
$140 million to modify the M2 Bradley ar-
mored vehicle. And $45 million was added to 
funds to purchase F–18s to hold open ‘‘the op-
tion of buying more’’ in fiscal 2014. In the nu-
clear area, Congress added $70 million toward 
construction of a $3.7 billion building for re-
search on plutonium at the Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory in New Mexico that the 
administration wanted to delay for two more 
years. 

Two other congressional favorites got 
boosts beyond what the Pentagon approved. 
One was an added $152 million for missile de-
fense; the other, for $143 million, went to 
Special Operations Command for an imagery 
intelligence program its commander wanted 
but higher-level officials vetoed. The con-
ferees’ message: What Special Ops wants, it 
gets. 

One compromise reached over the past 
month involved the administration’s con-
troversial plan to reorganize military air 
transport assets that affected Air National 
Guard bases around the country, a step that 
mobilized opposition not just from Congress 
but from governors of the states involved. 
The solution was to halt the retirement of 26 
C–5A aircraft, ‘‘holding the strategic airlift 
total at 301 aircraft, until the Defense De-
partment completes a comprehensive study 
of air mobility requirements,’’ according to 
the House committee. In addition, the Air 
Force will maintain an additional 32 C–130 or 
C–27J tactical airlift aircraft, some of which 
were going to be retired. 

As he has in the past, Panetta said that 
health-care costs for the military were grow-
ing fast and had hit $50 billion this year. The 
need was for some cost controls, but the con-
ferees blocked any increase in fees for the 
Defense Department’s heath-care program, 
known as TRICARE, or any effort to estab-
lish new ones. 

Meanwhile, the conferees took steps to cap 
the rate under which the Army and Marine 
Corps reduce force numbers over the next 
five years. And somehow they found excess 
funds to provide provisions to ease the blow 
to the roughly 100,000 service personnel that 
are let go. Those individuals will be per-
mitted to reside in military housing with 
their families for six months after their date 
of separation and use commissary and ex-
change stores for two years after separation. 

There was one $188 million reduction that 
neither Panetta nor the conferees touched— 
the one for military bands. 

The Army maintains 99 bands, many of 
them National Guard-based, and intends to 
spend $221.1 million on them during fiscal 
2013. That’s up $3.3 million from fiscal 2012. 
The Navy has 14 bands that will cost an esti-
mated $55.6 million next year, while the Ma-
rine Corps has 12 bands that will cost $53.6 
million in 2013. The Air Fe has 12 active-duty 
and 11 Air National Guard bands. Together 
they cost an estimated $58 million. 

RE: VETO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT BECAUSE IT EXTENDS RESTRIC-
TIONS ON TRANSFERRING DETAINEES OUT OF 
THE GUANTANAMO PRISON 
DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: The undersigned 

human rights, religious, and civil liberties 
groups strongly urge you to veto the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2013 (NDAA) because it would impede 
your ability to close Guantanamo. Specifi-
cally, the NDAA conference bill restricts the 
Executive Branch’s authority to transfer de-
tainees for repatriation or resettlement in 
foreign countries or for prosecution in fed-
eral criminal court for the full fiscal year. 

Your commitment to close the Guanta-
namo prison was a hallmark of your 2008 
campaign and a signal to everyone, both 
across America and around the globe, of a re-
newed commitment to the rule of law. Your 
executive order, on your second full day as 
president, directing the government to close 
the prison should have heralded the end of 
the prison, but instead triggered a long se-
ries of failures and obstacles to its closure. 
There are still 166 detainees left at Guanta-
namo, and the promise of closing the prison 
remains unfulfilled. 

We appreciate that you publicly renewed 
your commitment to closing Guantanamo in 
public comments this fall, and we strongly 
believe that you can accomplish this objec-
tive during your second term. You can still 
make the successful closing of the Guanta-
namo prison an important part of your his-
toric legacy. 

However, if the NDAA is signed with any 
transfer restrictions in it, the prospects for 
Guantanamo being closed during your presi-
dency will be severely diminished, if not 
gone altogether. The current statutory re-
strictions on transfer expire on March 27, 
2013. Those restrictions—which have been in 
place for nearly two years with zero detain-
ees being certified for transfer overseas and 
zero detainees transferred to the United 
States for prosecution—are functionally 
similar to the restrictions in the NDAA bill 
pending in Congress. If extended for the en-
tire fiscal year, then nearly a year of your 
second term could be lost, and the political 
capital required to start closing it later in 
your next term will be even greater. 

Now is the time to end the statutory re-
strictions on closing Guantanamo, by 
vetoing the NDAA because it extends them. 
When signing earlier versions of these re-
strictions into law, you stated, ‘‘my Admin-
istration will work with the Congress to seek 
repeal of these restrictions, will seek to 
mitigate their effects, and will oppose any 
attempt to extend or expand them in the fu-
ture.’’ The restrictions have proven unwork-
able, and should not be extended for yet an-
other year. 

There is broad support among national se-
curity and foreign policy leaders for closing 
Guantanamo. Your own national security 
and foreign policy leadership team shares 
your commitment to closing Guantanamo. 
The list of leaders who support closing the 
Guantanamo prison is long, and crosses 
party lines, including: former President 
George W. Bush, former Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice, former Secretary of State 
Colin Powell, former Secretary of Defense 
Robert Gates, former National Security Ad-
visor James Jones, General Charles C. 
Krulak (ret.) former Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, General Joseph P. Hoar (ret.), 
former CETCOM commander, and Brigadier 
General Michael Lehnert (ret.), who set up 
the Guantanamo prison, and 25 retired admi-
rals and generals. Closing Guantanamo is 
good human rights policy and good national 
security policy. 

We realize that there is a long tradition of 
the NDAA being enacted annually. However, 

an annual NDAA is not required for the De-
partment of Defense to carry out its func-
tions. The NDAA does not fund the Depart-
ment of Defense, and all of its provisions can 
be either implemented by agency action or 
enacted as part of other legislation. Four of 
your five immediate predecessors—Presi-
dents Carter, Reagan, Clinton, and George 
W. Bush—each vetoed an NDAA. Restrictions 
impeding the closing of the Guantanamo 
prison clearly warrant a veto by you. 

We believe that you will be far more likely 
to succeed in fulfilling your commitment to 
closing the Guantanamo prison if the trans-
fer restrictions are allowed to expire on 
March 27, We strongly urge you to veto the 
NDAA, because it includes an extension of 
the restrictions on transferring detainees 
out of Guantanamo for either repatriation or 
resettlement overseas or prosecution in the 
United States. Thank you for your attention 
to this request. 

Sincerely, 
American Civil Liberties Union, American 

Friends Service Committee, Amnesty 
International USA, Appeal for Justice, 
Bill of Rights Defense Committee, Bren-
nan Center for Justice, Center for Con-
stitutional Rights, Center for Inter-
national Policy, Center for Victims of 
Torture, Commission on Social Action of 
Reform Judaism, Council on American- 
Islamic Relations, Defending Dissent 
Foundation, Disciples Justice Action 
Network, Friends Committee on Na-
tional Legislation, Human Rights Watch, 
International Justice Network, Japanese 
American Citizens League, Maryknoll 
Office for Global Concerns, National As-
sociation of Criminal Defense Lawyers, 
National Religious Campaign Against 
Torture, Peace Action, Presbyterian 
Church (USA) Office of Public Witness, 
Physicians for Human Rights, Psycholo-
gists for Social Responsibility, Rabbis 
for Human Rights—North America, 
United Church of Christ Justice and Wit-
ness Ministries, United Methodist 
Church, General Board of Church and So-
ciety, Unitarian Universalist Associa-
tion, Win Without War. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Let me thank the ranking mem-
ber and chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Today, I rise to discuss just one por-
tion of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. It is a section of the con-
ference report that supports our Na-
tion’s first responders, and I signed the 
conference report for that section only. 

In July of last year, I introduced leg-
islation to reauthorize two programs— 
the Assistance to Firefighters Grant 
Program, the AFG Program, and the 
Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emer-
gency Response Program, the SAFER 
Program. These programs were created 
to help local fire departments across 
the country maintain and increase 
their capacity to do all that we ask 
them to do each day, including fighting 
fires, responding to medical emer-
gencies, and providing safety and aid in 
the face of disasters, either natural or 
manmade. 
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Maintaining the equipment, training, 

and personnel to safely and swiftly re-
spond to calls for assistance is increas-
ingly difficult. Fire departments 
around the country have been forced to 
lay off firefighters and to do without 
needed equipment and training. The 
fire grant programs have played an im-
portant role in helping local fire de-
partments overcome some of these 
challenges, providing over $6 billion in 
assistance since the year 2000. These 
grants have been essential to maintain-
ing public safety in many commu-
nities, and they’re even more impor-
tant in the face of our shrinking local 
budgets. 

Fire is a serious problem in the 
United States, killing over 3,000 people 
a year, which is a rate higher than in 
all other industrialized countries. Ad-
ditionally, each year, nearly 20,000 peo-
ple are injured, over 100 firefighters are 
killed in the line of duty, and $10 bil-
lion in property is lost due to fire. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Thank you very much. 

In my State of Texas, 2011 was an es-
pecially destructive year, with 4 mil-
lion acres burned, over 5,500 homes and 
structures destroyed, and hundreds of 
millions of dollars in damages. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to discuss just one 
portion of the National Defense Authorization 
Act—a section of the conference report that 
supports our nation’s first responders. In July 
of last year, I introduced legislation to reau-
thorize two programs—the Assistance for Fire-
fighters Grant (AFG) Program and the Staffing 
for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response 
(SAFER) program. These programs were cre-
ated to help local fire departments across the 
country maintain and increase their capacity to 
do all that we ask of them each day, including 
fighting fires, responding to medical emer-
gencies, and providing safety and aid in the 
face of disasters either natural or man-made. 

Maintaining the equipment, training, and 
personnel to safely and swiftly respond to calls 
for assistance is increasingly difficult. Fire de-
partments around the country have been 
forced to lay off firefighters and to do without 
needed equipment and training. The fire grant 
programs have played an important role in 
helping local fire departments overcome some 
of these challenges, providing over $6 billion 
in assistance since 2000. These grants have 
been essential to maintaining public safety in 
many communities and they are even more 
important in the face of shrinking local budg-
ets. 

Fire is a serious problem in the United 
States, killing over 3,000 people a year—a 
rate higher than all other industrialized coun-
tries. Additionally, each year nearly 20,000 
people are injured, over 100 firefighters are 
killed in the line of duty, and $10 billion in 
property is lost due to fire. In my State of 
Texas, 2011 was an especially destructive 
year with 4 million acres burned, over 5,500 
homes and structures destroyed, and hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in damages. 

Statistics show that minorities and low-in-
come Americans are disproportionately the 

victims of fires. In addition to providing the re-
sources necessary to ensure our fire depart-
ments have the equipment and personnel they 
need, the United States Fire Administration, 
which is also reauthorized in the conference 
report, supports fire prevention and safety ac-
tivities, promotes the professional develop-
ment of the fire and emergency response 
community, and conducts research, testing, 
and evaluation to help reduce fire deaths, inju-
ries, and loss. 

We need to ensure that our firefighters and 
emergency medical personnel have the tools 
that they need to protect us. Reauthorization 
of the fire grant programs and the United 
States Fire Administration will do just that. 

The good news is that, even in these times 
of increasing partisanship, these common 
sense provisions have once again garnered 
widespread support. I am pleased that the bi-
partisan co-chairs of the Congressional Fire 
Services Caucus have joined me in supporting 
the reauthorization of these critical programs. 
As the Ranking Member of the House 
Science, Space, and Technology Committee, 
which has jurisdiction over these programs, I 
hope the rest of my colleagues will join us in 
supporting these provisions. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I continue to 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

b 1250 

Mr. KUCINICH. In this discussion 
over the NDAA, we arrive at a moment 
where we meet the moral consequences 
of our Nation’s choices over the past 
decade. We chose war in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, Pakistan, Libya, Yemen, Soma-
lia, and perhaps later on Iran. 
Inexplicably, we’ve created openings 
for al Qaeda and radical fundamental-
ists as a result of our interventions. At 
home, we choose a false notion of secu-
rity over personal freedom, even if it 
means we look the other way when the 
very language of this bill opens the 
door for indefinite detentions of Ameri-
cans. And we choose poverty over plen-
ty by giving over a half trillion dollars 
to the Pentagon and nearly $90 billion 
for wars, including Afghanistan, while 
facing reductions in domestic spending. 

We put war on the Nation’s credit 
card, including a $5 trillion charge for 
the war in Iraq, which was based on 
lies. We gather at a fiscal cliff of our 
own making and refuse to see the im-
plications of our unrestrained spending 
for war. But when it comes to pro-
viding for the long-term security of our 
seniors, a cynical ploy using the Con-
sumer Price Index is being used to cut 
seniors’ Social Security benefits. 

When did America become more con-
cerned about the control of and the se-
curity of foreign lands than the retire-
ment security of our own people? 
Unending war abroad means austerity 
here at home. It’s caviar for the Pen-
tagon and cat food for seniors. Our 
choices are being made, but when will 
we choose for America jobs for all, edu-
cation for all, health care for all, hous-
ing opportunities for all, retirement se-
curity for all? When will we choose 

freedom over fear? When will we break 
the hold which fear has over this Na-
tion and our budget choices? 

I’m voting ‘‘no’’ on this bill. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

In the cacophonous list of things that 
this bill does not do, one can even look 
at some other areas. I mean, there are 
other areas in which we have problems 
in the defense of this country and fu-
ture challenges that are before us, even 
in the modernization of our weapons 
system. 

Even as Russia has fielded new and 
modernized nuclear ICBMs, the U.S. 
land-based nuclear deterrence is in 
need of future modernization; and yet 
this administration has cut resources 
to begin planning for the upgrading 
and modernization of our ICBMs and 
related nuclear-based systems that 
have largely been ignored. This trend 
simply cannot continue. 

But having recognized those prob-
lems that are there, it is also time to 
realize what this bill actually does that 
moves us, as a Nation, forward: 

It will provide $552 billion, which is 
$2 billion more than the President re-
quested, and that is a plus; 

It increases the pay for our all-vol-
untary forces by 1.7 percent and pro-
vides critical bonuses for those who are 
now working in harm’s way; 

It keeps the faith with the military 
retirees and our veterans in regard to 
TRICARE, and rejects the administra-
tion’s proposal to increase fees and co-
payments on them; 

It deals with the issue of troop reduc-
tion in a responsible way by putting 
caps on the number of troop reductions 
that can be placed in a single year; 

It has a conscience clause for service-
men and for chaplains; 

It implements the Hyde amendment; 
It addresses sexual assault with bi-

partisan, specific new regulations and 
procedures for combating and pros-
ecuting sexual assaults within the 
military; 

It has a total new program to provide 
and help with suicide prevention for 
dealing with those people who have 
volunteered to represent this country 
in the military; 

It opens up new bipartisan reforms 
for competition and innovation in the 
way the Department deals with small 
businesses and spurs on innovation; 

It deals with strategic forces like the 
NNSA reforms, our nuclear oversight, 
our missile defense system, the Iron 
Dome; 

Its provisions dealing with Guanta-
namo Bay, which prohibit the transfer 
of detainees to the United States, are 
the exact right thing that should be 
done; 

It also looks at retaining our vital 
systems like our naval cruisers, our 
airlift capacities, Global Hawk, the 
anti-armor, and investing in new fu-
ture capabilities that we need like air-
borne electronic warfare. The aircraft 
that we need, the submarines, the de-
stroyers that happen to be there; and, 
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indeed, it has a section in there dealing 
with the sanctions on Iran. 

All of those are specific and impor-
tant to us. 

We have a responsibility to make 
sure that this core constitutional re-
sponsibility of ours is done efficiently. 
I want it to be known that those who 
are in the military uniform must re-
spond to the higher-ups which they are 
dealing with. The Secretary of Defense 
must deal with walking a line of talk-
ing about what they have to do and 
what they wish they could do. In no 
way does anyone in uniform say that 
things that are put in this budget is 
something that they do not need or do 
not want. 

We have cut the military in this 
country when we were cutting nothing 
else. While we were running up stim-
ulus bills, we were still cutting the 
military. We cut them in the last 2 
years of the Bush administration. 
Under Secretary Gates, it was a $400 
billion cut. All told, the cuts that this 
Congress has put on the fence when it 
has not cut other areas is between $800 
billion and $1 trillion, and that doesn’t 
even count what could happen within 
sequestration. 

We seem to forget, as we’re looking, 
and we take some of the things we have 
here for granted. The United States has 
had air superiority since the Korean 
War, which means our men on the 
ground, when they hear something 
overhead, don’t have to worry about 
whose insignia will be on that plane; 
they know it is ours. But if, indeed, we 
do not upgrade and innovate and im-
prove our air capacity, we don’t have 
that in the future. 

And what we do now is not just sim-
ply what we can do today; what we are 
authorizing in this bill is what we can 
do 20 years from now. If we don’t start 
the research and development today, 
we will not have that capacity. 

I reject those who say, Look, the F– 
35 is too expensive; let’s just build 
more F–16s—even though Third World 
countries have planes that have the 
same capacity technologically as our 
F–16s and our F–15s. What we need is a 
new generation, so if our men are put 
into a fight, it will not be a fair one. 

And we have the technology, the new 
generation of technology to make sure 
that we are in the forefront and to 
make sure that we maintain that air 
dominance into the future. It is some-
thing that we have had for so long and 
we have had so many people work so 
hard to maintain that we here, today, 
seem to sometimes take it for granted. 
And we ought not. This is our future. 
This bill is about our future, and we 
cannot—we cannot—simply go back be-
cause we wish to change the milieu of 
what is happening here. This is a good 
bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
First of all, we have air superiority 

over every country in the world. We 
have the strongest military in the 

world, and I’m proud of the men and 
women who serve in our military. 

But, you know, we have to make 
choices here. I mean, do we really need 
all these troops deployed in Europe 
that have been there basically since 
World War II? I mean, I don’t think 
Germany is going to invade France any 
time soon or Russia is going to invade 
Poland, but yet we have a huge amount 
of deployed American forces in Europe. 
Maybe we need to have a discussion 
about whether or not we need that, 
whether or not we can afford that ex-
pense, whether or not it does anything 
to enhance our security. 

Again, I want a military that is the 
best in the world. I want them to con-
tinue to be that way. I want them to be 
second to none. I want to make sure 
that we have all that we need, but I 
don’t want to be investing in things we 
don’t need. And when the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and when the Secretary of De-
fense and all of the experts tell us that 
they don’t need something, and we here 
appropriate money to keep something 
going that is unnecessary, that is un-
wanted, at the same time while you’re 
trying to cut the benefits of some poor 
old lady on Social Security, there’s 
something wrong with this equation. 
We have to start thinking about the se-
curity of people here in this country as 
well. 

What we’re going to do right after 
this is take up a rule that is going to 
gut a whole bunch of programs that, 
quite frankly, keep people from falling 
through the cracks—everything from 
food stamps to child nutrition pro-
grams to education programs. Any-
thing that helps anybody who’s in need 
is going to get walloped after the next 
rule is passed, with a tax plan that is 
so blatantly unfair that I can’t even 
believe that my friends are bringing it 
to the floor of the House for a debate. 

So, you know, let’s talk about what 
we need to do to maintain the security 
of our people in this country. We need 
a strong military. We need to meet the 
challenges abroad, but we also need to 
meet the challenges here in the United 
States of America. We need to focus on 
things like jobs and affordable housing, 
making sure that people have the lad-
ders of opportunity so they can suc-
ceed. So that’s where I object. 

b 1300 

This bill is more than the people at 
the Pentagon want. We’re just throw-
ing more money at this, and I think 
it’s a mistake. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I’d like to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I too believe in military pre-
paredness, coming from a State like 
Texas, where the population of men 
and women who have served or are 
serving in the United States military is 
renowned and appreciated. 

As I look at the tourists who walk 
through the Halls, I wonder which of 
those young people will take an oath 

and join the United States military. 
And so when I see raises for the troops, 
it pleases, I think, all of us. 

I’m concerned about the Afghanistan 
timeline. I had hoped that it could be 
expedited. I certainly do commend the 
Iron Dome because we saw it work with 
respect to Israel. I question, however, 
the drones that may have collateral 
damage. 

But I do think it’s important that 
this bill does, in fact, make a commit-
ment to protecting the women and 
children in Afghanistan, responds to 
the issues dealing with sexual assault 
against military personnel, and par-
ticularly women, and is strong on Iran 
sanctions. 

But I rise today as well because I 
think when we talk about people, and 
we talk about the men and women of 
the United States military, we talk 
about their health. And yesterday, in 
the Rules Committee I raised this 
point and I raise it again. 

I’m going to support this bill because 
I think it’ll make a leap of faith and 
commitment to finding the cause of 
triple negative breast cancer. I men-
tioned yesterday in the Rules Com-
mittee that triple negative breast can-
cer cells are usually of a higher grade 
and size, onset at a younger age, more 
aggressive and more likely to metasta-
size. 

In fact, the survival rate for breast 
cancer, but on triple negative, people 
are diagnosed and they die in months, 
maybe a year, such as my constituent, 
Yvonne Williams, a wonderful health 
professional who left a husband and 
two children. 

Or maybe the young lady who 
stopped me when I was walking in the 
Race for the Cure and said, my mother, 
a Hispanic woman, got triple negative 
breast cancer. We did everything we 
could, and she died within months. 

Apart from surgery, the only relief is 
cytotoxic chemotherapy, its only 
available treatment. Targeted molec-
ular treatments, while being inves-
tigated, are not accepted treatment for 
this disease. 

As I speak today, there are women 
who may be listening, or others who re-
alize that either their loved one or 
they may be diagnosed with triple neg-
ative breast cancer, and they under-
stand the impact. Whether they are 
Caucasian or Asian or Hispanic or Afri-
can American, this disease has not 
been able to be treated like breast can-
cers in the other stages. 

So I offered an amendment that the 
House accepted. I think it is an impor-
tant amendment because what it spoke 
to is that we need to pinpoint and focus 
in on what is the cause of this disease. 
And it called for the triple negative 
breast cancer patients to be identified 
earlier in the progression of their dis-
ease and to develop targets on molec-
ular and biomolecular issues. 

But through that amendment, I must 
say, although I wanted the specific lan-
guage, the House was able to hold its 
position. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

time of the gentlewoman has expired. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield an addi-

tional 30 seconds to the gentlelady. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. The 

House was able to hold its position. 
And on title VII, section 737, I want to 
say thank you. There is a long amend-
ment that includes my amendment and 
specifically speaks to having a report 
that will have recommendations for 
changes to policy, a law that could im-
prove the prevention, early detection, 
awareness and treatment of breast can-
cer among the Members of the Armed 
Forces. 

I would ask the Defense Department 
that when you look at treatment and 
research, you must include the triple 
negative breast cancer. That is, as 
well, an attack on your personnel in 
the United States military. If we care 
about our soldiers, our men and women 
in all of the branches who serve us, 
we’ll care about their health, and we 
will include that research. 

I thank the conferees for moving for-
ward on something that is so near and 
dear to the families of those who live, 
but certainly of those of the families 
who have died. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here today in support of 
language from my Amendment, Number 91 to 
H.R. 4310 ‘‘National Defense Authorization 
Act,’’ which would direct the Department of 
Defense Office of Health to work in collabora-
tion with the National Institutes of Health to 
identify specific genetic and molecular targets 
and biomarkers for Triple Negative Breast 
Cancer (TNBC). 

In addition, my amendment was intended to 
result in information useful in biomarker selec-
tion, drug discovery, and clinical trials design 
that will enable both TNBC patients to be 
identified earlier in the progression of their dis-
ease and develop multiple targeted therapies 
for the disease. 

Unfortunately, my language was not in-
cluded in the Senate Amendment but I have 
read language in the Joint Manager’s State-
ment and the Conference Report does provide 
for a study. 

The language reads, ‘‘Study on incidence of 
breast cancer among members of the Armed 
Forces serving on active duty,’’ and is in-
cluded in Section 737. 

I stand up for all women today who have 
been victims and really for those who might so 
that we can look into prevention, cure, and 
eradication of breast cancer. 

Triple negative breast cancer is a specific 
strain of breast cancer for which no targeted 
treatment is available. The American Cancer 
Society calls this particular strain of breast 
cancer ‘‘an aggressive subtype associated 
with lower survival rates.’’ 

I offer this amendment in hopes that through 
a coordinated effort, DOD and NIH can de-
velop a targeted treatment for the triple nega-
tive breast cancer strain. 

Breast cancers with specific, targeted treat-
ment methods, such as hormone and gene 
based strains, have higher survival rates than 
the triple negative subtype, highlighting the 
need for a targeted treatment. 

Today, breast cancer accounts for 1 in 4 
cancer diagnoses among women in this coun-
try. It is also the most commonly diagnosed 

cancer among African American women. The 
American Cancer society estimates that in 
2011, more than 26,000 African American 
women will be diagnosed with breast cancer, 
and another 6,000 will die from the disease. 

Between 2002 and 2007, African American 
women suffered a 39 percent higher death 
rate from breast cancer than other groups. 

African American women are also 12 per-
cent less likely to survive five years after a 
breast cancer diagnosis. One reason for this 
disparity is that African American women are 
disproportionally affected by triple negative 
breast cancer. 

More than 30 percent of all breast cancer 
diagnoses in African American are of the triple 
negative variety. Black women are far more 
susceptible to this dangerous subtype than 
white or Hispanic women. 

THE STORY OF YOLANDA WILLIAMS 
Mr. Speaker, last year, I spoke at a funeral 

for Yolanda Williams, one of my constituents 
in the 18th Congressional District of Texas. 
Yolanda died from her battle with triple nega-
tive breast cancer. Like many other women 
who are diagnosed with this aggressive strain, 
she did not respond to treatment. Yolanda, 
wife and mother of two daughters, was only 
44 years old. 

This strain of breast cancer is not only more 
aggressive, it is also harder to detect, and 
more likely to recur than other types. Because 
triple negative breast cancer is difficult to de-
tect, it often metastasizes to other parts of the 
body before diagnosis. 70 percent of women 
with metastatic triple negative breast cancer 
do not live more than five years after being di-
agnosed. 

Research institutions all over the Nation 
have started to focus on this dangerous strain 
of breast cancer. In my home City of Houston, 
Baylor College of Medicine has its best and 
brightest minds working tirelessly to develop a 
targeted treatment for the triple negative 
breast cancer subtype. It is time for the De-
partment of Defense to follow that example 
and commit additional funding to study the tri-
ple negative strain. 

I had urged my colleagues to join me in pro-
tecting women across the Nation from this 
deadly form of breast cancer by supporting my 
amendment, and enough of them did so that 
language was sent to the Senate addressing 
triple negative breast cancer; and we live to 
fight another day for more precise language 
dedicated to a most-pernicious form of breast 
cancer, while being appreciative of language 
in the final conference report addressing 
breast cancer among those most at risk, on 
active duty fighting, for our country. 

FAST FACTS 
Breast cancer accounts for 1 in 4 cancer di-

agnoses among women in this country. 
The survival rate for breast cancer has in-

creased to 90 percent for White women but 
only 78 percent for African American Women. 

African American women are more likely to 
be diagnosed with larger tumors and more ad-
vanced stages of breast cancer. 

Triple-negative breast cancer, TNBC, is a 
term used to describe breast cancers whose 
cells do not have estrogen receptors and pro-
gesterone receptors, and do not have an ex-
cess of the HER2 protein on their cell mem-
brane of tumor cells. 

Triple Negative Breast Cancer (TNBC) cells 
are usually of a higher grade and size; onset 
at a younger age; more aggressive; more like-
ly to metastasize. 

TNBC also referred to as basal-like (BL) 
due to their resemblance to basal layer of 
epithelial cells. 

There is not a formal detailed classification 
of system of the subtypes of these cells. 

TNBC is in fact a heterogeneous group of 
cancers with varying differences in prognosis 
and survival rate between various subtypes. 
This has led to a lot of confusion amongst 
both physicians and patients. 

Apart from surgery, cytotoxic chemotherapy 
is the only available treatment; targeted mo-
lecular treatments while being investigated are 
not accepted treatment. 

Between 10–17 percent of female breast 
cancer patients have the triple negative 
subtype. 

Triple-negative breast cancer most com-
monly affect African American women, fol-
lowed by Hispanic women. 

African American women have prevalence 
TNBC of 26 percent vs 16 percent in non-Afri-
can-Americans women. 

TNBC usually affects women under 50 
years of age. 

African American women have a prevalence 
of premenopausal breast cancer of 26 percent 
vs 16 percent for non-African-American 
Women. 

Women with TNBC have 3 times the risk of 
death than women with the most common 
type of breast cancer. 

Women with TNBC are more likely to have 
distance metastases in the brain and lung and 
more common subtypes of breast cancer. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
this defense authorization legislation 
is a missed opportunity. Our Repub-
lican friends would have us approve 
this at a time when we’re struggling 
with the long-term fiscal stability of 
the United States. We’re set to pass a 
bill that authorizes funding above what 
we approved in the Budget Control Act. 
This is spending 20 percent above the 
Cold War average, double what we had 
in 2001. 

Even if somehow we went over that 
dreaded fiscal cliff and sequestration 
kicked in, it would only reduce spend-
ing to what it was in 2007, adjusted for 
inflation, when we were fighting two 
wars. It’s a missed opportunity. 

I heard my friend from Utah talk 
about avoiding any increase in fee in 
terms of health care. Excuse me? 

We’re looking at draconian impacts 
that some are suggesting for some of 
our society’s most vulnerable. And, 
here, we haven’t adjusted a fee since 
1995. 

The Department of Defense is going 
to spend $50 billion on health care. It’s 
gone up 300 percent since 2001. Ten mil-
lion people are involved, and they 
count it as a point of pride that we’re 
not making any adjustment at all? For 
a retired three or four star general 
earning a pension of over $200,000 a 
year, 80 percent of whom go to work for 
the defense industry, and they pay a 
$50 fee? 
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I’m sorry, I think it’s a missed oppor-

tunity. 
I heard my friend from Utah talk 

about the nuclear arsenal and upgrad-
ing intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
I think this is a missed opportunity. 
Look at the nuclear arsenal, we’re 
spending over $55 billion a year—we 
don’t know how much more because 
that information isn’t readily avail-
able—for weapons that have not en-
abled us to fight in Iraq or Afghani-
stan. 

Many of these weapons we can’t use, 
will never use, but we’re going to spend 
$200 billion upgrading the arsenal over 
the next 10 years. And we’re looking at 
three separate delivery systems, in-
cluding new submarines at almost $5 
billion a piece. Against whom? 

We need a tiny fraction of this to 
deal with China or Russia. Our nuclear 
arsenal isn’t stopping Iran from trying 
to achieve its nuclear weapon. 

These are sad, missed opportunities 
to right-size the military, which will 
still be the most powerful in the world, 
by far. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. For us to deal 
with the threats that we face today, to 
deal with the damage that we have 
done in the reckless misguided war in 
Iraq, to be able to deal meaningfully 
with the Guard and Ready Reserve that 
should be upgraded and healed from the 
damage that was inflicted upon them. 

We can provide far more real secu-
rity, save tax dollars, deal with the 
needs of veterans that are about to be, 
sadly, undercut, and provide balance to 
our budget. In fact, the fiscal insta-
bility from reckless bills like this is, in 
fact, a national security threat. 

We’re no longer going to be able nor 
should we pay almost half the world’s 
entire military spending. We should 
start by rejecting this authorization. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I always hate to try and say we ought 
to learn lessons of history; but the 
Founding Fathers, when they made 
that our core constitutional responsi-
bility, clearly understood that if you 
do not have a military capacity, you do 
not have not only the ability to defend 
the country, but you do not have the 
ability to make diplomatic efforts in 
any of those areas. 

It is interesting that our allies in 
NATO are spending far more of their 
GDP on military defense than we are. 
But obviously, and ironically, those 
who are are almost always those coun-
tries which experienced firsthand what 
it was like to live under the domina-
tion of the Soviet Union. They under-
stand the significance of this par-
ticular proposal and these particular 
kinds of bills. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like at this 
time to recognize the soon-to-be-re-
tired chairman of the Rules Committee 

who has done so much in his tenure 
here in the Capitol. I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER). 
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Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend from 
Brigham City. I appreciate his gen-
erosity of yielding me such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that I 
appreciate the fact that my friend from 
Worcester said we should have a de-
fense capability that is second to none. 
We should be preeminent in the world. 
I appreciate his statement. I also ap-
preciate the fact that he talks about 
the multifarious societal needs that 
are out there, ensuring that we don’t 
see those who are struggling to make 
ends meet suffer. We concur whole-
heartedly in that goal. But I have said 
this time and time again. I said it in 
the Rules Committee and Mr. BISHOP 
and I had a discussion about this. And 
Mr. HASTINGS of Fort Lauderdale got 
into there as well. 

This is my perspective. Thomas Jef-
ferson said that two thinking people 
given the exact set of facts can draw 
different conclusions, but I’ve con-
cluded as I looked at the preamble to 
the Constitution with all the impor-
tant statements in there—We the peo-
ple of the United States, in order to 
form a more perfect Union, establish 
justice, ensure domestic tranquility, 
provide for the common defense, pro-
mote the general welfare, do ordain 
and establish this Constitution for the 
United States—I argue, Mr. Speaker, 
that the five most important words in 
the midst of that preamble are ‘‘pro-
vide for the common defense.’’ 

And the reason I say that is that as 
we look at all the things that the Fed-
eral Government does, virtually all of 
them—not all, but virtually all of 
them—can be handled by individuals, 
by communities, cities, families, coun-
ties, and States. But there’s one thing 
that cannot be handled by those other 
entities, and that is our national secu-
rity. We can’t have the individual 
States providing for the national secu-
rity. And that’s why I believe it is the 
single most important responsibility 
for the National Government. 

I believe that we can have a cost-ef-
fective national defense. I believe that 
we can correctly focus on waste. We 
know and have heard the horror sto-
ries, and we’ve heard about some of the 
waste that’s taken place in the Pen-
tagon. We’ve got to bring an end to 
that, no doubt about it. 

At the same time, my friend from 
Utah just talked about the fact that 
our allies within the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization are spending a 
greater percentage of their gross do-
mestic product on national security for 
the reason that they have felt threat-
ened. They’ve lived under repression. 
There are NATO allies that have been 
countries that were basically under the 
control of the former Soviet Union. 
And in light of that, they continue to 

live with an understanding of how im-
portant national security is. We have 
important countries in Eastern and 
Central Europe that are struggling to 
not only become members of the Euro-
pean Union but to join the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization because 
they still are seeking a chance to be 
free of that kind of repression. 

I’m reminded of what took place dur-
ing the 2008 Summer Olympics in Geor-
gia, when we saw the incursion from 
Vladimir Putin’s Russia into Georgia 
over the breakaway regions of 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. We con-
tinue to see lots of threats. It is a very 
dangerous world. Tragically, Plato 
said: Only the dead have seen the end 
of war. 

And I remember that as we saw the 
demise of the Soviet Union, the crum-
bling of the Berlin Wall, many of us did 
believe as Francis Fukuyama famously 
wrote about the end of history, believ-
ing that political pluralism, the rule of 
law, and self-determination and demo-
cratic institutions would thrive all 
over the world. Well, it hasn’t quite 
worked out that way in the last couple 
of decades. And we all know what the 
consequences of those threats have 
been. For the first time ever, we had 
the kind of attack that we did on Sep-
tember 11 on our soil. 

All this is to say, Mr. Speaker, it’s 
important that we have a strong, bal-
anced defense authorization bill. And I 
believe that the National Defense Au-
thorization Act that is before us is 
right. And I appreciated hearing the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Committee on Rules, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
praise the fact that it’s focusing on 
some of those very important social 
issues that she has raised and ad-
dressed. She complimented this defense 
authorization conference report for 
doing that. 

And there are other things. This 
morning, I was listening to WAMU. I 
wasn’t aware of this, but I heard the 
Delegate from the District of Colum-
bia, Ms. NORTON, talk about the fact 
that we are going to have recognition 
of flags in the District of Columbia for 
our veterans. And there’s inclusion in 
this conference report that deals with 
that issue. She pointed to the fact that 
flags are very, very important. When 
we have foreign dignitaries come to the 
United States of America, flags are 
used to recognize their presence. Of 
course, veterans from the States across 
the country have that, but the District 
of Columbia hasn’t. I’m pleased that 
Ms. NORTON was able to have that issue 
addressed in the National Defense Au-
thorization Act conference report. 

And so this is a measure which I be-
lieve really transcends political party. 
There’s great bipartisan support for it. 
And it also covers lots of important 
issues that do come back to our Na-
tion’s security. And so I believe, Mr. 
Speaker, that as we look, again, at 
those five most important words, from 
my perspective, in the middle of the 
preamble of the U.S. Constitution, 
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‘‘providing for the common defense,’’ 
that we are doing that—and exactly 
that—with this measure. 

So I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port the rule and the conference report 
that we will have. I believe it will be a 
great benefit to our men and women in 
uniform and to the future security of 
the United States of America and our 
allies. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ALTMIRE). 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, as we 
begin debate on this National Defense 
Authorization Act, it’s critical that we 
understand just how important it is to 
our troops and to our country that we 
pass this legislation with a bipartisan 
vote. It’s easy to get bogged down in 
partisanship on most issues, but this 
cannot be one of them. This legislation 
provides the men and women of our 
Armed Forces the necessary equipment 
and financial support to effectively 
carry out their duties while at the 
same time protecting all of our na-
tional security. Our troops have proven 
time and again that they are the most 
skilled forces in the world, but we must 
provide them with the necessary sup-
port to help them serve and protect our 
country. 

Congress has an obligation to support 
the men and women who serve in the 
Armed Forces and who sacrifice so 
much for us every day. Our country 
owes them more than we can ever 
repay. And I strongly urge my col-
leagues to honor and respect our 
Armed Forces by passing this bill when 
it comes up later today and affording 
our troops the funding that they need 
and deserve. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LEE). 

Ms. LEE of California. Let me first 
thank Mr. MCGOVERN for yielding the 
time and your tremendous and tireless 
leadership on the Rules Committee, 
but also for your leadership in pro-
tecting our young men and women at 
home and providing strategies for how 
to bring them home quickly and safely 
and orderly. 

With the drawdowns from two wars, 
now is the perfect opportunity to re-
evaluate our runaway defense spending 
and make sure that our defense budget 
reflects our overall national security 
strategy. Many outside experts from 
across the political spectrum have con-
cluded that the Pentagon can afford 
much more substantial cuts than 
what’s found in this bill. Secondly, 
while this bill contains some audit pro-
visions, these measures are only set to 
take hold in 2017. The Pentagon needs 
to be audited. It should have been au-
dited and should be audited right now— 
last year, this year, next year. We 
can’t wait until 2017. 

Earlier this year, I offered an amend-
ment that would have cut any Federal 

agency’s budget by 5 percent if they 
are unable to provide audit-ready fi-
nancial documents. We need to get 
some sunlight on the Pentagon’s books 
to create a culture of responsibility 
and accountability at the Defense De-
partment. 

On Afghanistan, the bill has some no-
table positive steps, but nonetheless 
fails to call for a swift and safe with-
drawal of our troops. On the positive 
side, I applaud the conferees for includ-
ing provisions to ensure that security 
for Afghan women and girls is a pri-
ority during the transition to Afghan 
security responsibility. 
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However, on balance, this bill does 
not go far enough. 

We all know there is no military so-
lution in Afghanistan, and it’s time to 
bring home our brave men and women 
in uniform and transition to full Af-
ghan control. After 10 years and $600 
billion invested in an unstable country, 
it’s past time to end this war—not in 
2014, but right now. 

Finally, I’m very concerned about 
how this bill undermines the bedrock 
values of America, and I’m talking 
about the constitutional guarantees of 
due process. I was disappointed to see 
Senator FEINSTEIN’s provision prohib-
iting indefinite detention removed dur-
ing the conference. We should not 
allow those who seek to terrorize the 
American people to win by trashing the 
very civil liberties at the heart of our 
national identity. 

So I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the rule and 
a ‘‘no’’ vote on final passage. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has 51⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, this is 
a moment of opportunity for us to get 
serious about dealing with our budget 
deficit by eliminating the bloat and 
the waste in the Pentagon’s budget. 

What we have before us has some 
very good provisions in it, but it also 
has some very bad provisions in it. The 
gentlelady from California mentioned 
the language on Guantanamo, which is 
unfortunate. But this bill also reflects 
more money—more money—than the 
Pentagon even wants, more money 
than the Joint Chiefs of Staff wants. 
So we’re throwing more money into 
this Pentagon budget even though they 
haven’t asked for it and they don’t 
want it. 

At the same time, my friends on the 
other side of the aisle are proposing 
measures—which are going to be taken 
up in the next rule—to decimate the 
social safety net in this country, to 
make it more difficult for middle-in-
come families, to make it more dif-
ficult to send your kids to school, to 
make it more difficult to get affordable 
housing, or to get access to food and 
nutrition if you are in desperate times. 

So it just doesn’t make any sense to 
me. I mean, the idea that we’re giving 
more money to the Pentagon than they 
want, but at the same time we’re tak-
ing away from our people right here at 
home. 

National security has to mean the 
quality of life and the standard of liv-
ing for the people of the United States 
of America. It has to mean things like 
jobs and financial security for our fam-
ilies. 

I regret very much that my friends 
on the other side of the aisle seem to 
not care about what happens to people 
here in this country because their 
budgets and their tax bills go directly 
after middle-income families and con-
stitute an all-out war on the poor. 

There was an article in The Wash-
ington Post on December 19: ‘‘John 
Boehner’s Plan B Would Raise Taxes on 
the Poor.’’ Really? I mean, is that how 
you’re going to balance the budget, by 
sticking it to people who already are in 
vulnerable times? This is wrong. 

My friends talk about the debt and 
the deficit, but what they don’t talk 
about is that we have fought two wars 
in Iraq and Afghanistan and we haven’t 
paid for it, all on our credit card. We 
send our young men and women into 
harm’s way, and we ask them and their 
families to sacrifice, and we do noth-
ing. We just put the bill on our credit 
card. 

A few months ago, the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Mr. RYAN, said 
it’s about $1.3 trillion—I think he’s 
lowballing it—but $1.3 trillion on our 
debt, and nobody over there says a 
word. They all go after programs like 
Social Security and Medicare and food 
stamps. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask that we defeat 
the previous question. If we defeat the 
previous question, I will offer an 
amendment to this rule to make in 
order an amendment that will allow 
the House to have a chance to vote on 
a bill passed by the Senate to extend 
middle class tax cuts, which has been 
introduced in the House as H.R. 15. 
Also, the amendment would prevent 
this House from adjourning until we 
have averted the fiscal cliff and the 
President has signed legislation to pre-
vent tax increases on the middle class. 

There is a rumor out there that my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
are going to try to pass Plan B and C 
and run out of town and just leave for 
vacation. I want to get home for 
Christmas as much as anyone else, but 
the bottom line is that we are facing a 
crisis—an artificial crisis that my 
friends helped create, but we need to 
avert it. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment into the RECORD, along with ex-
traneous material, immediately prior 
to the vote on the previous question. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I urge 

my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ and defeat 
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the previous question. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on the rule. 

I would again remind my colleagues 
that national security and national de-
fense also has to mean the quality of 
life for people here in the United 
States. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

There are several things I wish to ad-
dress that have been brought up in the 
last speech. The first one is, I was just 
informed that by all means we prob-
ably will be here tomorrow and voting, 
which really hurts my feelings. In one 
respect, I don’t have an upgrade on to-
morrow’s flight, so maybe it’s a good 
thing that we will be, but there are 
other times that we will be dealing 
with these issues. 

People have talked about the amount 
of money that’s going here. I hope 
Members of the House realize that 50 
percent of all the cuts that have been 
made by this administration have been 
made on the backs of the military, 
even though the military defense rep-
resents less than 20 percent of the Fed-
eral budget. Military has, over the past 
years, been cut and cut and cut again. 

This increase over what the Presi-
dent’s budget request was is only 0.3 
percent higher than the President’s 
budget, and it is less than last year’s 
authorization. I say that only as a fact, 
not something I think is good because 
I think we need to be spending more on 
what these people have to do. 

To say that the people in uniform 
don’t want or don’t need the programs 
that are in here is unfair to them. They 
have to say a specific line in the posi-
tions they are in. But the idea that you 
wouldn’t take the cruisers that are 
going to be expended in here and con-
tinue to keep those even though they 
were scheduled to be mothballed dec-
ades before their life span is over, or 
that you are using these funds to re-
structure the force structure of the Air 
Force, which is critical to this country 
so that we maintain the air superiority 
we have had since the Korean conflict, 
that is a ridiculous concept. 

This bill is about people. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has an air 
base, Hanscom, in his State—probably 
not in his district, but his State. I have 
air complexes. I have people who are 
working on these issues. We have not 
modernized our equipment, which 
means we have to have people working 
on our air complexes to try to take our 
antiquated equipment and restore it so 
it can be useful, so that those who are 
put in harm’s way defending this coun-
try at least have the vehicles and the 
resources available to defend them-
selves and present the possible out-
come. These are the people that are 
going to be helped. These are the jobs 
that are going to be helped by the pas-
sage of this particular bill. These are 
the people who get TRICARE, which 
was given to them either as a bonus to 
sign or given to them in lieu of salary 

increases. And it is unfair for the 
President to say they should have an 
increase in their copay. 

These people who are working at 
these bases, they’re not making $50,000 
a year in a pension—they’d be lucky if 
they make that much money as part of 
their salary. Those are the people that 
we need to look after. It is the people 
who make sure that we have a military 
that functions, not just those on the 
front line, not just those in uniform, 
but also those who provide their serv-
ices and provide the material that they 
need to maintain this stuff. This bill 
moves that forward. 

I hope that we do not have as a body 
a myopic approach to the need for the 
securing of this country, and we under-
stand how significant this is. This is 
one of the few responsibilities Congress 
has to do this year and every year. 

I want to just say one thing about 
the potential previous question. It’s 
not an issue of when we get a chance to 
vote on it. We have voted on the pre-
vious question that the Democrats 
would like to put in place of this. On 
August 1, we did have a vote, the Levin 
of Michigan amendment. It was de-
feated in this House in a bipartisan 
manner, with 19 Democrats voting 
‘‘no’’ on the amendment. Another vote 
on this at this time is a redundancy; 
it’s been done. Now let us move on to 
do what this bill is supposed to do, the 
conference report that solves the prob-
lems and puts us moving forward in our 
defense authorization so that we actu-
ally do come up with the programs we 
need, not just for today but also for the 
future. It’s a good conference report. 
It’s a good underlying bill. We need to 
move forward. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would urge 
Members to support this rule, which 
is—I misspoke earlier, it is a standard 
rule for all conference reports. I urge 
them to support the underlying provi-
sions of this conference report and of 
our bill because it is essential for our 
Nation’s defense. It is our core con-
stitutional responsibility, and we 
should not in any way, shape, or form 
shirk that. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 840 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. When the House considers the Sen-
ate amendment to H.J. Res. 66, it shall be in 
order to consider a substitute amendment 
consisting of the text of H.R. 15, if offered by 
Representative Levin or his designee. 

SEC. 3. It shall not be in order to consider 
a concurrent resolution providing for ad-
journment or adjournment sine die unless 
the House has been notified that the Presi-
dent has signed legislation to prevent a tax 
increase on the middle class, and to avert 
the so-called ‘‘fiscal cliff.’’ 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 

merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308–311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. . . . When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.’’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. With that, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time and move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 
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b 1330 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question on the resolution. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.J. 
Res. 66, PERMANENT TAX RELIEF 
FOR FAMILIES AND SMALL BUSI-
NESSES ACT OF 2012, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 6684, SPENDING REDUCTION 
ACT OF 2012 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 841 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 841 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to take from the 
Speaker’s table the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 66) approving the renewal of import re-
strictions contained in the Burmese Freedom 
and Democracy Act of 2003, with the Senate 
amendment thereto, and to consider in the 
House, without intervention of any point of 
order, a motion offered by the chair of the 
Committee on Ways and Means or his des-
ignee that the House concur in the Senate 
amendment with the amendment printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. The Senate amend-
ment and the motion shall be considered as 
read. The motion shall be debatable for one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without inter-
vening motion. 

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it 
shall be in order to consider in the House the 
bill (H.R. 6684) to provide for spending reduc-
tion. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the Majority Lead-
er and Minority Leader or their respective 
designees; and (2) one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my very good 
friend from Rochester, New York, the 
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, pending which I yield my-
self such time as I might consume. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on this 
resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I was just 

thinking about the fact that there are 
26 letters in the alphabet, and we have 
had the first three letters used in dis-
cussion here on the House floor today, 
A, B, and my friend from Worcester 
brought up the letter C in talking 
about this. We have what is so-called 
letter B. And I’m not doing a Sesame 
Street skit here, Mr. Speaker. Letter B 
is what we are talking about, Plan B, 
and I think about Plan A. 

Plan A is what the majority in the 
House of Representatives has been try-
ing for the last 2 years to implement, 
and it’s, very simply, a plan that is de-
signed to put into place something 
that, interestingly enough, Democrats 
and Republicans alike say that they 
support. That plan is meaningful, 
strong, bold plans for a simpler, fairer 
Tax Code. 

The President of the United States 
supports tax reform. I’m pleased that 
the President of the United States 
strongly supports the notion of taking 
the top corporate tax rate from 35 per-
cent to 25 percent. That, again, is a 
very positive area of agreement that 
we have. But I will say that we in the 
majority have been trying to put into 
place real, meaningful tax reform that 
can ensure that people will see reduced 
rates, and we will generate enhanced 
gross domestic product growth. 

Coupled with that, our Plan A, Mr. 
Speaker, has been designed to bring 
about a reduction in the size, scope, 
and reach of the Federal Government. 
And everyone knows what that means. 
Everyone knows what has to be done to 
reduce the size, scope, and reach of the 
Federal Government, and that is real 
entitlement reform. 

So Plan A consists, Mr. Speaker, of 
two simple things: pro-growth tax re-
form that will keep taxes low for indi-
viduals, job creators, and small busi-
nesses in this country so that we can 
encourage that kind of job creation to 
which we all, Democrat and Republican 
alike, aspire; and a reduction of the 
mammoth size of this behemoth, 
which, as we all know, encourages a 
cycle of dependence which has been 
generational, and it’s essential that we 
turn the core of it. 

So just getting our fiscal house in 
order dealing with the 16-plus trillion 
dollar national debt is, again, only part 
of that. But encouraging individual ini-
tiative and responsibility, creating 
pride in individuals by, again, paring 
back entitlement spending is the right 
thing for us to do as a nation. That’s 
what Plan A consists of, Mr. Speaker. 

Now, if you look at where we are 
today, we know 11 days from now we 
are going over the so-called proverbial 
fiscal cliff. What does that mean? It 
means that every single American who 
pays income taxes will see a tax in-
crease go into effect. We also know 
there will be a massive sequester, 
which, as we have just passed the rule, 
and I guess we’re going to have a vote 
on that, as we’ve just debated the rule 
on the National Defense Authorization 
Act, we know it could have a dev-
astating—devastating—impact on our 
national security. 

We know, I think Democrat and Re-
publican alike—not universally, be-
cause I know there are some people 
who do want to go over that cliff, but 
very few—I think Democrat and Repub-
lican alike by and large recognize that 
increasing taxes on working Ameri-
cans, in fact, will create a scenario 
which will impinge on our ability to 
encourage the kind of gross domestic 
product growth that is important for 
us and for our security as well, eco-
nomic security and our overall na-
tional security. 

So I think about my former Cali-
fornia colleague, the now-Secretary of 
Defense Leon Panetta, who said to this 
institution: 

Please do what you can to ensure that we 
don’t have that sequester take effect. Do 
what you can. Work hard to try and make 
sure that we can address abuse that’s taken 
place within the Pentagon spending, but 
have what is necessary for our national secu-
rity. 

So as we look at these issues, we’re 
going through a troubling time. We 
have divided government, something 
that those nations that live under a 
Westminster-type system don’t have. 
We have a Democratic President and a 
Republican House of Representatives. I 
happen to believe that that creates an 
opportunity. 

I didn’t vote for Barack Obama for 
President of the United States, Mr. 
Speaker, but I will say that I do believe 
that having a President of one party 
and a United States House of Rep-
resentatives of another party does cre-
ate an opportunity for us to work to-
gether in a bipartisan way tackling en-
titlement spending. 

We know that if my party had won 
everything, it would have been tough 
for us. It would have been tough for us 
because of the political attacks that 
would have taken place from the other 
side of the aisle to take on entitlement 
reform. But working together now that 
we have, again, a President of one 
party and a House of Representatives 
of another party, I believe that we can 
tackle this issue, and that’s really 
what we desire. I think it’s the right 
thing to do. 

We’re in the midst of very tough ne-
gotiations that are taking place be-
tween two people, as we all know: the 
President of the United States, Barack 
Obama, and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, JOHN BOEHNER. And 
I want to express my appreciation to 
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my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. I’ve been in the minority. I’ve 
served in the minority up until—from 
1980 until 1994, 14 years I served in the 
minority, and from 2006 until 2010, for 4 
years I served in the minority. And it’s 
challenging. It’s not easy. 

But we are, as I said, 11 days away 
from going over the fiscal cliff, and we 
feel strongly about the need for this in-
stitution to state its position on this. I 
know that we’ve heard that the major-
ity leader in the United States Senate, 
Mr. REID, has indicated that he doesn’t 
want to bring up, if this bill passes the 
House of Representatives, this meas-
ure, and the President has put out a 
Statement of Administration Policy 
that this bill would not gain his signa-
ture. 

b 1340 
I don’t think that anyone is con-

vinced that the bill that we’re going to 
pass here is one that is going to end up 
being the agreement, but it’s very im-
portant in the negotiating process for 
work to proceed and for institutions to 
stake their position. 

We happen to believe that Mr. BOEH-
NER has really made some bold steps in 
working to ensure that we do not go 
over that fiscal cliff, and I think that 
we are in a position today where I 
think that the action that we will take 
will be a positive step to enhance the 
chance for a negotiated resolution to 
this. 

I want to say that the process hasn’t 
been perfect, and I’m not claiming that 
everything that took place upstairs in 
the Rules Committee last night was 
perfect. But I will say, look at what it 
is that we’ve included: basically a re-
duction of $238 billion over 10 years in 
the reconciliation package that passed 
this House of Representatives earlier 
this year. The measure that we have 
before us that is going to be debated 
separately is one that is actually pared 
back from the measure that passed the 
House of Representatives. The only 
changes that have been made have been 
made to accommodate the date change, 
putting in this month of December in 
place of the earlier month this year 
when the debate took place. 

We know what this is. And for those 
who might claim that the so-called 
‘‘reconciliation package’’ that we have 
is imposing draconian cuts which will 
be devastating for those who are strug-
gling in this country, I remind them of 
the alternative, which happens to be 
the sequester. It’s our hope that this 
reconciliation package, Mr. Speaker, 
will play a role in ensuring that the se-
quester that would be devastating—I 
acknowledge it would be devastating— 
does not take place. This is the alter-
native to the sequester, Mr. Speaker. 

The package that we have will, in 
fact, see rate increases for those earn-
ing in excess of $1 million. That’s .19 
percent of the American Federal in-
come taxpayers. That means that all 
the rest of the Americans, an over-
whelming majority, will actually avoid 
seeing that tax increase go into effect. 

I also would like to say that we have 
to remember that if you look at the ’01 
and ’03 tax cuts that became public 
law, part of that law, current law, Mr. 
Speaker, makes it clear that we actu-
ally would see those rates with the top 
rate at 39.6 percent. That’s part of the 
’03 agreement that we had. So any ac-
tion that we take that is less than that 
top rate of 39.6 percent, Mr. Speaker, is 
actually a tax cut, and we need to rec-
ognize that. 

Mr. Speaker, what we’re doing here— 
and I appreciate again the under-
standing of the minority—is simply 
trying to move ahead with this good- 
faith negotiating process that Speaker 
BOEHNER and the President of the 
United States are in the midsts of. I 
hope that in light of the balanced ap-
proach of this package, that we’ll be 
able—by the way, this package has en-
joyed at least statements of support 
from Democrats in the past from both 
the House and the Senate—I hope that 
this can be a positive step as we seek 
to resolve just as quickly as we pos-
sibly can this question. 

We all know that uncertainty is the 
enemy of prosperity; and our goal is, 
Mr. Speaker, to put into place a policy 
that will have the kind of certainty 
that will encourage our job creators 
and encourage those who are out there 
seeking to get onto the first rung of 
the economic ladder to have the kind 
of opportunity that is necessary. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

If the measures before us constituted the 
Republican Plan A, they would be a package 
of sweeping tax and entitlement reforms. They 
would provide considerable new revenues 
through economic growth and a simpler, fairer 
tax code. They would rein in our ballooning 
deficit by making our entitlement programs 
solvent over the long term. Together these 
critical initiatives would put our economy back 
on the path toward prosperity and opportunity. 

For two years, this Republican Majority has 
worked tirelessly to enact Plan A. We have 
passed dozens of bills. Speaker BOEHNER has 
spent countless hours negotiating with Presi-
dent Obama. All in an effort to advance our 
Plan A. I still have hope that we will reach an 
agreement that will substantially achieve the 
goals that we have outlined: growth and bal-
anced budgets through meaningful tax and en-
titlement reform. 

But the measure before us today is not Plan 
A. It is Plan B. Time is running out. We are 
11 days away from the end of 2012. 11 days 
away from our last opportunity to avoid the so- 
called fiscal cliff. 11 days away from significant 
tax increases on every single tax payer in 
America and devastating cuts to our military. 

The Members of this body may disagree on 
many things, but we all agree that the across- 
the-board tax rates that become effective on 
January 1 will have a very damaging effect on 
our frail economy. The first of today’s under-
lying bills is a safeguard against the most det-
rimental aspects of the fiscal cliff. It extends 
the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts for the 99.81 per-
cent of Americans who make less than $1 mil-
lion a year. This action protects the middle 
class and virtually all small businesses. No 
other single action would go further to mitigate 
the crisis that is looming before us. 

The second of today’s underlying bills 
makes responsible spending cuts that will help 
to rein in our deficit without compromising na-
tional security. Defense Secretary Panetta has 
tirelessly exhorted Congress to avoid these 
draconian cuts to our military at all costs. We 
are absolutely committed to getting our fiscal 
house in order. But we must do so in a way 
that does not sacrifice our security. The under-
lying spending package makes essential cuts, 
while ensuring that we do not put our home-
land and our troops at grave risk. 

We of course want to go much further than 
simply limiting the worst of the damage of the 
fiscal cliff. We will continue to strive for a com-
prehensive solution until the tremendous chal-
lenges before us are addressed. These chal-
lenges will not be resolved in any sustainable 
way until we substantially reform our tax code 
and deal with the fundamental insolvency of 
our entitlement programs. But we would be ut-
terly derelict in our duty to first do no harm if 
we failed to implement these critical stopgap 
measures. 

It is essential to recognize that current law 
raises taxes for every single Federal income 
tax payer on January 1. Every working Amer-
ican, every small business owner, will face a 
higher marginal rate 11 days from now. That 
is the current law of the land. Today’s under-
lying tax bill maintains current law for 0.19 
percent of taxpayers, while cutting taxes for 
99.81 percent. This is not a tax increase. It is 
a tax cut for very nearly everyone. Without it, 
we run the real and serious risk of plunging 
our economy back into recession. 

Today’s measures represent neither a com-
prehensive solution nor the end of our efforts 
to reach one. It is simply action that must be 
taken to protect our fragile economy and be-
leaguered workforce until a long-term solution 
can be reached. 

I urge my colleagues to support this rule 
and the underlying legislation. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding me the 
time, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today we’re watching 
an attempt to perpetuate a hoax. To 
everybody watching, I want to say to 
you don’t bother to take notes, no need 
to call the family to see history being 
made here. Just move along. There’s 
nothing happening here. We’ve got this 
plan that doesn’t come anywhere close 
to being a solution to the fiscal cliff. 
It’s a political gimmick, and all of us 
recognize that it has no chance whatso-
ever of becoming law. 

The process that has brought us here 
has been equally shameful, more befit-
ting a developing country than the 
greatest democracy on Earth. It has 
been absolutely painful to watch the 
otherwise responsible Members of the 
majority play their assigned roles, pre-
tending that what we did last night 
was normal and legitimate. Last night 
we saw one of the greatest mis-
carriages of the democratic process in 
my time on the Rules Committee. Fac-
ing the impending fiscal cliff that 
could devastate our economy and harm 
millions of Americans, the majority 
decided to cobble together last-minute 
legislation on a wing and a prayer. 
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Last night, the Rules Committee 

spent most of the evening debating leg-
islation that we’ve barely seen. We 
were told that there would be two bills. 
Two bills actually were filed at mid-
night on Tuesday. One of them dis-
appeared. And in the waning hours, 
even while the debate on the rule was 
taking place, a third was dropped into 
our laps. It turned out to be a warmed- 
over bill that went through the House 
of Representatives in May destroying 
health care, food stamps, and almost 
every other possibility of people in the 
country to survive. That’s how the ma-
jority wants to solve the greatest eco-
nomic threat facing our Nation. 

With nothing less than millions of 
jobs on the line, does the majority real-
ly believe that passing a bill in less 
than 24 hours that will do absolutely 
nothing is responsible governing? 

Today we’re prepared to vote on this 
legislation and, I think, possibly ad-
journ for the final time this year. If 
this is the majority’s final attempt to 
reach a compromise, then our Nation 
does indeed face frightening times. If 
no compromise is reached, we may face 
the greatest displacement of workers 
since 1929 as sequestration takes effect 
and forces countless layoffs. How dev-
astating is that to a recovering econ-
omy? Every American knows we can-
not let this happen; and, frankly, I be-
lieve that every Member of Congress 
knows that we never would let it hap-
pen. But after last night, I’m not so 
sure. 

This is not a serious solution to 
avoid economic catastrophe. It’s just 
one last attack on the poor and the 
middle class right before we tumble off 
together over the fiscal cliff. Today’s 
bill contains many dangerous provi-
sions. I mentioned part C that we got 
last night, the old warmed-over bill 
providing an average tax cut of $50,000 
for millionaires and billionaires. Mean-
while, the 25 million working families 
would pay an average of $1,000 more on 
taxes; 11 million families would lose a 
tax credit that helps to pay for college; 
drastic cuts would be made to Medi-
care; and the important provisions of 
the Affordable Care Act would be no 
more. They simply could not adjourn 
this year without one last attempt to 
destroy the health care bill that will 
provide health care for millions more 
Americans, many covered by insurance 
that they have never been able to have 
before. 

During my last election, which oc-
curred last month, I met more than 
one person who told me that they had 
been born—there is one person who 
sticks out in my mind—she had been 
born with cerebral palsy, Mr. Speaker. 
She told me that her whole life, while 
she brought up a family, lived her life 
driving a car, cooking, moving, every-
thing that we all do and take for grant-
ed in life, she had to do without any 
health insurance because having been 
born with cerebral palsy, she had a pre-
existing condition that prevented it. It 
was not until she was 65 and was able 

to get Medicare did she have the peace 
of mind that most of us take for grant-
ed that she was eligible to be covered. 
Why in the world do we keep trying to 
be the only industrial country that 
does not take better care of its people 
than that? 

Finally, 2 million Americans would 
lose their unemployment assistance 
right here at the holiday time. As I 
said before, the nutrition assistance 
program would be gutted. Those unjust 
cuts would leave millions struggling to 
pay their bills and put food on the 
table. 

The Americans that we’re talking 
about, those that will be suffering, are 
not the ones that caused the problem 
in this country. They had nothing to do 
with financial services and the she-
nanigans that were played that 
brought us to our knees. Yet, contin-
ually, this House asks them through 
the majority side to pay the price. 

b 1350 

Enough already. They’re not to 
blame, and they should not be put on 
the block. 

Sadly, just days ago—Tuesday, in 
fact—it appeared that President Obama 
and Speaker BOEHNER were close to a 
fiscal cliff compromise. President 
Obama had made concessions, some 
that, frankly, as I pointed out, our side 
is not that crazy about, but in the 
blink of an eye, the House majority de-
cided to walk away in 51 seconds, an-
nouncing what they were going to do in 
a take-it-or-leave-it manner and intro-
duce this political hoax that is before 
us today. 

Mr. Speaker, don’t anybody be 
fooled. The American people know bet-
ter. They see through this. They know 
that a compromise means that we must 
meet in the middle. Unfortunately, the 
majority continues to think, if they 
pass extreme legislation and then run 
for the hills, the rest of us will be 
forced to give in. 

We’ve seen similar antics from the 
majority throughout the 112th Con-
gress—from holding the full faith and 
credit of this Nation hostage for the 
first time in its history and losing our 
credit rating to voting 33 times to re-
peal health care reform. The majority 
has continually advanced a cynical and 
partisan agenda at the expense of our 
Nation’s welfare. Given this, there is 
little surprise that the approval rating 
for Congress is at an all-time low and 
that historians have said it is the least 
productive Congress in our history. 

Mr. Speaker, in the election just last 
month, the American people made 
their voices heard. When asked to 
choose between an extreme agenda 
that took care of the millionaires and 
billionaires at their expense, they said 
‘‘no’’ in that they wanted not to be 
going over a fiscal cliff, and they have 
made that very clear. 

I think of what we have done to just 
the economic future of this country by 
debating this fiscal cliff as long as we 
have, but I don’t believe, as I said, that 

we will actually go over it, except I’m 
not really clear on what we’re doing 
here today unless that is to cut and 
run. Yet, in the process, the majority 
has presided over a shameful legisla-
tive circus not worthy of this institu-
tion. When our Nation is in desperate 
need of serious solutions, the majority 
is doing everything in its power to 
avoid finding the answers. 

I strongly oppose this hoax before us. 
I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to oppose the rule and the un-
derlying legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume to 
associate myself with the remarks that 
my good friend from Rochester has 
made as it relates to the sequester. I 
agree with her completely, Mr. Speak-
er. It is very important that we not let 
the sequester take place, and I hope 
and believe that she is right, that we 
will not see that happen. 

Number two, I’d like to associate my-
self with her remarks as it relates to 
ensuring that we do not go over the fis-
cal cliff. That’s something that is very, 
very desired on our part as well. 

I’d also like to respond to just one 
point very quickly, Mr. Speaker, before 
I yield to my good friend from Rose-
ville and say that I can provide my 
friend from Rochester, our distin-
guished ranking member of the Rules 
Committee, assurance that we will not 
be adjourning the Congress today and 
ending our work. I have said—I said in 
the Rules Committee, Mr. Speaker— 
that we are going to continue with our 
work. 

The action that we are going to take 
relates to these two measures: again, 
the reconciliation package, which is 
designed to ensure, as my friend from 
Rochester has said, that we don’t see 
sequestration, which we all know 
would be devastating if it were to take 
effect. It is a package of $238 billion 
over a 10-year period of time. It is a 
very responsible measure that is not 
going to be gutting programs but is 
going to responsibly begin to tackle en-
titlement reform. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gentle-
lady from New York. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I appreciate your 
yielding. 

I appreciate your giving us your as-
surance, but I do recall that Mr. 
MCGOVERN and I, both in our turns, 
asked last night for assurance that the 
bill that we were looking at was the 
bill we were going to vote on, and all 
we got was doublespeak. So, while I ap-
preciate your giving me your assur-
ance, I think I’ll give it back to you. 

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my 
time, I will say again that I have 
served as long in the minority as JOHN 
DINGELL. I have served longer in the 
minority in this House, Mr. Speaker, 
than the dean of the House, JOHN DIN-
GELL, has served, and I understand. I’ve 
served 18 years in the minority, and I 
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understand that it is challenging, and I 
respect that fact. To say that as we’re 
dealing with the very end of this ses-
sion that we’re not trying to get to an 
agreement is a mischaracterization of 
where we are. 

I’ve associated myself with the re-
marks of my friend from Rochester as 
it relates to our quest to ensure that 
we don’t see the sequester take effect 
or that we go over the fiscal cliff, and 
to say that the package that we have 
that deals with the reduction of $238 
billion over a 10-year period of time is, 
again, virtually identical to what 
passed this House. It has actually been 
reduced by 100 pages. It’s much smaller 
than what was passed in May by this 
House, and I believe that it’s a package 
that is, again, one that can responsibly 
be a first step towards something that 
we all know does need to be done. As I 
talk to Democrats, there is recognition 
that entitlement reform has to take 
place, and so I believe that that is the 
right thing to do. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to yield 21⁄2 minutes to my very good 
friend, a very, very strong budget 
hawk, my fellow Californian, Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. I thank my friend 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the debate over the fis-
cal cliff has become so hyperbolic that 
I’m afraid we’re losing touch with com-
mon sense. 

Contrary to many press accounts and 
many statements by Members, there is 
no bill before the Congress that pro-
poses raising taxes on millionaires or 
anybody else. There is a law that takes 
effect on January 1 that will raise 
taxes on millionaires and small busi-
nesses filing as millionaires and on ev-
erybody else, and there is a bill to pro-
tect everybody else from that law, 
which is the issue before us today. 

The President says he wants to pro-
tect everybody except those greedy 
millionaires and billionaires. Well, 
that’s precisely what this bill does, and 
yet he has vowed to veto it. The truth 
is he wants to sock everybody who is 
making over $200,000. Now, that in-
cludes 1.3 million small businesses fil-
ing under subchapter S. That’s 84 per-
cent of net small business income. 
That is precisely the income that they 
use to produce two-thirds of the jobs in 
our economy. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
warns us that Mr. Obama’s ‘‘eat the 
rich’’ crusade will actually result in 
throwing 200,000 middle class families 
into unemployment. Ernst & Young es-
timates 700,000 lost jobs. 

House Republicans now have a choice 
in that we can try to save as many 
Americans from these ruinous tax in-
creases as the President will permit or 
we can end up at an impasse that 
assures taxes go up on everyone. So let 
us pass this bill. If it doesn’t work, 
then let’s pass it at whatever level the 
President will agree to. It’s not as if we 
haven’t repeatedly warned him. 

Some of my conservative colleagues 
say that sparing some people these tax 

increases is tantamount to raising 
them on others. For a lifeguard who 
sees 10 swimmers drowning off his 
beach, if he can only save nine of them, 
that doesn’t mean he has drowned the 
10th one. And no lifeguard would be 
worth his pay if he said, Well, my prin-
ciple is that nobody should drown off 
my beach; therefore, as a matter of 
principle, if I can’t save them all, then 
I won’t save any. 

As Americans watch as thousands 
and thousands of middle class jobs are 
sacrificed on the ideological altar of 
Obamanomics next year, I think this 
country will be a lot sadder and a lot 
wiser, but until then, let’s save who we 
can. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. This is an important mo-
ment. These bills move the Nation dan-
gerously closer to the cliff with only 11 
days before our Nation would go over 
it. They make finding common ground 
far more difficult with only 11 days left 
to find it. These bills are not a plan; 
they’re a ploy. They are bills to no-
where. They undermine trust so essen-
tial for agreement. We’ve just heard it. 

The Republicans claim that letting 
the tax rate go up from 35 to 39.6 per-
cent on income over $1 million is not a 
tax hike because it would happen on its 
own. But then they say that if the tax 
cut rate would go up on income below 
$1 million by happening on its own, it 
would be the biggest tax increase in 
history. That is patently inconsistent. 
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But far worse than the hypocrisy is 

the way they design their tax provi-
sions. For those with income over $1 
million, they provide a tax cut of at 
least $50,000. 

They raise only one-third of the rev-
enue contained in the Speaker’s discus-
sions with the White House and far less 
than proposed by the President. Talk 
about undermining trust. 

It would raise taxes on 11 million 
middle class taxpayers—11 million— 
through their failure to continue the 
education credit, and they hurt mil-
lions of other middle class families 
with their failure to keep the improve-
ments to the child tax credit and the 
earned income tax credit. 

And there is stony silence, indeed 
stone-hearted silence, on 2 million un-
employed workers looking for work 
who would lose their insurance imme-
diately on December 29. And silence on 
the 27 percent cut to doctors treating 
Medicare patients. 

And in a deeply cynical move, so cyn-
ical, the Republicans have decided to 
offer another bill to put off some of the 
sequester in defense. And they pay for 
it how? By deep and ugly cuts to im-
portant programs impacting seniors, 
kids, and disabled Americans. 

The Republicans are tying them-
selves into knots. But in doing so, 
they’re tying into knots the chances 
for our Nation not going over the cliff. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on these bills that take us 
backwards, that undercut trust, that 
increase the chances of going over the 
cliff. This is not a plan; it’s a ploy. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I’d like to 
inquire of my friend how many speak-
ers she has remaining. It looks like she 
has a couple at least. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I’d be happy to 
tell you. We expect four. I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN), a member of the 
Rules Committee. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the ranking 
member for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, just when I thought the 
process in this House couldn’t get any 
worse, last night in the Rules Com-
mittee the Republicans reached a new 
low. We originally were told that we 
were meeting on the Speaker’s so- 
called ‘‘Plan B’’ tax bill, which con-
tinues the proud Republican tradition 
of protecting tax cuts for the wealthy 
at the expense of middle class families 
and poor people. 

But then we were told there would be 
a new bill, some kind of magical mys-
tery bill that was introduced in the 
middle of the hearing. Now I’m not 
sure what to call this one, Plan B.2.0 
maybe? Plan C? The We-Don’t-Really- 
Have-a-Plan Plan? 

It turns out that the magical mys-
tery bill is similar to the reconcili-
ation bill the Republicans brought to 
the floor a couple of months ago. That 
bill was a bad idea then, and it’s a bad 
idea now. 

It cuts $36 billion from the SNAP 
program, taking food off the table of 
struggling Americans. Millions of 
households would see a cut in their 
benefits. Millions of families would 
have less food tomorrow than they do 
today. And hundreds of thousands of 
kids would lose their access to free 
school meals. That’s the Republican 
idea of a Christmas present. It’s 
enough to make Ebenezer Scrooge em-
barrassed. 

The bill threatens Medicare, chil-
dren’s programs, education, infrastruc-
ture. In short, it threatens our econ-
omy as a whole. And at the same time, 
it not only protects the Pentagon 
budget, It increases it by billions of 
dollars. Does anyone here really be-
lieve there’s not a single dollar to be 
saved anywhere in the Pentagon? 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have spoken. They’ve made it loud and 
clear that they want a balanced ap-
proach. They want an approach that 
asks the wealthiest, the most fortunate 
Americans, to pay a little bit more, 
and that protects our seniors, our chil-
dren, and our most vulnerable neigh-
bors. But the Republican leadership of 
this House refuses to listen. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say another 
thing about this process. I would say to 
my Republican freshman colleagues 
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that you rode to power on a wave of 
outrage over the way the House con-
ducts its business. I remember the lec-
tures and the promises and the things 
that you said would change. I would 
say to those freshmen: you own this 
now. You have officially become part 
of the problem, if not the problem. 

A vote for this rule is a vote for an 
outrageous abuse of power and a vote 
against transparency and openness, 
and it’s a vote against accountability. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me just say 
this. My Republican friends have made 
it unfashionable to worry about the 
poor and the elderly and the vulner-
able. That’s crystal clear in the text of 
what we’re debating here today. I urge 
my colleagues not to turn your backs 
on the most needy. Let’s balance our 
budget in a way that doesn’t lower the 
quality of life or decrease the standard 
of living for people of this country. We 
can do so much better. Instead of doing 
this, you should be negotiating with 
the President. Go back to the negoti-
ating table and stop the games. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I’m happy to yield 5 minutes to 
my friend from Lawrenceville, Georgia 
(Mr. WOODALL), a very hardworking, 
thoughtful member of the House Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my chairman for yielding me the time. 

I came down here to talk about tax 
policy and my support for the rule, Mr. 
Speaker; but I’ve got to tell you, when 
folks back home ask me what’s wrong 
with this place, I’m going to start play-
ing them a clip of this debate because 
there’s a serious topic on the floor 
right now. This fiscal cliff, I don’t 
think there’s a man or woman in this 
room with a voting card who doesn’t 
believe this is a serious issue for our 
economy, for working families, and for 
small businesses that we’re counting 
on bringing us out of this recession. I 
believe every man and woman in this 
room believes that. 

And yet as we’re down here trying to 
have that discussion, in the short 11 
days we have left to sort that out, I 
hear that our tax package, which does 
exactly what the President has asked, 
though not the levels that he asked for 
it, it picks winners and losers. He cam-
paigned on that platform. I think it’s 
wrong. I think we ought to keep tax 
rates low for everyone, but the Presi-
dent says no. The President says we 
ought to pick some folks who win and 
some folks who lose, and this tax bill 
does that. But it just deals with taxes 
because, as my friend from Massachu-
setts reminded me, when I ran as a part 
of this freshman class, I said let’s try 
to make things more simple here. Be-
cause we all know what happens at the 
end of the year. Anybody who’s 
watched this process in December 
knows those Christmas tree bills that 
come rolling to the floor where you 
handle 100 different unrelated things at 
one time. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I’d be interested 
in polling folks who don’t have a vot-

ing card. I’d be interested in knowing 
what folks who’ve listened to this de-
bate believe is happening in this under-
lying tax bill, because I’ve been told by 
some of the speakers on this floor that 
this tax bill throws Americans off un-
employment; when, in fact, it does no 
such thing. No such thing. 

Do we need to deal with unemploy-
ment? Yes, we do—in an unemploy-
ment bill. 

I’ve been told that this tax bill cuts 
payments to doctors. It does no such 
thing. There’s not one line in this bill 
that does any such thing. Do we need 
to deal with Medicare and SGR? Of 
course we do. 

Do we need to jumble all of these 
things together in a straightforward 
tax bill? The answer’s no. 

I’m told by my friend it’s not just 
stony silence on these issues; it’s stone 
hearted to be silent. 

Who is it, Mr. Speaker, who believes 
it advances the debate, this hard, com-
plicated debate we have, who believes 
we advance it by calling the absence of 
a nongermane provision stone hearted 
on the part of the authors? Don’t tell 
me about violating trust. Don’t tell me 
about how it is folks ought to work co-
operatively together. We have that op-
portunity right now, and folks are 
throwing it away line by line by line. 

My friend from the Rules Committee 
comes to the floor, Mr. Speaker, and he 
says this bill throws folks off food 
stamps. Nonsense. Nonsense. 

Every single time I go to the town 
hall meeting, Mr. Speaker, folks be-
lieve if only we eliminate the fraud in 
government, we’ll balance the budget. 
Now, due to spending that both sides of 
the aisle are responsible for, we’re way 
far out of balance. Fraud won’t do it, 
Mr. Speaker. That’s not going to be 
enough. 
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But what the underlying bill does to 
request to eliminate the defense se-
quester cuts that President Obama’s 
Secretary of Defense has called so dan-
gerous, it says the only people who 
should get food stamps are people who 
qualify for food stamps. That’s right. 
The underlying bill says the only folks 
who should get food stamps are those 
who qualify for food stamps. 

Now, it turns out, Mr. Speaker, like 
every Federal program, there’s some 
fraud, and so some folks are receiving 
taxpayer-sponsored benefits today who 
have not earned them, who do not find 
themselves entitled to them by virtue 
of their circumstances. And because 
this underlying bill aims to eliminate 
that fraud, folks come to the floor and 
say, Why in the world are Republicans 
throwing hungry people out during 
Christmas? 

It’s outrageous, Mr. Speaker, that we 
can’t have a conversation about serious 
things in a serious time. The outrages 
that my colleagues on the Rules Com-
mittee point to from last night, I tell 
you, Mr. Speaker, what happened last 
night is exactly what I would hope 

would happen in a conversation like 
this. 

Almost to a person, every Demo-
cratic member in that Rules Com-
mittee and those testifying said, All we 
have in front of us tonight is a tax bill. 
All we have in front of us is a tax bill, 
and every American knows the problem 
isn’t taxes. The problem is too much 
spending. Where are the spending cuts? 

And so the Rules Committee staff 
went to work immediately, Mr. Speak-
er, and found a package, not that had 
never been seen before, not that had 
never been read before, not that had 
never been vetted before, but one that 
had passed this body in a bipartisan 
way. 

They said, You know what? The criti-
cism from my colleagues is right. We 
do need to do this, and we did. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my 
friend an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. WOODALL. I thank my chairman 
for the additional time. 

There is a sense out there in this 
country that folks in Washington, D.C., 
just want to argue about things, that 
they don’t want to solve anything at 
all. 

You all made absolutely accurate 
criticisms last night that I’m glad we 
took steps to correct. We have a 
straightforward tax bill today. We have 
a straightforward sequester replace-
ment bill today. 

Mr. Speaker, this isn’t the wrong way 
to do things; this is the right way to do 
things. And with only 11 days left to 
prevent all American families from 
having an unprecedented tax increase, 
let’s pass these bills. Let’s pass this 
rule. Let’s get to debate on the under-
lying resolutions. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ), the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on Small 
Business. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion. This measure punishes working 
families just to deliver more tax 
breaks for the wealthy. 

Under this legislation, those making 
over $1 million a year will receive an 
average tax cut of $50,000. That is not 
the 1 percent. It is the top one-third of 
the 1 percent. Meanwhile, 25 million 
working families will pay an average of 
$1,000 more in taxes. 

For those families that are strug-
gling to find work in this difficult 
economy, this bill is equally bad. Two 
million Americans will lose unemploy-
ment benefits next month, pushing 
them out into the cold. 

Retirees and seniors will also be 
hurt. With a 27 percent cut in Medicare 
payments, 50 million seniors will see 
their health care endangered. 

Mr. Speaker, what the American peo-
ple are watching right here right now 
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is a tragic comedy, because the other 
side knows quite well that, even if this 
legislation passes the House today, it is 
going nowhere. So here we are, with 
time running out, rather than coming 
up with real compromise, we are play-
ing another game of political charades. 
That is not what the American people 
want us to do. 

I urge my colleagues, reject this bill 
so we can come up with a solution that 
becomes law, addresses our fiscal chal-
lenges while protecting working fami-
lies. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time is re-
maining on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 7 minutes 
remaining. The gentlewoman from New 
York has 141⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. So I think the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) might want to exhaust some of 
the speakers she has. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentlelady, the ranking member 
from the Rules Committee, and I thank 
the chairman of the Rules Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, when I mention the 
words Hurricane Sandy and the trag-
edy in Newtown, Connecticut, many 
would wonder what do they have in 
common? The enormous gun tragedy, a 
loss of 26 lives, and Americans suf-
fering from a devastating storm. Cer-
tainly our hearts go out for those ba-
bies who were lost. But it really speaks 
to Americans in need. And I guess 
that’s why I’m so troubled to be on the 
floor today, because the framework 
that we have says to America that 
when you’re in need, we will not, as 
this Congress and as this government, 
be prepared to help you. 

I think what is disappointing—and I 
know for the Speaker it is probably the 
same case as I’m speaking, because just 
about 3 days ago we thought there was 
a deal between the White House and 
the framework that was offered and the 
leadership of this House. It’s dis-
appointing that, in the course of a cou-
ple of days, we’ve come to a situation 
where this plan, Plan B, raises only 
about $300 billion from high-income 
households, and the Center on Budget 
Priorities suggests that millionaires 
will get $108,500 per million, over $1 
million in tax cuts. 

But what will the middle class get? 
Plan B allows the old pre-Bush—or 

Bush tax cuts to continue the itemized 
deductions for the rich, giving them 
more opportunity to keep their money. 
In fact, we will lose $400 billion, under 
this plan, in high-income revenues. 
Disappointing. 

But at the same time, there is a 
thought that we should cut Social Se-
curity by changing the way Social Se-
curity is calculated, so that if a senior 
buys cheap food, that means they need 
cheap Social Security, and we cut their 

Social Security benefits because we 
thought there was a deal. I can’t agree 
with that at all, cutting Social Secu-
rity, and I can’t agree with recalcu-
lating how a senior gets their check. 

But I will tell you that this plan 
raises taxes rather than reduces it, as 
the President wants to do, as this 
House of Democrats wants to do, as the 
Senate bill, where 180-plus Democrats 
have signed. This raises taxes $1,000 on 
25 million working families. 

And then there is a mysterious bill 
that, I guess, suggests that we are in 
the business of making cuts. But you 
know what that will do? 

And by the way, there’s no sequester 
plan in this plan that is here. It cuts 
education, research, and national secu-
rity; but it also cuts the hardworking 
Americans who are yet employed, and 
it cuts off 2 million of them, unemploy-
ment insurance. It cuts out doctors. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gentle-
lady another minute. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentlelady. 

Twenty-seven percent. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 

my friend to yield? I will yield her an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. DREIER. I just wanted to in-
quire. I didn’t understand this ‘‘there is 
no sequester here.’’ We’re dealing with 
the threat of a sequester, and our idea 
is $238 billion in spending reductions 
within the reconciliation bill that 
passed the House last May is what 
we’re including. So I just didn’t under-
stand, if I could just ask my friend. 

And I’m happy to yield her an addi-
tional 30 seconds, Mr. Speaker. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for his inquiry. 

When we started out with the Plan B, 
there was no sequester plan. Obviously, 
there was a mysterious offering last 
evening. 

Mr. DREIER. If the gentlewoman 
would further yield, let me just say 
that there is a plan to respond to the 
sequester, and that is the $238 billion 
reduction over a 10-year period of time 
that is the reconciliation bill that was 
passed by the House last May. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman. 

In the original Plan B that I assume 
the Rules Committee was to address 
last evening through the distinguished 
chairperson, there was no sequester 
plan. We were in a posture of cutting 
education and research. 

Yes, you are right. In the creative 
work of your staff, as you said right 
here on the floor of the House, late into 
the night you found the reconciliation 
that had been addressed in the sum-
mer, I believe, and all of us, a lot of us, 
voted against it. 
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All of us voted against it, and we un-
derstand that that plan will have no 

traction in the United States Senate. I 
thank the gentleman for his work, but 
what I’m suggesting is there is no se-
quester plan. There was no sequester 
plan with the Plan B. And as I was say-
ing, if I can quickly go back, Madam 
Ranking Member, without this plan, 
what we leave in place with Plan B, 
which really troubles me, coming from 
the Texas Medical Center and meeting 
with the hospital before I left Houston, 
it cuts reimbursements for doctors see-
ing Medicare patients by 27 percent. 
Fifty million Americans will then have 
their health care in jeopardy. It cuts 
nutrition plans, food stamps. There is 
no plan. 

My quiet comment, Mr. Speaker, as I 
close, it is in disappointment. It is not 
in shrill debate. It is simply in dis-
appointment. Because we have Ameri-
cans who are looking to us to work 
with the President, to work with the 
Speaker, to go forward on the plan that 
was offered on Monday—at least for us 
to debate—and to find a way to be able 
to respond when people like those vic-
tims of Hurricane Sandy and Newtown, 
Connecticut, call on us. That’s all I’m 
asking my colleagues, is that you work 
with us. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds to say that it 
has been said here before that the bill 
that mysteriously appeared last night 
had passed the House in a bipartisan 
way. Let me point out it was bipar-
tisan opposition. No Democrat voted 
for it and 16 Republicans voted ‘‘no.’’ 

I am pleased to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
PETERS). 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this rule and the under-
lying bills. 

In the dead of night, 5 days before 
Christmas, House Republicans released 
legislation that they are rushing to the 
floor to gut funding for health care, 
food assistance, and other vital social 
services. Christmas is a season of giv-
ing, but sadly, Republicans are tak-
ing—taking food off the table for mil-
lions of American families that are 
struggling in these tough economic 
times by cutting food assistance by $36 
billion, taking the unemployment life-
line away from more than 2 million 
Americans who are trying to get back 
on their feet, and taking funding away 
from block grants that provide protec-
tive services for abused children. Why 
would Republicans insist on taking so 
much away from our families during 
this holiday season? So they can give 
an average $50,000 tax break to million-
aires. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up for 
millions of children, workers, and fam-
ilies that are facing a real cliff. Vote 
‘‘no’’ on the rule and the bills. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am happy to yield 2 minutes to 
a very thoughtful colleague from the 
Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
TIBERI. 
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Mr. TIBERI. Let’s review real quick 

here for everybody. We have a fiscal 
cliff occurring at the beginning of next 
year—12 short days. That means taxes 
go up for everybody who pay taxes and 
across-the-board spending cuts. The 
Democrat alternative, the Levin bill, 
was rejected on a bipartisan basis ear-
lier this year. Our preferable bill has 
been rejected in the Senate. The 
Speaker and the President have been 
talking, but the President hasn’t been 
serious. Not a dollar for cuts and a dol-
lar for revenue. 

Today is an attempt to try to save 
most Americans, Mr. Speaker—99.8 per-
cent of Americans—from seeing their 
taxes go up. Three-quarter of a million 
small business owners will see their 
taxes go up if this plan isn’t passed 
versus the Levin bill. Those three-quar-
ter of a million small business owners 
employ many, many tens of thousands 
of people in America who are the mid-
dle class. 

The bill before us is a comprehensive 
bill. Mr. Speaker, it gives us certainty. 
In the Ways and Means Committee 
we’ve heard testimony after testimony 
from business owners, Give us cer-
tainty. The Democrat alternative is a 
year. It’s not even comprehensive. It 
doesn’t even include the estate tax. 
We’ll be right back here again Decem-
ber of next year for the 1-year patch. 
This gives us certainty. This gives em-
ployers certainty. This gives jobs cre-
ators certainty. It gives Americans 
who pay the alternative minimum tax 
certainty that they won’t ever pay it 
again. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the right medi-
cine for 99.8 percent of Americans to 
prevent them from seeing their taxes 
go up on January 1. And it gives us an 
opportunity the next session of Con-
gress to provide comprehensive tax re-
form that will simplify our Tax Code, 
that will give us even more certainty, 
and more competitiveness to our em-
ployers so the middle class can grow 
and prosper and we can improve our 
economy. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, and I appre-
ciate the time and the opportunity to 
speak on this measure. 

I’m concerned about the fiscal cliff. 
And it’s important. President Obama 
has tried to work with the opposition 
party and has gone from what he was 
elected on—increasing taxes, for fair-
ness, on families earning over $250,000— 
to $400,000. But no, that wasn’t enough. 
This proposal goes to a million dollars 
a year. Now $400,000 is plenty com-
fortable. The President’s gone a long 
way. The fact is that there’s a lot of 
revenue that’s being lost between 
$400,000 and $1 million. We need that 
revenue to rectify some problems in 
our society, of which there are still 
many. 

This bill would cut funding for the 
National Institutes of Health. That is 
our physical cliff. And I want to talk to 

you how this fiscal cliff affects the 
physical cliff. The National Institutes 
of Health is the agency that comes up 
with research dollars that allows our 
lives to be extend and bettered. At 
Duke University there is a great lung 
transplant program, headed by Dr. 
Robert Davis. Duke needs more money 
to perfect their lung transplant pro-
gram that’s the best in the country. 
But still, it’s only a 50 percent chance 
that a person will live 8 years with a 
lung transplant because the trans-
planted lung tends to be rejected. They 
don’t know why. They need know find 
out it. It’s National Institutes of 
Health funds that will find out and give 
people a chance to breathe and live. 

In my hometown of Memphis there’s 
research at the Methodist Hospital. We 
have Dr. James Eason, one of the finest 
liver transplant doctors in the country. 
But throughout the country there are 
people in places like St. Jude Chil-
dren’s Research Hospital in Memphis 
finding cures for childhood cancers and 
childhood catastrophic illnesses. This 
bill cuts funds to the National Insti-
tutes of Health. They should not be cut 
ever. They should be increased. And 
some of the funds that they are miss-
ing are the funds that will go to people 
earning over $400,000 and up to $1 mil-
lion that tax relief is being given to. 
They don’t know right now that they 
might not be the people that need that 
lung or that liver transplant or some 
other medical science cure or dis-
covery. But there are people out there 
in the lottery of life that will. This bill 
doesn’t take that into consideration. 

Any bill that cuts funds to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health will eventu-
ally cut people’s lives short—and the 
quality of their life—because it’s 
through research funded at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health that we find 
these cures and these new procedures. 
Doctors need to be paid, hospitals need 
to be paid, research needs to be under-
taken. 

I believe the President has gone a 
great distance on the fiscal cliff to get 
to $400,000. He’s even talked about cut-
ting some programs that deal with the 
most vulnerable people, the poorest, on 
Social Security cost-of-living in-
creases, which I oppose. But the Presi-
dent has tried. I hope that this bill 
fails and we deal with the President in 
a responsible way and avoid the fiscal 
and the physical cliff. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am happy to yield 1 minute to a 
great member of the Appropriations 
Committee, our hardworking friend 
from Savannah, Georgia, Ann’s father, 
Mr. KINGSTON. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. Speaker, the President owns this 
economy. He owns the high unemploy-
ment rate—the 23 million Americans 
who are unemployed or underemployed. 
He owns the lack of jobs, lack of oppor-
tunities. He owns the $750 billion an-
nual deficit that he has had for the 4 
years. It is time for the President to 
step up. 

b 1430 
Now, knowing that this fiscal cliff 

was going to take place for well over a 
year now—in fact, people have seen it 
coming long before then—the President 
has not acted in good faith and put al-
ternatives on the floor for us to vote 
on. 

What we’re doing here today is three 
things. Number one, we are moving a 
centralized negotiation back to where 
it should be, a decentralized basis so 
that 435 House Members can vote, can 
speak on it and express their opinion. 
Now, hopefully, beyond that, the Sen-
ate can take it and amend it and 
change it and do whatever they want, 
but this debate belongs inside the 
United States Capitol. What the Speak-
er is doing today is giving us that op-
portunity. 

Last year, we heard so much about 
the 99 percenters. This is going to give 
tax relief to those 99 percent, and it’s 
permanent. I know how long it’s taken 
us to do something with the death tax. 
That is in this bill. 

This is good for the economy. It’s 
good for economic growth, and I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
can’t say it enough, today’s legislation 
is a step backwards in the effort to find 
a fiscal cliff compromise. Plan B, Plan 
C, neither one of them are serious pro-
posals but a gimmick designed to get 
headlines. By using the Halls of Con-
gress to play political games, the ma-
jority is making it harder to find a 
commonsense and bipartisan solution 
to the impending fiscal cliff. 

The time for these games is over. It’s 
time that the majority comes to the 
table with a serious proposal that re-
flects the wishes of the American peo-
ple. 

Nobody wants to see the taxes raised 
on 25 million working families. As I 
said earlier, they seem to be called 
upon to pay the price for the fiscal ir-
responsibility of the financial district. 

The American people don’t want to 
see hundreds of thousands lose access 
to nutritional programs, and I sure can 
tell you that they don’t want to see 
Wall Street reforms repealed and the 
historic health care law dismantled, 
but all these things would happen if 
this bill before us became law. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to re-
ject the gimmick proposal before us 
today and return to the serious work of 
balancing our budget while protecting 
the poor and the working class. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to this rule to make in order an 
amendment which will allow the House 
to have a chance to vote on the bill 
passed by the Senate to extend the 
middle class tax cuts to all persons 
making less than $250,000, which has 
been introduced in the House as H.R. 
15. Also, the amendment would prevent 
the House from adjourning until we 
have averted the fiscal cliff and the 
President has signed legislation to pre-
vent tax increases on the middle class. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD along with extra-
neous material immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. So, Mr. Speaker, I 

urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ and 
defeat the previous question, and vote 
‘‘no’’ on the rule and certainly on the 
underlying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Speaker, let me say that we all 

know we’re 11 days away from going 
over the proverbial fiscal cliff. We are 
trying our doggonedest to make sure 
that a sequester doesn’t go into place. 
We all know that Secretary Panetta 
has said that that would be a dev-
astating thing for our Nation’s secu-
rity. 

I think that discussions taking place 
between the President of the United 
States and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives are very important. I 
also think it’s important for every 
Member of the House to have an oppor-
tunity to state where they stand on 
these issues. 

The bill before us is one which actu-
ally has, again, basically enjoyed bi-
partisan support. I remember when 
Senator SCHUMER made it clear that he 
believed that there should not be any 
increase for anyone who earns under $1 
million. That was a request that he 
said. I know there was a lot of discus-
sion within the Democratic Caucus as 
to exactly what that level should be. 
Well, this is at the level that Senator 
SCHUMER had indicated that he sup-
ported earlier on. 

I’ve got to say to my friend from 
Rochester, Mr. Speaker, we are not 
planning to adjourn. We want to ad-
dress this issue. We want to do every-
thing that we possibly can, Mr. Speak-
er, to resolve this just as quickly as we 
possibly can. 

We’re just a few days away from 
Christmas. We are obviously still here 
working. We’re prepared to come back 
after Christmas. Sadly, many of our 
colleagues are going to the funeral of 
Senator Inouye. That service that will 
take place in Hawaii has created a 
challenge for us when it relates to the 
schedule itself. 

We understand that this is a difficult 
time, but we need to work together to 
put into place pro-growth economic 
policies. I think that there is, as I said 
in my opening remarks, a bipartisan 
quest to do that. I congratulate the 
President for his call for reduction in 
the corporate tax rate from 35 percent 
to 25 percent. Real tax reform is some-
thing we’ve been trying to do for a 
while and I think can be done in a bi-
partisan way. Real entitlement reform 
that does not hurt our fellow Ameri-
cans is something that can be done in 
a responsible way. 

So I will simply say that this is not 
a perfect process, but it’s an end-of- 
the-session process that’s going on 

right now to deal with a tough, tough 
situation. We don’t want our fellow 
Americans to be hurting, especially at 
this time of year as we look towards 
the Christmas holidays. I believe that 
we can see an agreement which will 
work to ensure that that does not take 
place. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule, support the 
underlying legislation, both the tax 
issue and the effort to ensure that we 
don’t see a sequester take place to 
bring about $238 billion, as the House 
passed it last May, of spending over a 
10-year period of time. This is the right 
thing for us to do to get on a path that 
can provide certainty, which we all 
know is necessary. 

So I urge support of the rule, and I 
urge support of the underlying legisla-
tion, both bills. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 841 OFFERED BY 
MS. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK 

In section 1, strike ‘‘The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the motion 
to its adoption without intervening motion.’’ 
and insert ‘‘The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the motion to its 
adoption without intervening motion except 
a substitute amendment consisting of the 
text of H.R. 15, if offered by Representative 
Levin or his designee, which shall be consid-
ered as read, shall not be subject to any 
point of order, and shall be separately debat-
able for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent.’’ 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new section: 

SEC. 3. It shall not be in order to consider 
a concurrent resolution providing for ad-
journment or adjournment sine die unless 
the House has been notified that the Presi-
dent has signed legislation to prevent a tax 
increase on the middle class, and to avert 
the so-called ‘‘fiscal cliff.’’ 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308–311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 

yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . . When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.’’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. DREIER. With that, I yield back 
the balance of my time and move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question on the resolution. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 
previous question on House Resolution 
841 will be followed by 5-minute votes 
on adoption of House Resolution 841, if 
ordered; ordering the previous question 
on House Resolution 840; and adoption 
of House Resolution 840, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays 
184, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 639] 

YEAS—233 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 

Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 

Bartlett 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
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Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—184 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 

Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 

Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 

Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 

Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 

Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Culberson 
Grimm 
Hinchey 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Larson (CT) 
Lowey 
Mica 
Reyes 
Richardson 

Rivera 
Shuler 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

b 1457 

Ms. ESHOO, Messrs. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, HOLT, BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. AMASH, JORDAN, and HUN-
TER changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 

on December 20, 2012, I was not present for 
rollcall vote 639. If I had been present for this 
vote, I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall vote 
639. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays 
197, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 640] 

YEAS—219 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 

Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 

Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 

Brooks 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 

Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 

Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—197 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Amash 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 

Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 

Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
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Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Landry 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Maloney 
Markey 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 

Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 

Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—15 

Burton (IN) 
Carnahan 
Chaffetz 
Clay 
Culberson 

Grimm 
Hinchey 
Johnson, Sam 
Lamborn 
Lynch 

Mica 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rivera 
Shuler 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1505 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona changed his 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian 
Pate, one of his secretaries. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 4310, NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2013 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 840) providing for con-
sideration of the conference report to 
accompany the bill (H.R. 4310) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2013 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays 
186, not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 641] 

YEAS—233 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 

Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 

Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—186 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 

Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 

Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 

Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 

Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—12 

Culberson 
Grimm 
Hinchey 
Johnson, Sam 

Mica 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rivera 

Ross (AR) 
Shuler 
Waters 
Webster 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1512 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 177, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 642] 

AYES—243 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 

Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 

Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
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Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 

Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hochul 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 

Owens 
Palazzo 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—177 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 

Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 

Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 

Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—11 

Culberson 
Grimm 
Hinchey 
Johnson, Sam 

Mica 
Paulsen 
Reyes 
Richardson 

Richmond 
Rivera 
Shuler 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1518 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I was unable to 
make votes the afternoon of Thursday, De-
cember 20, 2012 due to my attendance of a 
funeral and a delayed return flight. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcalls 
639, 640, 641 and 642. 

f 

TO TAKE CERTAIN ACTIONS 
UNDER THE AFRICAN GROWTH 
AND OPPORTUNITY ACT AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 112–158) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with section 502(f)(2) of 

the Trade Act of 1974, as amended (the 
‘‘1974 Act’’) (19 U.S.C. 2462(f)(2)), I am 
providing notification of my intent to 
terminate the designation of the Fed-
eration of Saint Kitts and Nevis (St. 
Kitts and Nevis) as a beneficiary devel-

oping country under the Generalized 
System of Preferences (GSP) program. 
Section 502(e) of the 1974 Act (19 U.S.C. 
2462(e)) provides that if the President 
determines that a beneficiary devel-
oping country has become a ‘‘high-in-
come’’ country, as defined by the offi-
cial statistics of the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment (i.e., the World Bank), then the 
President shall terminate the designa-
tion of such country as a beneficiary 
developing country for purposes of the 
GSP, effective on January 1 of the sec-
ond year following the year in which 
such determination is made. 

Pursuant to section 502(e) of the 1974 
Act, I have determined that it is appro-
priate to terminate the designation of 
St. Kitts and Nevis as a beneficiary de-
veloping country under the GSP pro-
gram because it has become a high-in-
come country as defined by the World 
Bank. Accordingly, St. Kitts and Nevis’ 
eligibility for trade benefits under the 
GSP program will end on January 1, 
2014. 

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 20, 2012. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4310, 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013 
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to House Resolution 840, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 4310) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2013 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 840, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
December 18, 2011, at page H6869.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON) 
and the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. SMITH) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, since both the gentleman 
from California and the gentleman 
from Washington signed the conference 
report, it is clear they are supporters 
of the conference report. So I claim the 
20 minutes that is allotted for someone 
in opposition when both majority and 
minority are in support. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from California support the 
conference report? 

Mr. MCKEON. I do. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 

gentleman from Washington support 
the conference report? 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I do, yes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

clause 8(d)(2) of rule XXII, if the man-
agers both support the conference re-
port, then another Member may claim 
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one-third of the time allotted for de-
bate thereon. 

The Chair will recognize the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts to control 
20 minutes in opposition to the con-
ference report. 

The gentleman from California is 
recognized. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the Fiscal Year 2013 National De-
fense Authorization Act Conference Re-
port. As you know, the NDAA is the 
key instrument by which the Congress 
fulfills its primary constitutional re-
sponsibility to provide for the common 
defense. 

b 1530 

This year will mark the 51st straight 
year we’ve successfully completed our 
work. We have long prided ourselves on 
our ability to reach across the aisle 
and build strong bipartisan legislation 
on behalf of our troops. This year is no 
exception. 

The bill authorizes $552.2 billion for 
national defense and $88.5 billion for 
overseas contingency operations. In 
fact, though our troops are at war and 
a significant share of our equipment in-
ventory is exceeding retirement age, 
this year’s funding is a reduction in 
real terms from last year. 

Recognizing the magnitude of the 
cuts imposed upon the military over 
the past year is important. We must 
acknowledge the significant contribu-
tion defense has already made to def-
icit reduction. Half of the savings has 
come out of defense, even though the 
defense accounts for only 17 percent of 
the overall budget. 

Yet in a matter of days, sequestra-
tion will go into effect and, without 
further action, will do incredible injury 
to a military that took generations to 
build. It will take generations to fix. 
And the blow will not come from an 
enemy, but from our own inability to 
fulfill the basic obligations of govern-
ance. That is why I am pleased that 
today the House not only considers 
this critical piece of legislation, but 
will also vote—once more—to stop se-
questration. It’s imperative that both 
the President and the Senate show 
similar leadership and resolve seques-
tration before the end of this year. 

Despite these challenges, this con-
ference agreement ensures that we can 
safeguard military readiness in a time 
of declining budgets and increased 
strains on our Armed Forces. We sup-
port missile defense, global strike, 
strategic and tactical airlift, and were 
able to preserve critical military capa-
bilities. The bill supports pay and bene-
fits for our military and their families, 
including a 1.7 percent pay raise, and 
rejects administration proposals to sig-
nificantly accelerate increases in 
TRICARE pharmacy copays for our re-
tirees. 

Unfortunately, there has been some 
inaccurate reporting regarding our de-
tainee provisions. The protections in-

cluded in the House-passed bill have 
been preserved in the conference agree-
ment, and we worked closely during 
the conference negotiations with our 
House colleagues, who exercised leader-
ship on this issue, to ensure that we re-
tain their support. We did not include 
an amendment adopted 2 weeks ago on 
the Senate floor because we could not 
reach consensus on what the effect of 
the language would be. 

Rest assured, this conference report 
ensures that every American’s con-
stitutional rights, including the right 
to habeas corpus, remain unaffected, 
and every American can challenge the 
legality of their detention in Federal 
court. The ‘‘great writ’’ of habeas cor-
pus is a citizen’s most fundamental 
protection against unlawful depriva-
tions of liberty. This reflects a con-
sensus built after exhaustive debate 
over several years in both Chambers. 

The conference report covers many 
more critical issues, but I will close in 
the interest of time. Before I do, I 
would like to thank all our Members 
for their hard work, but in particular, 
my partner on the committee, Ranking 
Member SMITH from Washington. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Washington. I yield 

myself 3 minutes. 
I, too, rise in support of the con-

ference report. I want to particularly 
thank Chairman MCKEON, Senator 
LEVIN, and Senator MCCAIN, who 
worked with us to get this product, as 
well as all the members of the com-
mittee and staff. We truly did work on 
this in a bipartisan fashion. I don’t 
think there’s a single one of us that’s 
completely happy with everything 
that’s in this piece of legislation, but 
that’s the nature of compromise and 
working together to get something 
done. 

We need to pass a defense bill to sup-
port our troops and to get our troops 
the pay raise and the support that they 
need. So to get there, we have to work 
past our differences in order to come 
up with a product that we can vote for. 
We did that. It’s proof that the legisla-
tive process can work. 

This is a critical piece of legislation. 
First and foremost, it prioritizes sup-
port for our troops and their families. 
We have to remember that we still 
have over 60,000 troops deployed in 
combat in Afghanistan. Making sure 
that they have the equipment, sup-
plies, and support that they need to do 
the job that they’re being asked to do 
is our number one priority. 

I’m pleased that we have a 1.7 per-
cent pay raise included in this bill and 
pleased that we continue to support 
the effort in Afghanistan. I’m also 
pleased that we have language in this 
bill that makes it clear that it is time 
to end that mission in Afghanistan and 
bring our troops home as soon as we re-
sponsibly can. I believe that is also a 
critical priority going forward. 

There are other critical provisions of 
this bill. Once again, the Senate added 
language to ramp-up sanctions against 

Iran to keep the pressure on them to, 
hopefully, discourage them from devel-
oping a nuclear weapon. That is a crit-
ical piece of legislation. 

We also have in here reform to our 
satellite export regime. The cum-
bersome nature of that regime has sig-
nificantly harmed the U.S. satellite in-
dustry. We’ve gone from having 65 per-
cent of that market worldwide to less 
than 25 in the last 15 years. Getting 
back to a competitive place with that 
industry is critical to our national se-
curity. Those are companies that we’re 
going to depend on to provide us the 
best equipment to best protect this Na-
tion. That change is very welcome. 

I am still disappointed in where we 
are at on Guantanamo Bay and de-
tainee policy. This bill, again, though 
only for 1 year, not permanently, as 
they proposed in the Senate—I’m 
pleased that we were able to do that— 
tie the President’s hands in how to deal 
with the people at Guantanamo Bay. 
We need to close Guantanamo and have 
the President have the freedom to deal 
with the inmates there in a way that is 
consistent with our values, our laws, 
and our Constitution. 

We also do not fix the detainee prob-
lem. The chairman is correct. We once 
again state, basically, that if you have 
rights, you have rights, but we still 
hold open the possibility of indefinite 
detention of people on U.S. soil. I think 
that is wrong. I think that is some-
thing that we should change. 

I will also disagree that habeas cor-
pus is the highest form of protection 
for our rights. It is more like the last 
resort. It’s the one thing that under no 
circumstances we can take away from 
you. The highest protection of indi-
vidual rights is our Constitution and 
our article III courts that provide full 
due process and full rights to every-
body facing criminal charges. So I hope 
we will fix that at some point. 

Overall, this is a good bill that does 
one of our very important tasks here in 
Congress—to provide for the common 
defense—and I urge support of the 
measure. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I in-

tend to reserve most of the time for 
myself, but I have shared with the 
ranking member of the Armed Services 
Committee, who’s done a very good job 
and had some commitments, and I’m 
yielding to some people as a proxy for 
him, but I will begin by yielding 1 
minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LOEBSACK). 

Mr. LOEBSACK. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Massachusetts for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, while I very much ap-
preciate all the work of Congressmen 
McKeon and Smith on this bill, I rise 
today because I strongly oppose allow-
ing plans to significantly cut the Air 
National Guard embodied in this bill. I 
worked on a bipartisan basis to block 
these cuts because I strongly believe 
that, before an irreversible decision is 
made, we must have the strategic and 
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cost benefit justification. This 11th- 
hour proposal still does not provide 
that justification and should not move 
forward. 

The Iowa National Guard’s 132nd 
Fighter Wing, for instance, is one of 
the most cost-effective and experienced 
units in the country. These men and 
women served our country and stayed 
honorably and they deserve better, yet 
this bill will allow their F–16s to be re-
tired and positions cut without expla-
nation for how it serves our national 
security or the taxpayers of America. 

I strongly oppose this decision, which 
is why I did not sign the conference re-
port and, for the first time since I’ve 
come to this office, will oppose the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act this 
year. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise an extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material on the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 4310. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCKEON. I yield such time as he 

may consume to my friend and col-
league, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Tactical Air and Land 
Forces, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. BARTLETT). 

b 1540 

Mr. BARTLETT. I rise in support of 
the conference report for the National 
Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 2013, the 51st consecutive con-
ference report for this committee and 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act. 

I have had the honor of serving as the 
chairman of the Tactical Air and Land 
Forces Subcommittee of the Armed 
Services Committee. Under the full 
committee leadership of Chairman 
MCKEON and Ranking Member SMITH, 
the support of SILVESTRE REYES, our 
subcommittee’s ranking member, and a 
truly superb staff, ours is a really bi-
partisan effort. 

Our first priority and immediate re-
quirement has continued to be to fully 
support our personnel serving overseas 
in Afghanistan and the many other 
countries where we have asked them to 
serve under the daily constant threat 
of their personal survival. We have 
worked diligently to support the armed 
services and provide additional re-
sources to support the warfighter. This 
conference report properly reflects 
these immediate requirements. 

Consideration of this conference re-
port comes during a continued period 
of critical challenges to our national 
security—from the rapidly growing na-
tional debt, cybersecurity threats, and 
across the threat spectrum to include 

security of chemical weapons stock-
piles and proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons. 

The Nation’s fiscal circumstances 
and world events continue to challenge 
our government’s will and capacity to 
constructively address the enormity of 
the challenges we face. The challenge 
is to develop an effective National 
Military Strategy that matches avail-
able resources and reflects the current 
and projected threat and fiscal environ-
ment. A fundamental objective ap-
praisal of the national strategy is need-
ed to enable the committee’s full and 
balanced consideration of force struc-
ture and equipment investment plans 
and programs. 

I am concluding my service to Con-
gress. It has been my great honor to 
serve our servicemembers and their 
families, the people of Maryland’s 
Sixth District, this committee, and the 
House of Representatives for 20 years 
now. It has also been my honor to put 
national security interests first in my 
service to the Armed Services Com-
mittee. 

I strongly urge all of my colleagues 
to support the National Defense Au-
thorization Act conference report. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS). 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this legislation and com-
mend Mr. MCKEON and Mr. SMITH for 
their leadership in making it happen. 

Most importantly, this legislation 
takes care of the people most impor-
tant to us—the men and women in uni-
form who will receive a pay raise under 
this legislation. 

Second, it maintains our competitive 
edge in technology as we look for new 
ways to defend our country and im-
prove our situation around the world. 

Third, I believe very strongly this 
bill affirms the Constitution of the 
United States; makes it clear that 
nothing in any statute, including this 
one, in any way subverts or undercuts 
the Fifth Amendment due process 
rights of any person under any cir-
cumstances. For these reasons, I would 
urge my friends both on the Republican 
and Democratic side to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, continuing to yield according 
to the arrangements of the gentleman 
from Washington, the ranking member, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 

this conference report. While the re-
port is an improvement over the House 
bill, it still falls short of where we need 
to be on the question of detention 
without trial. Nonetheless, I do want 
to commend the gentleman from Wash-
ington for his conscientious work on 

this and other aspects of the legisla-
tion. 

As a Nation, no matter what adver-
sity we have faced we have done so as 
Americans. We have united behind the 
values and freedoms that gave birth to 
this Nation and that have made it a 
moral force in the world. In the last 
decade, however, we have begun to let 
go of our freedoms bit by bit, with each 
new Executive order, each new court 
decision, and yes, each new act of Con-
gress. We have begun giving away our 
rights to privacy, our right to our day 
in court when the government harms 
us, and with this legislation we are 
continuing down the path of destroying 
the right to be free from imprisonment 
without due process of law. 

The conference report states that: 
Nothing in the Authorization for Use of 

Military Force or the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 2012 shall be 
construed to deny the availability of the 
writ of habeas corpus or to deny any con-
stitutional rights in a court ordained or es-
tablished by or under Article III of the Con-
stitution to any person inside the United 
States who would be entitled to the avail-
ability of such writ or to such rights in the 
absence of such laws. 

This language simply continues the 
flawed policies established in the 2011 
defense authorization bill. First, it ap-
plies only to ‘‘any person inside the 
United States.’’ That is important, but 
most of the debate on indefinite deten-
tion without charge and on the lack of 
due process has to do with people held 
by our government outside our bor-
ders—including, potentially, U.S. citi-
zens. 

The language in this bill, combined 
with the prohibitions against moving 
these detainees into the United States, 
guarantees that we will continue hold-
ing people indefinitely without 
charge—contrary to our traditions of 
due process and civil rights. 

Second, this text continues the 
claimed authority of the United States 
Government to hold even U.S. persons 
captured on United States soil indefi-
nitely and without charge. Some peo-
ple may take comfort in the provision 
that states that those of us entitled to 
certain rights prior to the passage of 
the AUMF and of last year’s defense 
authorization bill continue to have the 
same rights afterwards. But this bill 
does not say who among us are fortu-
nate enough to have those rights, nor 
does it tell us what those rights might 
be. It does not specify how the execu-
tive branch is to determine which of us 
are entitled to these constitutional 
protections and which of us are not. 
And it does not provide us with re-
course if the President gets it wrong. 

Although I am urging a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
this conference report, I do want to ac-
knowledge that, despite these very real 
problems, there are things in this bill 
that are important and that deserve 
Member support. For example, Senator 
SHAHEEN’s amendment to allow serv-
icemembers and their dependents to 
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obtain abortions in military hospitals 
in cases of rape and incest rights a ter-
rible wrong. But we must take great 
care. Our liberties are too precious to 
be cast aside in times of peril and fear. 
We have the tools to deal with those 
who would attack us. We do not need 
to surrender our liberty. 

Because of this momentous challenge 
to the founding principles of the United 
States—that no person may be de-
prived of liberty without due process of 
law—this bill should be rejected. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my friend and colleague, 
the vice chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Emerging 
Threats and Capabilities, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY). 

Mr. THORNBERRY. First, let me 
commend the chairman, the ranking 
member, and all the staff members for 
getting us here. 

Unfortunately, it is all too rare for 
the House to consider a bill with over 
140 amendments on the floor here, have 
it passed, have a bill pass the Senate, 
go to a conference committee, and then 
have the conference report come back 
out to go to the President. It is all too 
rare, but if it’s going to happen, it 
ought to happen on a bill dealing with 
the country’s national security, and 
obviously that’s what this bill does. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a good 
bill that makes significant progress in 
a number of areas. From the Emerging 
Threats and Capabilities Sub-
committee, which I’m pleased to lead 
with Mr. LANGEVIN, the distinguished 
gentleman from Rhode Island, we en-
hance oversight of cyber-operations in 
this bill, although we both acknowl-
edge there is much more work to be 
done in the field of cyber. We meet 
some of the unfunded requirements of 
our special operations forces. We take 
steps to improve the management of 
our science and technology programs. 
And there are improvements to acqui-
sition of information technology, 
which is an increasing challenge to the 
Pentagon because it does not fit within 
our normal acquisition methods. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would just 
comment briefly. The gentleman from 
New York read the provision in this 
bill that deals with detention. It is ab-
solutely true that this bill affirms yet 
again that the original Authorization 
for the Use of Military Force passed in 
2001 or last year’s NDAA does not 
change the basic constitutional rights 
to which all persons in the United 
States are entitled. Now, it may be 
that there are some people who are un-
happy with those basic constitutional 
rights; they think it should be more, or 
they think the Supreme Court has mis-
interpreted some of those rights. That 
is a different debate. 
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But there has been a fair amount of 
misinformation on this point, and I 
think for all Members who are con-
cerned about this issue who get ques-

tioned about this issue, just read the 
language which says nothing changes 
those basic constitutional rights. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Guam (Ms. BORDALLO). 

Ms. BORDALLO. Chairman MCKEON, 
I thank you and, of course, Ranking 
Member ADAM SMITH. 

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, in support 
of the conference report for H.R. 4310. 
This defense bill conference report 
works to ensure that our men and 
women in uniform are well trained and 
equipped through the authorization of 
$176 billion in operation and mainte-
nance funding, plus $62 billion for over-
seas operations, including Afghanistan. 

The conferees have restored 77 air-
craft and 3,313 people to the Air Force’s 
force structure, mostly in the Air Na-
tional Guard and the Air Force Re-
serve, to ensure adequate resources are 
available to the States and the terri-
tories to respond to mobilizations, 
homeland defense and disaster-assist-
ant missions. I am personally pleased 
that the conferees did not allow the re-
tirement of Block 30 Global Hawks, 
which provide critical ISR capability. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
conference report authorizes the Sec-
retary of Defense to establish a pro-
gram to provide space-available trans-
portation to Active Duty servicemem-
bers and their dependents and Reserve 
component members and others at the 
Secretary’s discretion. 

While I am disappointed that the 
conferees authorized percentage reduc-
tions in the DOD civilian workforce, I 
expect the Department to implement 
these reductions in compliance with 
the statutory requirements for a bal-
anced workforce sized to meet mission 
requirements, workload, and to miti-
gate risks in operational readiness. 

Most importantly, Mr. Speaker, this 
conference report takes a major step 
toward loosening restrictions on the 
obligation and the expenditure of U.S. 
and Government of Japan funds to sup-
port the military buildup on Guam. I 
believe that this bill sends a strong 
message that the United States re-
mains committed to providing re-
sources to refocus on the Asia-Pacific 
region 

I’m also pleased that the conference 
report includes a requirement that 
flags from the District of Columbia and 
the U.S. territories be displayed at U.S. 
military installations around the 
world. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, at the request of the chair-
man of the full committee, I would now 
yield 2 minutes to him. I believe he in-
tends to conduct a colloquy. 

Mr. MCKEON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky for the pur-
pose of a colloquy. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, thank you, 
Chairman MCKEON, and I certainly 

want to thank you and Mr. SMITH and 
your staffs for the hard work to com-
plete this 51st consecutive defense au-
thorization bill. As you know, the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee has an 
interest in a number of provisions in-
cluded in the bill. One of the provisions 
is section 3113, which modifies section 
4102 of the Atomic Energy Defense Act. 

My understanding of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee’s intention with regard 
to section 3113 is that, one, you want to 
reinvigorate a dormant statutory coun-
cil by updating it and transforming it; 
and, two, you want to clean up the U.S. 
Code by eliminating obsolete language 
referring to the Assistant Secretary of 
Energy for Defense Programs. 

Is that your understanding, as well? 
Mr. MCKEON. That’s correct. This 

council will be an important mecha-
nism for improving communication, 
and the rest of section 4102 is defunct. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. It is also my under-
standing that it was not the intent in 
section 3113 to affect the Secretary of 
Energy’s management, planning and 
oversight authority, or delegation au-
thority, related to the National Nu-
clear Security Administration. 

Is that your understanding, as well? 
Mr. MCKEON. That’s correct. To fur-

ther affirm that, I’ve sent a letter to 
the Secretary of Energy making clear 
the striking of this section in no way 
affects the Secretary’s authorities. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, Chairman 
MCKEON, I want to thank you very 
much. The Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee was concerned about the elimi-
nation of portions of the underlying 
section, and it is my understanding 
that you will commit to working with 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
next year to restore pertinent portions 
of section 4102 of the Atomic Energy 
Defense Act. 

Mr. MCKEON. Yes, you have my com-
mitment and my thanks for bringing 
this to our attention. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, thank you. 
It’s a joy working with you, and, once 
again, congratulations. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I yield 2 minutes to my friend 
and colleague, the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Readiness, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. FORBES). 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, first I 
want to thank the chairman, the rank-
ing member and staff of the Armed 
Services Committee for the great job 
that they have done in bringing this 
bill to the floor. 

This bill takes several steps to en-
sure our military readiness, including 
the restoration of funding to retain at 
least three Ticonderoga-class guided 
missile cruisers that the Navy proposed 
to retire well before the end of their ex-
pected service life. The conference also 
added an additional 32 tactical airlift 
aircraft that are essential to meeting 
the Army’s direct support airlift mis-
sions. These additional force structure 
changes are essential to ensuring our 
military meets mission requirements. 

The bill also refuses to authorize an-
other round of BRAC, which I believe 
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was founded on a flawed premise that 
assumes the administration’s proposal 
for a reduced force structure is correct. 
I categorically refuse to accept a di-
minished Department of Defense and 
believe that additional force structure 
is necessary to support our combatant 
commanders. 

While I support this bill, I’d be re-
miss if I did not express my concern as-
sociated with continued discussions on 
further reductions to the Department 
of Defense budget. While I believe the 
Federal Government, including the De-
partment of Defense, needs to seek ad-
ditional efficiencies, I reject the notion 
that additional cuts to Federal Govern-
ment should be levied on the backs of 
our servicemen and -women who pro-
vide so much. We hold a special trust 
with these men and women, and we 
should oppose any proposal that seeks 
to diminish the promises provided to 
our valiant servicemembers. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope and encourage 
our Members to support this bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island, the ranking 
member on the Emerging Threats Sub-
committee, Mr. LANGEVIN. 

(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I want to thank 
Ranking Member SMITH for yielding 
and also wish to thank Chairman 
MCKEON, both of them, for their hard 
work on this bill and working so col-
laboratively on behalf of the men and 
women in uniform and for our national 
security. I also want to thank the com-
mittee staff and all of my colleagues 
on the committee for their work on 
this year’s legislation. I’d especially 
like to give a special thanks to Chair-
man THORNBERRY, who has been a su-
perb partner on the Emerging Threats 
and Capabilities Subcommittee, and I 
particularly want to thank him for his 
hard work and our collaborative work 
together on cybersecurity, which I care 
passionately about. 

While this legislation is not perfect 
in my eyes, it represents a compromise 
and common purpose that voters ex-
pect of us, as well as our continued 
commitment to one of our fundamental 
purposes as Members of Congress—pro-
viding for the common defense. 

Now, this bill makes important in-
vestments in both the people and the 
programs that make defense work. It 
ensures that we have a robust national 
security. I’m particularly proud to 
note that it includes key provisions I 
advocated for directing the procure-
ment of an additional Virginia-class 
submarine in FY 14. These boats are 
critical to our national security, and 
the hardworking men and women at 
Electric Boat in my district are build-
ing them ahead of schedule and under-
budget. This bill preserves the two- 
boat-per-year model that has made 
such efficiencies possible. 

I would also like to highlight the im-
portant cybersecurity provisions that 

enhance the oversight of Defense De-
partment cyberoperations, establish 
criteria for DOD contractors to rapidly 
report cyberattacks and, most impor-
tantly, cyberpenetrations, especially 
when they’ve been successful, and obvi-
ously the work done here to grow our 
cyberworkforce. The highly skilled 
men and women who defend the United 
States’ interests in cyberspace, in my 
opinion, are too few in number, and we 
have to reverse this trend, and we must 
attract, train and retain the very best. 

Likewise, I’m pleased that this legis-
lation includes provisions I authored 
that ask the DOD to assess the state of 
next-generation directed energy tech-
nologies. DE technologies hold great 
promise. In the short and medium 
term, they will not be a replacement 
for kinetic defenses; but they can be an 
added benefit, whether it’s on missile 
defense or leak defense. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
the gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

These technologies will not be, again, 
a replacement for kinetic defenses; but 
given the threats that we face in terms 
of raid sizes from adversaries on both 
short-, medium-, and long-range mis-
siles, directed energy technologies do 
add an added dimension of defense that 
can supplement kinetic defenses. 

With that, I want to thank all of my 
colleagues for their hard work on this 
bill. Again, I want to thank Chairman 
MCKEON and Ranking Member SMITH 
for working so well together, their 
hard work; and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this important leg-
islation. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, how much time remains on 
all sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has 13 min-
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
California has 101⁄2 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Washington 
has 12 minutes remaining. 

b 1600 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself my remaining 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have some differences 
with particular provisions here, I 
would agree with the gentleman from 
New York, but that’s not my major 
reason. That’s not my reason at all for 
commandeering the time of this de-
bate, and I apologize to those on the 
committee who worked so hard and 
who had an expectation to be able to 
talk about this specifically. I tried to 
accommodate that some, but here is 
my dilemma: it’s partly the structure 
of this institution and of our rules and 
of our task. 

The committee does a very good job 
of operating within the given param-
eters of America’s military engage-
ment. They discharge very well their 
obligation to fund that level. What we 

don’t have in our structure is a form in 
which to debate the most important 
question we face as a country: What 
level of worldwide military engage-
ment should we be committed to pur-
suing? Because that level of military 
engagement dictates the funding. 

Members have said this is a good bill 
because it supports the men and 
women who we send into battle and 
into harm’s way. Of course it does. It 
would be immoral to do anything less 
for them. The question is not whether 
having made a decision to be engaged 
on a worldwide basis we fund them ade-
quately, but whether we are asking 
them to do too much. I would say my 
general principle in part is this. 

We have a superior military, wonder-
ful men and women, very well-equipped 
thanks to this House and this Senate 
and the administration. They do very 
well what a military can do. A military 
can stop bad things from happening. 

Where we make the mistake is of 
asking these wonderful people to do 
something that militaries are not good 
at: make good things happen, take on 
roles in societies, quite literally and 
metaphorically, foreign to us and deal 
with the deepest human problems of re-
ligious and cultural disagreements. 

I would be morally conflicted if I 
thought those kinds of interventions 
could be successful. I would like to al-
leviate the people in Afghanistan who 
suffer from some of these problems or 
in Iraq or elsewhere, but the point is 
we can’t do that. The best trained and 
armed 30-year-old Americans can’t re-
solve the problems that rack those so-
cieties. They can repel enemies, but 
they cannot create good societies. 

Beyond that, we are suffering, I be-
lieve, from cultural lag. Sixty-seven 
years ago, at the end of World War II, 
America needed to be there for vir-
tually every society in the world out-
side of the vicious Communism pre-
sided over by Joseph Stalin. The na-
tions of Western and Central Europe 
had been weakened by World War II. 
They were vulnerable to Stalin. 

Russia had been weakened, too, but 
he was able to use the brutal force of 
his system to put whatever resources 
he had into a military that not only 
threatened, but ate up freedom in 
many European countries. And Harry 
Truman, to his credit, with the bipar-
tisan support from Congress said, No, 
no further, and inserted American 
troops and American money to keep 
the weak nations of Western and Cen-
tral Europe from being overrun by Sta-
lin. 

Stalin, thank God, is dead, and the 
terrible system over which he presided 
has crumbled. That does not mean that 
I believe Russia is a wonderful place to 
live. I continue to be grateful to my 
grandparents for getting the heck out 
of there, but it’s not a threat to the 
United States’ competence. 

On the other hand, the European na-
tions that we went in there to protect 
are now strong and prosperous. We no 
longer have weak nations in Central 
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and Western Europe, and there is no 
longer a belligerent threat to them. 
One thing that hasn’t changed is we’re 
still there, with tens of billions of dol-
lars of American money protecting the 
strong nations against a nonexisting 
threat. 

Japan was disarmed 67 years ago be-
cause of understandable fears. Japan, 
today, is a very different country, and 
an American policy that insists on sub-
sidizing the defense of Japan because of 
what happened 67 years ago is a dis-
service to the American people. 

I want us to be the strongest nation 
in the world, Mr. Speaker. Some of my 
liberal friends say that sounds 
xenophobic. It’s very simple. Some-
body’s going to be the strongest nation 
in the world by the process of elimi-
nation. I look at the candidates, and 
I’m for us. 

I will be honest with you, if Denmark 
had the possibility of being the strong-
est nation in the world, I would be 
pretty relaxed about it, but they can’t 
handle it. It’s either going to be us or 
some country I’m not that crazy about. 
But we can be the strongest nation in 
the world much less expensively than 
we are. 

Let me read from some who are crit-
ical because this President hasn’t gone 
far enough. And a couple of my col-
leagues have praised the bill for put-
ting more weapons into play than the 
Pentagon wants for objecting to their 
retirement of these weapons; in other 
words, it’s more money than the Pen-
tagon wanted in some cases. Here’s the 
viewpoint that I think is being ex-
pressed here. 

In an article in The Wall Street Jour-
nal on November 7, the day after the 
election—hope springs eternal for some 
people—Mr. Jack David and Michael 
Dunn wrote an op-ed piece. Mr. David 
was the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense in the Bush administration; 
Mr. Dunn had the former presidency 
over the Air Force Association. Here’s 
what they say in support of more air-
craft, part of which the committee ap-
peared to be responding to. It wasn’t 
directly, but it was in consonance with 
it. They complain that the Air Force 
has been a victim of its success. They 
say: 

Ironically, the inattention and repeated 
cuts that have taken a toll on this branch of 
the military haven’t received the public at-
tention they deserve because the Air Force 
has been so successful. No U.S. soldier has 
been killed by enemy airpower since 1953. 
For six decades, the Air Force has been able 
to deny operational airspace to adversaries, 
so U.S. ground forces have operated with lit-
tle fear of enemy aircraft attacking their po-
sitions. 

This is in The Wall Street Journal, 
written by a former Bush Assistant 
Secretary of Defense and the head of 
the Air Force Association. 

But they say it’s not enough to have 
had no American killed since 1953—for 
which I’m very pleased—and have to-
tally dominated every battlefield for 
six decades. Here’s what we have to do, 
they say: 

But the U.S. relies on the Air Force to do 
much more than that—including to hold at 
risk any actual or potential enemy target, 
anywhere in the world. 

At a time when I’m being asked—I’m 
not going to do it—to cut back on the 
cost of living for Social Security, when 
we don’t have adequate funds for 
health research, when we have had cit-
ies lay off police and fire—you’re wor-
ried about the safety of Americans? 
Let’s give the cities the resources not 
to lay off police and fire—I don’t want 
to vote money to hold at risk any ac-
tual or potential enemy target any-
where in the world. 

By the way, we have to do this our-
selves, because the next thing we have 
to do is ‘‘protect the ground forces of 
friends and allies.’’ Why can’t some of 
our allies protect their own ground 
forces? Is there something about Ger-
many and Italy and France and Spain 
and England and Japan that renders 
them genetically incapable of having 
their own air forces? I know we were 
told we have to stay in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan because they don’t have 
their own air force, but neither do the 
people attacking them. 

The next thing we are told is ‘‘to pro-
tect the U.S. from a nuclear attack.’’ I 
agree. We have a nuclear capacity that 
far exceeds any potential combination 
of enemies. We had, during the height 
of the Cold War, the triad. We could de-
stroy the Soviet Union in a thermo-
nuclear war, and they had the capacity 
to go after us by missiles, submarines, 
or strategic air command. 

I have a proposal that sounds like 
I’m kidding. Sometimes I’m kidding; 
this time I’m not. Can we not go to the 
Pentagon and say, You know what? 
Now that there is no Soviet Union, 
there is a much weaker Russia—and I 
agree, Russia won a war against Geor-
gia. They won a war against the coun-
try of Georgia. I think the way that we 
have armed the State of Georgia, I’m 
not sure what the outcome would be if 
that was the war. But Russia does not 
have anything like the capacity it had 
at the height of the Cold War. We still 
have the capacity to destroy them. Can 
we not say to the Pentagon, You know 
those three ways you have for destroy-
ing the Soviet Union? Please pick two. 
Would we not be very secure against a 
Soviet nuclear attack if we had two in-
stead of the three and can save billions 
of dollars? 

Now we’re told, also, we must ‘‘pro-
vide navigation through its global posi-
tioning systems.’’ We have to protect, 
I’m told, the trade routes everywhere 
in the world, we have to protect them 
against China. 

Mitt Romney got something right in 
his debate with the President when he 
said he’s not afraid of toughening sanc-
tions against China for currency ma-
nipulation because, he says, people say 
they’re going to cut off their trade. 

They make an enormous amount of 
money out of that trade. Why would 
they cut it off? Agreed. Why would the 
Chinese shut down the navigation 

route over which they make an enor-
mous amount of money? It’s like 
Dominos decided to tear up the street 
so they couldn’t deliver the pizza. We 
are spending money on the Navy that 
protects every shipping lane every-
where in the world as if we were the 
only ones who had that interest. 

b 1610 
Now let me give this one—surprising 

from conservatives—which is to airlift 
humanitarian aid anywhere in the 
world. I wish we were doing more in 
Haiti, and I wish we were doing more 
to stop children from dying of illness in 
Africa—but we have to give humani-
tarian aid anywhere in the world to our 
wealthy allies and others? Frankly, I 
wish we were better able to deliver hu-
manitarian aid to New Jersey than to 
rich countries elsewhere. I don’t say 
that as an isolationist. I wish we were 
doing more in some ways. I regret the 
attack on the International Monetary 
Fund—that I hear from my Republican 
colleagues—which would destabilize 
Europe. I would like to increase eco-
nomic aid. I would like to do more to 
fight AIDS and malaria. I would like to 
do it in a more effective way. 

Now, I’m told, in part, well, it’s bad 
for jobs if you cut the military. That is 
a head-swiveling degree of inconsist-
ency. I am told by many of my Repub-
lican colleagues, when the Federal 
Government provides aid to cities to 
keep firefighters on the job, when it 
builds roads, when it builds housing for 
the elderly, that somehow that’s just 
something called ‘‘stimulus,’’ which 
doesn’t add to the economy; but appar-
ently, when we spend money to main-
tain bases in Germany or in Okinawa, 
when we build weapons that aren’t 
needed, and even more when we main-
tain a nuclear arsenal we don’t need, 
that somehow, magically, that creates 
jobs. It’s as if Keynes were only right if 
he were armed. It’s military 
Keynesianism. 

The government does not help with 
the economy. Of the people who have 
said no government stimulation of the 
economy, how can they, Mr. Speaker, 
then turn around and say, We’ve got to 
do this for jobs? By the way, I think 
there is a government role in stimu-
lating the economy. Defense tends to 
be, on the whole, the least efficient 
way to do it. The largest percentage of 
it is spent overseas. If we close down 
bases in NATO, it’s going to hurt some 
people—but not here—and people who 
can afford it. Now I’m told, Well, that’s 
mean because you’re allies, and you’re 
supposed to have troops where your al-
lies are. Then how come I never saw 
any Belgian troops at the border in the 
United States? It’s a one-way street. 

Now, let me say of the President— 
and he has done a very good job, and I 
appreciate his withdrawal from Iraq 
and his resisting of some of the pres-
sure, but he should go further. I did 
note—and the country is ready for 
this—that during that memorable mo-
ment when Clint Eastwood lost the de-
bate to a chair that one of the things 
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he said that got enormous applause at 
the Republican convention was, Let’s 
get out of Afghanistan right away. The 
American people understand we have 
long since stopped doing a lot of good 
there. That’s not because there is any 
lack of bravery or skill on the part of 
those wonderful young people who are 
there. It’s not their fault that we have 
put them in a place they no longer 
ought still to be. We ought to withdraw 
them. 

I have one difference with the Presi-
dent, let me say in closing. On this, he 
says—however he’s the President, and 
when you’re the President, they all tell 
you these things—that America is the 
indispensable Nation. We were in 1945. 
We should not consider ourselves to be 
the indispensable Nation today. We are 
not indispensable to the defense of Ger-
many and Italy and England, and we 
act as if we are. We’re not indispen-
sable in keeping open sea lanes for 
other countries. Frankly, Mr. Speaker, 
the time has come for us to urge 
wealthy nations that face no signifi-
cant threat to dispense with us from 
the standpoint of our military activity. 

So that’s my objection to this bill. It 
does a reasonable job—with some dis-
agreements some of us would have—of 
funding the current level of commit-
ment, but the current level of commit-
ment far exceeds any rational defini-
tion of ‘‘national security.’’ It’s zero 
sum. It comes at the expense of every 
other program we try to maintain to 
promote the quality of life in the 
United States. I hope the bill is de-
feated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The gentleman’s time 
has expired. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my friend and colleague, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Personnel, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON), a 
member of the conference committee. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your 
successful leadership of peace through 
strength. 

The conference report for the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act pro-
vides our warfighters, veterans, and 
military families the care and support 
they deserve and have earned. Specifi-
cally, the conference report will au-
thorize a true pay increase of 1.7 per-
cent, limit end-strength reductions for 
the active Army and Marine Corps, 
provide significant new regulations and 
procedures for combating sexual as-
sault, extend access to family housing 
and commissary-exchange benefits for 
troops who are involuntarily separated, 
and control the rate of co-pay increases 
for TRICARE. 

From the beginning, the military 
personnel provisions have resulted 
from a bipartisan process. I want to 
thank subcommittee ranking member, 
Congresswoman SUSAN DAVIS, for her 
contributions. Additionally, I appre-
ciate the dedication of the staff: John 
Chapla, Debra Wada, Jeanette James, 

Craig Greene, and Jim Weiss, along 
with military legislative assistant 
Chad Sydnor and military Fellow, Ma-
rine Master Gunnery Sergeant Michelle 
King. I also want to note the contribu-
tions of Michael Higgins, who is a re-
tiring subcommittee staffer and true 
professional who has devoted 23 years 
of service to the committee after sev-
ering 20 years in the Air Force. Mike 
has made a positive difference on be-
half of servicemembers, military fami-
lies, and veterans. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the following is my statement 
in its entirety: Thank you Mr. Chairman for 
your successful leadership for peace through 
strength. The Conference Report for the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act provides our 
war fighters, veterans and military families the 
care and support they deserve and have 
earned; additionally ensuring that proposed 
drawdown plans do not cut to the heart of the 
Army and Marine Corps. Specifically, the con-
ference report will: 

Authorize a troop pay increase of 1.7% and 
extend bonuses and special pay for our serv-
ice members; limit end strength reductions for 
the active Army and Marine Corps; provide 
significant new regulations and procedures for 
combating and prosecuting sexual assault 
within the military; extend access to family 
housing for six months and Commissary and 
Exchange benefits for two years for troops 
who are involuntarily separated; and control 
the rate of co-pay increases for the Tricare, 
pharmacy benefit. 

From the beginning, the military personnel 
provisions in the Fiscal Year 2013 Defense 
Authorization Act have resulted from a bipar-
tisan process. I want to thank the sub-
committee Ranking Member, Congresswoman 
SUSAN DAVIS for her contributions and support 
in this process. 

Additionally, I appreciate the dedication of 
the Subcommittee staff: John Chapla, Debra 
Walda, Jeanette James, Craig Greene, and 
Jim Weiss along with Military Legislative As-
sistant Chad Sydnor and Military Fellow, Ma-
rine Master Gunnery Sergeant Michelle King. 

I also want to note the contributions of Mi-
chael Higgins, a retiring subcommittee staffer 
and true professional, who has devoted 23 
years of service to the committee, after serv-
ing 20 years in the Air Force. Mike will be re-
tiring soon and this conference report will be 
his last one. Mike has made a positive dif-
ference on behalf of service members, military 
families and veterans. 

I urge my colleagues to support the con-
ference report on the Fiscal Year 2013 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished minority whip, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER). 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend Mr. 
SMITH, the ranking member, and I 
thank Mr. MCKEON for the work that 
they have done; and I want to thank 
my friend BARNEY FRANK for the 
thoughtful perspective he brings to the 
consideration of this bill. 

As we struggle to get America on a 
fiscally sustainable path, none of us in 

this body or in this country ought to 
believe that we can save harmless de-
fense from oversight and savings where 
they can be affected while maintaining 
the security of our country. It would 
simply be irrational to believe that we 
cannot have a contribution from the 
defense sector of our budgets when we 
are struggling to do what Admiral 
Mullen says is the number one security 
issue that we have, and that is the fis-
cal stability of our country and the 
elimination of our debt. So I thank Mr. 
FRANK for his contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report, a bipartisan meas-
ure to enhance our national security 
and provide for our troops. Ranking 
Member SMITH and the chairman, Mr. 
MCKEON, and our Democrats on the 
committee have worked closely with 
their Republican counterparts for a 
long time to craft a bill that will 
strengthen our defense against emerg-
ing threats while ensuring that our 
troops in Afghanistan and around the 
world have the resources they need to 
get the job done that we have given 
them. This bill includes a number of 
key provisions, and Ranking Member 
SMITH and his counterparts deserve 
great credit for ensuring their inclu-
sion: 

For one, the bill expands the mili-
tary’s toolkit when it comes to pre-
venting sexual assault—a profoundly 
unsettling problem in the military. Im-
portantly, from my perspective, this 
conference report preserves the Sha-
heen language added in the Senate, ex-
tending health coverage for female 
servicemembers, on whom we are so de-
pendent in our Armed Forces, or their 
dependents who need access to emer-
gency services following an incident of 
rape or incest; 

In recognizing the importance of 
strong military ties with Israel, this 
bill authorizes nearly $480 million for 
missile defense cooperation with our 
longtime and critical ally. That in-
cludes $211 million for the Iron Dome 
system, which was critically successful 
in defending Israeli citizens against 
Hamas rockets from Gaza just a few 
weeks ago; 

We also remain committed to efforts 
that compel Iran to abandon its nu-
clear weapons program which threat-
ens the United States and our allies. 
To that end, this bill further tightens 
sanctions on Iran. I strongly support 
those sanctions; 

I was also pleased to see the con-
ference report does not include dan-
gerous House-passed language that 
would have prevented the administra-
tion from using all the judicial tools 
available to bring terrorists to justice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I yield 
the gentleman an additional minute. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Like any compromise, this is not a 

perfect bill. We don’t pass perfect bills, 
but it’s a good bill that is worthy of 
support. 
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I would be remiss if I did not note my 

concern with section 533—unnecessary 
and, in my opinion, dangerously vague 
language that represents another back-
door attack on the highly successful 
repeal of the discriminatory Don’t Ask, 
Don’t Tell policy and the open service 
of courageous gay and lesbian service-
members. 

As Barry Goldwater so aptly said, 
what I’m concerned about is not 
whether they’re straight, but whether 
they can shoot straight. We ought to 
focus on competency and patriotism, 
not anything else. 

On balance, this is critical national 
security legislation, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting it. Our 
troops continue to do an outstanding 
job. Many of them are at the point of 
the spear in harm’s way. We owe them 
our gratitude and our continuing sup-
port. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my friend and colleague, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Strategic Forces, a member of the con-
ference committee, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TURNER). 

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Thank you, 
Chairman MCKEON. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the conference report for the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2013. 

This bill sets important national se-
curity priorities, such as the block-buy 
procurement of two space-based infra-
red system satellites. It also estab-
lishes important oversight mechanisms 
for the acquisition timelines of sat-
ellite, ground, and user-terminal seg-
ments of space programs, which have 
been lacking in recent years. 

The conference report urges and en-
sures greater efficiency and effective-
ness at the National Nuclear Security 
Administration by limiting the bu-
reaucracy and paper-pushing, and be-
gins the process of important reforms 
of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safe-
ty Board. 

b 1620 
It requires the administration to 

make good on its nuclear infrastruc-
ture modernization promises, including 
completing the Los Alamos Chemistry 
and Metallurgy Research Replacement 
Nuclear Facility by 2026. The United 
States must not be the only nuclear 
weapons state without a meaningful 
production capability. 

It also imposes important oversight 
on unilateral nuclear reductions, in-
cluding requiring a new nuclear pos-
ture review. 

Lastly, it supports a robust national 
missile defense, including requiring the 
Department of Defense to begin the 
work of fielding an additional missile 
defense site in the United States, like-
ly on the east coast. As I have told my 
colleagues for some time, every Mem-
ber of Congress is just three classified 
briefings away from understanding how 
important this site is. 

Our Israeli allies have proven how 
important an effective, layered missile 

defense is, and I’m grateful that the 
conference report includes the $211 mil-
lion recommended in the Strategic 
Forces mark this past April for Iron 
Dome, and it supports our other coop-
erative missile defense programs with 
Israel. 

I want to thank Chairman MCKEON 
for his leadership that has resulted in 
the 51st consecutive National Defense 
Authorization Act, and we look for-
ward to beginning work on the 52nd. 

I also want to thank Tim Morrison, 
lead staff of the Strategic Forces Sub-
committee, for his expertise and his 
leadership in ensuring that our Stra-
tegic Forces Subcommittee and this 
mark include important initiatives to 
protect our national security. 

Lastly, I, too, want to join many who 
are congratulating Mr. FRANK on the 
end of his congressional career, but I 
do want to note his rhetorical question 
of why do we have troops in Europe de-
fending Europe against the Soviet 
Union that no longer exists. Even 
though it is a statement that many 
Members state here on the House floor, 
it is absolutely incorrect. There is not 
one servicemember that we have there 
that’s doing anything but essential 
work to our national security. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from California (Mrs. DAVIS), 
ranking member on the Military Per-
sonnel Subcommittee. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of H.R. 4310, the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2013. 

As the ranking member of the Mili-
tary Personnel Subcommittee, I’m 
very pleased that this bill includes a 
number of provisions that continue our 
commitment to our men and women in 
uniform and their dedicated families. I 
want to thank my chairman, JOE WIL-
SON, for his support and assistance, and 
recognize the chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, BUCK 
MCKEON, and ADAM SMITH, the ranking 
member, for their leadership. 

Here are a few highlights from the 
conference report. 

There will be a 1.7 percent pay raise, 
a critically important recognition of 
what our servicemembers do for us, 
particularly during economically chal-
lenging times. 

It provides separation authorities as 
the services reduce their end strength. 
These authorities will be crucial to the 
Department’s ability to execute its 
drawdown in a responsible manner that 
ensures that long-serving members and 
their families are compensated appro-
priately. 

We continue our focus on mental 
health by codifying the Suicide Pre-
vention and Community Health and 
Response Program for the National 
Guard and Reserves. Additionally, the 
bill requires the Secretary of Defense 
to providing training on suicide pre-
vention, resilience, and community 
health, and it expands the scope of pro-
viders who may conduct pre-adminis-

trative separation medical examina-
tions for post-traumatic stress disorder 
to include licensed clinical social 
workers and psychiatric advanced prac-
tice registered nurses. 

We all know sexual assault remains a 
focus for the Congress, and there are a 
number of provisions that help to ad-
dress the problem, including prohib-
iting the granting of waivers for com-
missioning or enlistment of an indi-
vidual who has been convicted of sex-
ual offenses under Federal or State 
law, and it requires the services to es-
tablish special victim capabilities for 
investigation, prosecution, and victim 
support in connection with child abuse, 
serious domestic violence, or sexual of-
fenses under the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice. 

The bill authorizes the Defense De-
partment to establish transition assist-
ance programs for members of the 
Guard and Reserve components who 
serve on active duty for more than 180 
days, a program that previously did 
not exist. 

And the bill provides female service-
members and dependents with the same 
reproductive rights in cases of rape and 
incest that other women in Federal 
health plans can already exercise. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The time of the gentle-
woman has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I yield 
the gentlewoman an additional 30 sec-
onds. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. I want to 
note, Mr. Speaker, that the bill con-
tinues to recognize the sacrifices of 
those who serve our Nation in uniform. 
During a time when many young Amer-
icans of all stripes—male and female, 
gay and straight, from every ethnic 
background conceivable—are forward 
deployed and all around the globe, we 
in the Congress have an obligation to 
ensure that these men and women are 
provided for. We must stand up to this 
important obligation. I urge all of my 
colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WITTMAN), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions and a member of the conference 
committee. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to start by thanking our chair-
man, Mr. MCKEON, and ranking mem-
ber Mr. SMITH for their leadership, and 
to thank all the staff for their great 
work. You know, in this city where 
partisan strife tends to reign supreme, 
it is truly refreshing to see folks able 
to work across the aisle and focus on a 
common goal, which is ensuring that 
the men and women of our all-volun-
teer force are provided with the high-
est-caliber resources, training, and au-
thorities as they step into harm’s way 
to complete their missions. 

Our Nation is the greatest nation the 
world has ever known, precisely be-
cause our brave servicemen and 
-women make up the finest military 
the world has ever known. 
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But our military is certainly facing 

many difficult challenges, both here at 
home, where the Pentagon has endured 
50 percent of the Nation’s deficit reduc-
tion despite the fact it only comprises 
20 percent of the budget, and also 
abroad, where our troops continue to 
serve bravely in Afghanistan, and 
where geopolitical focus is beginning 
to shift to the Asia Pacific. 

These challenges have certainly been 
at the heart of efforts by the Oversight 
and Investigations Subcommittee 
throughout the past year. And over the 
past 6 months, the O&I Subcommittee 
convened a number of hearings and 
briefings on the training and develop-
ment of the Afghan National Security 
Forces. I consider this issue one of our 
national security imperatives, and we 
must continue to monitor this effort in 
the months to come. 

Since June of 2011, the subcommittee 
also conducted an extended study of 
the Navy’s 30-year shipbuilding pro-
gram in order to better understand the 
effectiveness of this plan and its im-
pact on the defense industrial base. 

These initiatives, and others like 
them, have been aimed at maximizing 
the successes of our military, increas-
ing our capabilities for future suc-
cesses, and ensuring efficient and effec-
tive use of resources and funding. 

At the heart of all of this, we must 
ensure that the looming defense cuts 
under sequestration are addressed. Our 
national security depends on us getting 
this right. 

This conference report today echoes 
these goals of providing for our mili-
tary, and I’d like to thank the Mem-
bers and staff for their dedication to 
our men and women in uniform. 

Most importantly, Mr. Speaker, I’d 
like to thank the soldiers, sailors, ma-
rines, airmen, and Coast Guardsmen 
who selflessly serve this Nation on a 
daily basis. Without their service, we 
would not be the great Nation we are 
today, and their example inspires me 
on a daily basis. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from California (Ms. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ), the ranking member on the 
Strategic Forces Subcommittee. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. I thank the ranking member, 
Mr. Speaker. 

As the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces, I’m 
pleased with many of the provisions 
here in this conference report. 

In the fiscal year 2013 NDAA, we suc-
cessfully included strong support for 
the national security space programs, 
our nuclear deterrent, and our nuclear 
nonproliferation efforts, including an 
increase for the global threat reduction 
initiative and steps for a renewed ban 
on exports of highly enriched uranium. 

I’m also pleased that the bill author-
ized funding for nuclear cleanup, and 
homeland and regional missile defense, 
including strong support for our U.S.- 
Israeli cooperation. 

That section of the bill also contains 
important provisions to ensure our ca-

pabilities are tailored to our national 
security requirements, and that 
they’re cost-effective. How do we do 
that? As a first step, we’re going to 
have detailed studies and independent 
reviews of maintaining our nuclear 
weapons and analyses on plutonium pit 
reuse and on current requirements for 
plutonium pit production. 

The bill also does not contain some 
very controversial issues we had in the 
House version, in particular, that 
would have weakened our health, safe-
ty, and security across the nuclear 
weapons complex and really under-
mined what I believe is our Federal 
oversight role. These steps will help us 
to sustain the deterrent force we need 
to meet 21st century challenges with-
out overspending or compromising the 
safety of our workers or the public. 

There is some concern still: a $6 bil-
lion plutonium facility remains part of 
our immediate plans even though the 
Department of Defense, the U.S. Stra-
tegic Command, the National Nuclear 
Security Administration, and the Na-
tional Laboratories, they all agree we 
don’t need this facility for at least an-
other 5 years, and they prefer more 
cost-effective ways of doing this. 

b 1630 
But, unfortunately, this was contin-

ued in this bill, and many other provi-
sions. Thank you again. 

Lastly, I want to thank all of the 
staff for having helped us. To Mr. 
MCKEON, and also to my ranking mem-
ber, thank you so much. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Mrs. HARTZLER), my friend and 
colleague, a member of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report for 
H.R. 4310, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2013. I want 
to thank Chairman MCKEON and Rank-
ing Member SMITH and all the col-
leagues of the conference committee 
for working together in a bipartisan 
fashion to bring this important bill to 
the floor for the 51st consecutive year. 

The legislation we have brought here 
to the floor supports America’s defense 
capabilities to better protect our 
homeland and support our troops. It is 
a good bill that will provide them with 
the tools and funding they need as they 
protect our freedoms and our liberties. 
There is no higher priority than advo-
cating on their behalf, and they de-
serve nothing less than our best. 

There’s good news for our military 
personnel. The bill authorizes a troop 
pay increase of 1.7 percent and ex-
tended bonuses and special pay for our 
men and women in uniform. Person-
ally, I’m proud to see important mili-
tary construction projects funded at 
Fort Leonard Wood. In addition, the 
bill continues support for the family of 
long-range strike bomber programs, in-
cluding the B–2, whose home is White-
man Air Force Base. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m proud to vote for 
this legislation and continue to pray 

for our troops and thank them for their 
service and their sacrifice. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. MCIN-
TYRE), the ranking member on the 
Seapower Subcommittee. 

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the National De-
fense Authorization Conference Report. 
I appreciate the hard work of Chairman 
MCKEON and Ranking Member SMITH 
and that of my counterpart, Chairman 
AKIN, on the Seapower and Projection 
Forces Subcommittee, on which I serve 
as ranking member. 

Among other important measures, 
this report provides a 1.7 percent pay 
raise, well deserved for our military 
servicemembers. It authorizes nearly 
$11 billion, which is almost $160 million 
more than the President’s budget origi-
nally requested for our U.S. Special Op-
erations Command, which has been a 
key component of the war against vio-
lent extremists. 

And I can tell you, as the cochairman 
and cofounder of the Special Oper-
ations Forces Caucus, and one who rep-
resents Fort Bragg, home of the U.S. 
Army Special Operations Command 
and Joint Special Operations Com-
mand, and who has constituents who 
serve at the Marine Special Operations 
Command at Camp Lejeune, I am ex-
tremely pleased to see this investment 
in our Special Operations Forces war-
riors who are often on the front lines 
during global conflicts. 

Also, as ranking member of the 
Seapower Subcommittee, I’m pleased 
that the conference report makes real 
investments in our Nation’s sea power 
by authorizing 10 new ships, a multi- 
year procurement authority for 10 
Arleigh Burke-class destroyers, and a 
multi-year procurement authority for 
10 Virginia-class submarines, as well as 
the authority to fund them incremen-
tally. 

The incremental funding gives the 
Navy greater flexibility in funding the 
new submarines and will take advan-
tage of the savings generated from the 
Virginia-class attack submarines that 
continue to come in underbudget. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues 
for their hard work on this conference 
report. We stand up for America’s de-
fense and for those that serve our coun-
try, and I look forward to its passage 
on the House floor today. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT), who’s been very helpful 
in putting together the final bill. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 18, 2001, 7 days after the worst 
attack in American history, the au-
thorized use of military force was 
passed. And I’ve come to understand 
how legislation can be hurriedly 
thrown together, and it was. We were 
in a crisis. 

In those days I was a judge. When I 
got to Congress and the NDAA came up 
to extend, reauthorize the AUMF, this 
issue of whether American citizens 
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were protected came up. Some mistak-
enly thought the NDAA did some 
granting of power to the President that 
he shouldn’t have, but actually it was 
in the original AUMF. It said the 
President could basically go after any 
nation, organization, or person that he 
thought was a threat or may have par-
ticipated. That needed to be reined in. 

I’ve worked with some of my col-
leagues, with professors, with legal ex-
perts. Even though one professor went 
to Harvard, they’ve been immensely 
helpful, and we’ve crafted language. 
And I even appreciate Senator LEVIN 
working with us and Chairman MCKEON 
being willing to look at these different 
issues. 

Our original amendment included a 
30-day requirement. Within 30 days 
there had to be a writ of habeas corpus 
hearing. Yet we got criticized, saying 
you’re restricting to only 30 days, so 
we took that out. 

The language in here, as Mr. NADLER 
pointed out, does not protect American 
citizens in foreign countries. That will 
have to be done another day. But it 
does go beyond what I originally want-
ed to do and protects people that are in 
the United States, if they are author-
ized under our Constitution to have 
those protections. 

I am grateful that these things have 
been done. I’m grateful this language is 
in there to restrict the President’s 
power back to what I think was appro-
priate under the Constitution. I will be 
voting for the NDAA and appreciate 
the chairman’s indulgence in my push 
to get this done. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON), a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to thank the conferees for in-
cluding in the NDAA language I au-
thored to help prevent tragic cases of 
suicide among members of the mili-
tary. Military suicides are, sadly, in-
creasing, with 280 suicides this year in 
the Active Duty and Reserve Army 
alone. 

The new language would allow mili-
tary commanding officers and mental 
health professionals to talk to troubled 
servicemembers about their personal 
firearms and encourage them to safely 
store those weapons in a military facil-
ity or by means of a gun lock. The pro-
hibition of such confidential dialogue, 
which this language repeals, prevented 
potentially lifesaving conversations be-
tween counselors and servicemembers. 

We owe it to our soldiers and their 
families and their loved ones to do ev-
erything we can to help them, and this 
language is a small step in that direc-
tion. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time to close. And I really want to 
close just to emphasize how important 
the work is that our staffs do, both in 
the House and the Senate. The work 

that they’ve done ever since May, when 
we first put together the bill on the 
House side, and then the accelerated 
time schedule that they had to operate 
under because the Senate waited until 
December 4 to pass their bill, and we 
had to throw together a quick con-
ference report. 

There are an endless array of criti-
cally important legislative issues that 
are handled in this bill, and the staffs 
that we have do an amazing job under 
a tight timeline of working together to 
resolve differences and come up with 
the best legislation. We have an out-
standing staff. We could not do this 
without them. 

Again I will emphasize that I hope 
this bill shows that it’s possible that 
people who disagree—and you can hear 
from our debate there are many things 
we disagree strongly about, certainly 
Republicans and Democrats, but also 
House and Senate. Yet somehow we 
come together and put together this 
1,600-page bill to spend $633 billion and 
provide for the common defense of the 
United States of America. 

So I urge support, and I thank all 
those involved in this work product. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of the time. 
Mr. Speaker, I once again rise in sup-

port of this bipartisan fiscal year 2013 
National Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report, and I concur totally 
with the concluding remarks of Mr. 
SMITH. Our staff has done a fantastic 
job. And I have enjoyed working with 
him, and we will continue to work to-
gether in a bipartisan way. 

This NDAA bill passed the Armed 
Services Committee on a vote of 56–5. 
It passed the full House by nearly 300 
votes; and, likewise, the Senate adopt-
ed its version of the bill unanimously. 

However, I fully acknowledge we had 
to tackle tough issues in a very com-
pressed timeframe, as Mr. SMITH point-
ed out. Every one of us could find 
something in this bill that we would 
rather change, but none of us can deny 
that this bill has been exhaustively de-
bated. It’s the only major authoriza-
tion bill that’s been able to proceed 
through regular order in both the 
House and the Senate this year. 

The House considered 303 amend-
ments, between the committee and the 
floor. The Senate considered at least 
151 amendments. We’ve all had a 
chance to have our say on this bill and 
to have the Congress act its will. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
ushering this bill across the finish line 
and vote ‘‘yes’’ on adoption of the con-
ference report. This is a good piece of 
legislation that’s critically needed by 
our troops. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise in opposition to the Conference Report 
on the National Defense Authorization Act of 
2012 but will use this statement to speak of 
the silver lining in this otherwise flawed legis-
lation. 

The silver lining of which I speak is Title 7, 
Section 737, which includes language for a 

breast cancer study. Last night before the 
Rules Committee I spoke of an amendment I 
offered to H.R. 4310 ‘‘National Defense Au-
thorization Act,’’ which directed the Depart-
ment of Defense Office of Health to work in 
collaboration with the National Institutes of 
Health to identify specific genetic and molec-
ular targets and biomarkers for Triple Negative 
Breast Cancer (TNBC). In addition, the 
amended language was designed to result in 
the generation of information that could then 
be useful in biomarker selection, drug dis-
covery, and clinical trials design. This will en-
able medical professionals to identify TNBC 
patients earlier in the progression of their dis-
ease and would help advance the develop-
ment of multiple targeted therapies for the dis-
ease. 

My amendment which passed the House 
was designed to highlight the importance of 
studying and eventually finding effective treat-
ments for triple negative breast cancer. 

I was pleased to note that, although it was 
not included in the bill we vote on tonight, my 
amendment helped generate the language in-
cluded today in Title 7, Section 737 which 
highlights the importance of breast cancer 
among members of the armed services. I wish 
to emphasis the importance of addressing 
trople negative breast cancer and that this as-
pect must be included in the National Defense 
Reauthorize. 

Triple negative breast cancer is a specific 
strain of breast cancer for which no targeted 
treatment is available. The American Cancer 
Society calls this particular strain of breast 
cancer ‘‘an aggressive subtype associated 
with lower survival rates.’’ 

I believe that through a coordinated effort 
between the DOD and NIH that they can de-
velop a targeted treatment for the triple nega-
tive breast cancer strain. 

Breast cancers with specific, targeted treat-
ment methods, such as hormone and gene 
based strains, have higher survival rates than 
the triple negative subtype, highlighting the 
need for a targeted treatment. 

Today, Breast cancer accounts for 1 in 4 
cancer diagnoses among women in this coun-
try. It is also the most commonly diagnosed 
cancer among African American women. The 
American Cancer Society estimates that in 
2011, more than 26,000 African American 
women will be diagnosed with breast cancer, 
and another 6,000 will die from the disease. 

Between 2002 and 2007, African American 
women suffered a 39% higher death rate from 
breast cancer than other groups. 

African American women are also 12% less 
likely to survive five years after a breast can-
cer diagnosis. One reason for this disparity is 
that African American women are 
disproportionally affected by triple negative 
breast cancer. 

More than 30% of all breast cancer diag-
noses in African American are of the triple 
negative variety. Black women are far more 
susceptible to this dangerous subtype than 
white or Hispanic women. 

FAST FACTS 
Breast cancer accounts for 1 in 4 cancer di-

agnoses among women in this country. 
The survival rate for breast cancer has in-

creased to 90% for White women but only 
78% for African American Women. 

African-American women are more likely to 
be diagnosed with larger tumors and more ad-
vanced stages of breast cancer. 
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Triple-negative breast cancer (TNBC) is a 

term used to describe breast cancers whose 
cells do not have estrogen receptors and pro-
gesterone receptors, and do not have an ex-
cess of the HER2 protein on their cell mem-
brane of tumor cells. 

Triple Negative Breast Cancer (TNBC) cells 
are usually of a higher grade and size; onset 
at a younger age; more aggressive; and more 
likely to metastasize. 

TNBC also referred to as basal-like (BL) 
due to their resemblance to basal layer of 
epithelial cells, there is not a formal detailed 
classification of system of the subtypes of 
these cells. TNBC is in fact a heterogeneous 
group of cancers; with varying differences in 
prognosis and survival rate between various 
subtypes. This has led to a lot of confusion 
amongst both physicians and patients. 

Apart from surgery, cytotoxic chemotherapy 
is the only available treatment, targeted mo-
lecular treatments while being investigated are 
not accepted treatment. 

Between 10–17% of female breast cancer 
patients have the triple negative subtype. 

Triple-negative breast cancer most com-
monly affects African-American women, fol-
lowed by Hispanic women. African-American 
women have a prevalence of TNBC of 26% vs 
16% in non-African-American women. 

TNBC usually affects women under 50 
years of age. African American women have a 
prevalence of premenopausal breast cancer of 
26% vs 16% for Non-African American 
Women. 

Women with TNBC are at 3 times the risk 
of death than women with the most common 
type of breast cancer. 

Women with TNBC are more likely to have 
distance metastases in the brain and lung and 
more common subtypes of breast cancer. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker I want to point out a 
part of this bill which I find vexing; that which 
relates to detainee policy. Our Constitution is 
a living document but sometimes we must go 
to great pains to emphasize this point when 
some of its most basic protections are threat-
ened or simply ignored. The text continues the 
asserted authority of the U.S. Government to 
hold even U.S. citizens (persons) captured on 
U.S. soil indefinitely and without charge. This 
must be reviewed! 

The language in this bill concerning the law 
of detention has major implications for our fun-
damental rights that should be considered on 
their own and not included as part of a De-
fense Authorization bill. These provisions 
should be the subject of close scrutiny by the 
Judiciary Committee. 

The complex legal and constitutional issues 
should be properly analyzed, and the implica-
tions for our bedrock values of liberty and 
freedom carefully considered. I am mindful 
that we are charged with pursuing a great 
many issues and cannot fully address them all 
in a single setting; yet this is too important to 
again, be included as part of an authorization 
as if these were routine matters. 

The Conference Report states that 
‘‘[n]othing in the Authorization for Use of Mili-
tary Force . . . or the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 . . . shall 
be construed to deny the availability of the writ 
of habeas corpus or to deny any Constitutional 
rights in a court ordained or established by or 
under Article III of the Constitution to any per-
son inside the United States who would be en-
titled to the availability of such writ or to such 
rights in the absence of such laws.’’ 

This language simply continues the flawed 
policies established in the 2011 Defense Au-
thorization Bill. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as a conferee and senior member of 
the House Armed Forces Committee, due to 
unforeseen health complications, I was unable 
to sign the Conference Report to H.R. 4310, 
the National Defense Authorization Act of 
FY2013 on December 18, 2012. If I had the 
opportunity to sign the Conference Report to 
H.R. 4310, I would have signed it. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose 
what will be the final National Defense Author-
ization Act (NDAA) I will face as a Member of 
the U.S. House of Representatives. As many 
of my colleagues are aware, I have always 
voted against the NDAA regardless of what 
party controls the House. Far from simply pro-
viding an authorization for the money needed 
to defend this country, which I of course sup-
port, this authorization and its many prede-
cessors have long been used to fuel militariza-
tion, enrich the military industrial complex, ex-
pand our empire overseas, and purchase mili-
tary and other enormously expensive equip-
ment that we do not need and in large part 
does not work anyway. They wrap all of this 
mess up in false patriotism, implying that 
Members who do not vote for these boon-
doggles do not love their country. 

The military industrial complex is a jigsaw 
puzzle of seemingly competing private compa-
nies; but they are in reality state-sponsored 
enterprises where well-connected lobbyists, 
usually after long and prosperous careers in 
the military or government, pressure Congress 
to fund pet projects regardless of whether we 
can afford them or whether they are needed to 
defend our country. This convenient arrange-
ment is the welfare of the warfare state. 

Because of the false perception that we 
must pass this military spending authorization 
each year or our men and women in uniform 
will go hungry, Congress has over the years 
taken the opportunity to pack it with other 
items that would have been difficult to pass on 
their own. This is nothing new on Capitol Hill. 
In the last few years, however, this practice 
has taken a sinister turn. 

The now-infamous NDAA for fiscal year 
2012, passed last year, granted the president 
the authority to indefinitely detain American 
citizens without charge, without access to an 
attorney, and without trial. It is difficult to imag-
ine anything more un-American than this at-
tack on our Constitutional protections. While 
we may not have yet seen the widespread use 
of this unspeakably evil measure, a wider ap-
plication of this ‘‘authority’’ may only be a mat-
ter of time. 

Historically these kinds of measures have 
been used to bolster state power at the ex-
pense of unpopular scapegoats. The Jewish 
citizens of 1930s Germany knew all about this 
reprehensible practice. Lately the scapegoats 
have been mostly Muslims. Hundreds, per-
haps many more, even Americans, have been 
held by the U.S. at Guantanamo and in other 
secret prisons around the world. 

But this can all change quickly, which 
makes it all the more dangerous. Maybe one 
day it will be Christians, gun-owners, 
homeschoolers, etc. 

That is why last year, along with Reps. JUS-
TIN AMASH, WALTER JONES, and others, we at-
tempted to simply remove the language from 
the NDAA (sec. 1021) that gave the president 

this unconstitutional authority. It was a simple, 
readable amendment. Others tried to thwart 
our straightforward efforts by crafting elabo-
rately worded amendments that in practice did 
noting to protect us from this measure in the 
bill. Likewise this year there were a few cele-
brated but mostly meaningless attempts to ad-
dress this issue. One such effort passed in the 
senate version of this bill. The conferees have 
simply cut it out. The will of Congress was 
thus ignored by a small group of Members 
and Senators named by House and Senate 
leadership. 

There are many other measures in this 
NDAA Conference Report to be concerned 
about. It continues to fund our disastrous wars 
in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen, and else-
where for example. 

The Conference Report contains yet another 
round of doomed-to-fail new sanctions against 
Iran. These are acts of war against Iran with-
out actually firing a shot. But this time the 
House and Senate conferees are going further 
than that. The report contains language that 
pushes the U.S. as close to an actual author-
ization for the use of force against Iran as we 
can get. The Report ‘‘. . . asserts that the 
U.S. should be prepared to take all necessary 
measures, including military action if required, 
to prevent Iran from threatening the U.S., its 
allies, or Iran’s neighbors with a nuclear weap-
on and reinforces the military option should it 
prove necessary.’’ 

This kind of language just emboldens Iran’s 
enemies in the region to engage in increas-
ingly reckless behavior with the guarantee that 
the U.S. military will step in if they push it too 
far. That is an unwise move for everyone con-
cerned. 

This Conference Report contains increased 
levels of foreign military aid, including an addi-
tional half-billion dollars in missile assistance 
to an already prosperous Israel and some 
$300 million to help an increasingly pros-
perous Russia control its chemical, nuclear, 
and biological weapons. And Russia does not 
even want the money! 

Overall, this authorization will give the presi-
dent even more money for military activities 
next year than he requested. At a time when 
the news has been dominated by reports of 
our budget crisis, the ‘‘fiscal cliff,’’ and the 
‘‘need’’ to increase taxes on Americans, Con-
gress is foolishly spending even more on the 
military budget than the administration wants! 
I suppose that is what counts as a reduction 
in the language of Washington. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this, and all 
future, reckless and dangerous military spend-
ing bills that are destroying our national secu-
rity by destroying our economy. 

b 1640 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to House Resolution 840, 

the previous question is ordered. 
The question is on adoption of the 

conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8 

of rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 
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SPENDING REDUCTION ACT OF 2012 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 841, I 
call up the bill (H.R. 6684) to provide 
for spending reduction, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 841, the bill is 
considered read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 6684 

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 ‘‘Spending 
Reduction Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—AGRICULTURE 
Sec. 101. ARRA sunset at March 1, 2013. 
Sec. 102. Categorical eligibility limited to 

cash assistance. 
Sec. 103. Standard utility allowances based 

on the receipt of energy assist-
ance payments. 

Sec. 104. Employment and training; 
workfare. 

Sec. 105. End State bonus program for the 
supplemental nutrition assist-
ance program. 

Sec. 106. Funding of employment and train-
ing programs. 

Sec. 107. Turn off indexing for nutrition edu-
cation and obesity prevention. 

Sec. 108. Extension of Authorization of Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008. 

Sec. 109. Effective date and application of 
amendments. 

TITLE II—COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND 
COMMERCE 

Subtitle A—Repeal of Certain ACA Funding 
Provisions 

Sec. 201. Repealing mandatory funding to 
states to establish American 
Health Benefit Exchanges. 

Sec. 202. Repealing Prevention and Public 
Health Fund. 

Sec. 203. Rescinding unobligated balances 
for CO-OP program. 

Subtitle B—Medicaid 
Sec. 211. Revision of provider tax indirect 

guarantee threshold. 
Sec. 212. Rebasing of State DSH allotments 

for fiscal year 2022. 
Sec. 213. Repeal of Medicaid and CHIP main-

tenance of effort requirements 
under PPACA. 

Sec. 214. Medicaid payments to territories. 
Sec. 215. Repealing bonus payments for en-

rollment under Medicaid and 
CHIP. 

TITLE III—FINANCIAL SERVICES 
Sec. 301. Table of contents. 

Subtitle A—Orderly Liquidation Fund 
Sec. 311. Repeal of liquidation authority. 

Subtitle B—Home Affordable Modification 
Program 

Sec. 321. Short title. 
Sec. 322. Congressional findings. 
Sec. 323. Termination of authority. 
Sec. 324. Sense of Congress. 

Subtitle C—Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Protection 

Sec. 331. Bringing the Bureau of Consumer 
Financial Protection into the 
regular appropriations process. 

Subtitle D—Repeal of the Office of Financial 
Research 

Sec. 341. Repeal of the Office of Financial 
Research. 

TITLE IV—COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY 

Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec. 402. Encouraging speedy resolution of 

claims. 
Sec. 403. Compensating patient injury. 
Sec. 404. Maximizing patient recovery. 
Sec. 405. Punitive damages. 
Sec. 406. Authorization of payment of future 

damages to claimants in health 
care lawsuits. 

Sec. 407. Definitions. 
Sec. 408. Effect on other laws. 
Sec. 409. State flexibility and protection of 

States’ rights. 
Sec. 410. Applicability; effective date. 

TITLE V—COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT 
AND GOVERNMENT REFORM 

Sec. 501. Retirement contributions. 
Sec. 502. Annuity supplement. 
Sec. 503. Contributions to Thrift Savings 

Fund of payments for accrued 
or accumulated leave. 

TITLE VI—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS 

Subtitle A—Recapture of Overpayments Re-
sulting From Certain Federally-subsidized 
Health Insurance 

Sec. 601. Recapture of overpayments result-
ing from certain federally-sub-
sidized health insurance. 

Subtitle B—Social Security Number Re-
quired to Claim the Refundable Portion of 
the Child Tax Credit 

Sec. 611. Social security number required to 
claim the refundable portion of 
the child tax credit. 

Subtitle C—Human Resources Provisions 
Sec. 621. Repeal of the program of block 

grants to States for social serv-
ices. 

TITLE VII—SEQUESTER REPLACEMENT 
Sec. 701. Short title. 
Sec. 702. Protecting veterans programs from 

sequester. 
Sec. 703. Achieving $19 billion in discre-

tionary savings. 
Sec. 704. Conforming amendments to section 

314 of the Congressional Budget 
and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974. 

Sec. 705. Treatment for PAYGO purposes. 
Sec. 706. Elimination of the fiscal year 2013 

sequestration for defense direct 
spending. 

TITLE I—AGRICULTURE 
SEC. 101. ARRA SUNSET AT MARCH 1, 2013. 

Section 101(a)(2) of division A of the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
(Public Law 111–5; 123 Stat. 120) is amended 
by striking ‘‘October 31, 2013’’ and inserting 
‘‘February 28, 2013’’. 
SEC. 102. CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY LIMITED TO 

CASH ASSISTANCE. 
Section 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 

2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 
(1) in the 2d sentence of subsection (a) by 

striking ‘‘households in which each member 
receives benefits’’ and inserting ‘‘households 
in which each member receives cash assist-
ance’’, and 

(2) in subsection (j) by striking ‘‘or who re-
ceives benefits under a State program’’ and 
inserting ‘‘or who receives cash assistance 
under a State program’’. 
SEC. 103. STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCES 

BASED ON THE RECEIPT OF ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS. 

(a) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCE.—Sec-
tion 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 
(7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(6)(C) by striking clause 
(iv), and 

(2) in subsection (k) by striking paragraph 
(4) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(4) THIRD PARTY ENERGY ASSISTANCE PAY-
MENTS.—For purposes of subsection (d)(1), a 
payment made under a State law (other than 
a law referred to in paragraph (2)(G)) to pro-
vide energy assistance to a household shall 
be considered money payable directly to the 
household.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2605(f)(2) of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and for purposes of deter-
mining any excess shelter expense deduction 
under section 5(e) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e))’’, and 

(2) in subparagraph (A) by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, except that 
such payments or allowances shall not be 
deemed to be expended for purposes of deter-
mining any excess shelter expense deduction 
under section 5(e)(6) of the Food and Nutri-
tion Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(6))’’. 
SEC. 104. EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING; 

WORKFARE. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE COST-SHARING FOR EM-
PLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 16 of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amend-
ed— 

(A) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘(other 
than a program carried out under section 
6(d)(4) or section 20)’’ after ‘‘supplemental 
nutrition assistance program’’ the 1st place 
it appears, and 

(B) in subsection (h)— 
(i) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3), and 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively. 
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 17(b)(1)(B)(iv)(III)(hh) of the 

Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2026(b)(1)(B)(iv)(III)(hh)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘(g), (h)(2), or (h)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘or 
(g)’’. 

(B) Section 22(d)(1)(B)(ii) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2031(d)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended is amended by 
striking ‘‘, (g), (h)(2), and (h)(3)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and (g)’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COST-SHARING AND RE-
IMBURSEMENTS FOR WORKFARE.—Section 20 of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2029) is amended by striking subsection (g). 
SEC. 105. END STATE BONUS PROGRAM FOR THE 

SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSIST-
ANCE PROGRAM. 

Section 16 of the Food and Nutrition Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended by striking 
subsection (d). 
SEC. 106. FUNDING OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAIN-

ING PROGRAMS. 

For purposes of fiscal year 2013, the ref-
erence to $90,000,000 in section 16(h)(1)(A) of 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2025(h)(1)(A)) shall be deemed to be a ref-
erence to $79,000,000. 
SEC. 107. TURN OFF INDEXING FOR NUTRITION 

EDUCATION AND OBESITY PREVEN-
TION. 

Section 28(d) of the Food and Nutrition Act 
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2037(d)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘years—’’ and all that follows through 
the period at the end, and inserting ‘‘years, 
$375,000,000.’’. 
SEC. 108. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF 

FOOD AND NUTRITION ACT OF 2008. 

Section 18(a)(1) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2012’’ and inserting ‘‘2013’’. 
SEC. 109. EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICATION OF 

AMENDMENTS. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall take effect on the date of en-
actment of this Act, and shall apply only 
with respect to certification periods that 
begin on or after such date. 
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TITLE II—COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND 

COMMERCE 
Subtitle A—Repeal of Certain ACA Funding 

Provisions 
SEC. 201. REPEALING MANDATORY FUNDING TO 

STATES TO ESTABLISH AMERICAN 
HEALTH BENEFIT EXCHANGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1311(a) of the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act (42 
U.S.C. 18031(a)) is repealed. 

(b) RESCISSION OF UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.—Of 
the funds made available under such section 
1311(a), the unobligated balance is rescinded. 
SEC. 202. REPEALING PREVENTION AND PUBLIC 

HEALTH FUND. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4002 of the Pa-

tient Protection and Affordable Care Act (42 
U.S.C. 300u–11) is repealed. 

(b) RESCISSION OF UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.—Of 
the funds made available by such section 
4002, the unobligated balance is rescinded. 
SEC. 203. RESCINDING UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 

FOR CO-OP PROGRAM. 
Of the funds made available under section 

1322(g) of the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act (42 U.S.C. 18042(g)), the unobli-
gated balance is rescinded. 

Subtitle B—Medicaid 
SEC. 211. REVISION OF PROVIDER TAX INDIRECT 

GUARANTEE THRESHOLD. 
Section 1903(w)(4)(C)(ii) of the Social Secu-

rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(w)(4)(C)(ii)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘and for portions of 
fiscal years beginning on or after June 1, 
2013,’’ after ‘‘October 1, 2011,’’. 
SEC. 212. REBASING OF STATE DSH ALLOTMENTS 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022. 
Section 1923(f) of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 1396r–4(f)) is amended— 
(1) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para-

graph (10); 
(2) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking ‘‘para-

graphs (6), (7), and (8)’’ and inserting ‘‘para-
graphs (6), (7), (8), and (9)’’; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(9) REBASING OF STATE DSH ALLOTMENTS 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022.—With respect to fiscal 
2022, for purposes of applying paragraph 
(3)(A) to determine the DSH allotment for a 
State, the amount of the DSH allotment for 
the State under paragraph (3) for fiscal year 
2021 shall be treated as if it were such 
amount as reduced under paragraph (7).’’. 
SEC. 213. REPEAL OF MEDICAID AND CHIP MAIN-

TENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIRE-
MENTS UNDER PPACA. 

(a) REPEAL OF PPACA MEDICAID MOE.— 
Section 1902 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396a) is amended by striking sub-
section (gg). 

(b) REPEAL OF PPACA CHIP MOE.—Section 
2105(d)(3) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397ee(d)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (A); 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 

(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec-
tively; and 

(3) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
‘‘CONTINUATION OF ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS 
FOR CHILDREN UNTIL OCTOBER 1, 2019’’ and in-
serting ‘‘CONTINUITY OF COVERAGE’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 1902(a) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)) is amended by strik-
ing paragraph (74). 

(2) Effective January 1, 2014, paragraph (14) 
of section 1902(e) (as added by section 2002(a) 
of Public Law 111–148) is amended by striking 
the third sentence of subparagraph (A). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c)(2), the amendments made by 
this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this section. 
SEC. 214. MEDICAID PAYMENTS TO TERRITORIES. 

(a) LIMIT ON PAYMENTS.—Section 1108(g) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1308(g)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (3) and (5)’’; 

and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘paragraph (3)’’ after ‘‘and 

subject to’’; 
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘(3), and’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘of this sub-
section’’ and inserting ‘‘and (3) of this sub-
section’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (5). 
(b) FMAP.—The first sentence of section 

1905(b) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396d(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘shall be 55 
percent’’ and inserting ‘‘shall be 50 percent’’. 
SEC. 215. REPEALING BONUS PAYMENTS FOR EN-

ROLLMENT UNDER MEDICAID AND 
CHIP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (3) and (4) of 
section 2105(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397ee(a)) are repealed. 

(b) RESCISSION OF UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.—Of 
the funds made available by section 2105(a)(3) 
of the Social Security Act, the unobligated 
balance is rescinded. 

(c) CONFORMING CHANGES.— 
(1) AVAILABILITY OF EXCESS FUNDS FOR PER-

FORMANCE BONUSES.—Section 2104(n)(2) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397dd(n)(2)) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (D). 

(2) OUTREACH OR COVERAGE BENCHMARKS.— 
Section 2111(b)(3) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1397kk(b)(3)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or’’ after the 

semicolon at the end; and 
(ii) by striking clause (ii); and 
(B) by striking subparagraph (C). 

TITLE III—FINANCIAL SERVICES 
SEC. 301. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this title is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 301. Table of contents. 

Subtitle A—Orderly Liquidation Fund 
Sec. 311. Repeal of liquidation authority. 

Subtitle B—Home Affordable Modification 
Program 

Sec. 321. Short title. 
Sec. 322. Congressional findings. 
Sec. 323. Termination of authority. 
Sec. 324. Sense of Congress. 

Subtitle C—Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Protection 

Sec. 331. Bringing the Bureau of Consumer 
Financial Protection into the 
regular appropriations process. 

Subtitle D—Repeal of the Office of Financial 
Research 

Sec. 341. Repeal of the Office of Financial 
Research. 

Subtitle A—Orderly Liquidation Fund 
SEC. 311. REPEAL OF LIQUIDATION AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Dodd- 
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act is hereby repealed and any 
Federal law amended by such title shall, on 
and after the date of enactment of this Act, 
be effective as if title II of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act had not been enacted. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) DODD-FRANK WALL STREET REFORM AND 

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT.—The Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act is amended— 

(A) in the table of contents for such Act, 
by striking all items relating to title II; 

(B) in section 165(d)(6), by striking ‘‘, a re-
ceiver appointed under title II,’’; 

(C) in section 716(g), by striking ‘‘or a cov-
ered financial company under title II’’; 

(D) in section 1105(e)(5), by striking 
‘‘amount of any securities issued under that 
chapter 31 for such purpose shall be treated 
in the same manner as securities issued 

under section 208(n)(5)(E)’’ and inserting 
‘‘issuances of such securities under that 
chapter 31 for such purpose shall by treated 
as public debt transactions of the United 
States, and the proceeds from the sale of any 
obligations acquired by the Secretary under 
this paragraph shall be deposited into the 
Treasury of the United States as miscella-
neous receipts’’; and 

(E) in section 1106(c)(2), by amending sub-
paragraph (A) to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) require the company to file a petition 
for bankruptcy under section 301 of title 11, 
United States Code; or’’. 

(2) FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE ACT.—Sec-
tion 10(b)(3) of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1820(b)(3)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘, or of such nonbank financial company 
supervised by the Board of Governors or 
bank holding company described in section 
165(a) of the Financial Stability Act of 2010, 
for the purpose of implementing its author-
ity to provide for orderly liquidation of any 
such company under title II of that Act’’. 

(3) FEDERAL RESERVE ACT.—Section 13(3) of 
the Federal Reserve Act is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘, resolution 

under title II of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act, or’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or is subject to resolution 
under’’; and 

(ii) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘, resolution 
under title II of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act, or’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or resolution under’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (E). 
Subtitle B—Home Affordable Modification 

Program 
SEC. 321. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘HAMP 
Termination Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 322. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
(1) According to the Department of the 

Treasury— 
(A) the Home Affordable Modification Pro-

gram (HAMP) is designed to ‘‘help as many 
as 3 to 4 million financially struggling home-
owners avoid foreclosure by modifying loans 
to a level that is affordable for borrowers 
now and sustainable over the long term’’; 
and 

(B) as of October 2012, only 840,835 active 
permanent mortgage modifications were 
made under HAMP. 

(2) Many homeowners whose HAMP modi-
fications were canceled suffered because they 
made futile payments and some of those 
homeowners were even forced into fore-
closure. 

(3) The Special Inspector General for TARP 
reported that HAMP ‘‘benefits only a small 
portion of distressed homeowners, offers oth-
ers little more than false hope, and in cer-
tain cases causes more harm than good’’. 

(4) Approximately $30 billion was obligated 
by the Department of the Treasury to 
HAMP, however, approximately only $4.34 
billion has been disbursed. 

(5) Terminating HAMP would save Amer-
ican taxpayers approximately $2.84 billion, 
according to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. 
SEC. 323. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY. 

Section 120 of the Emergency Economic 
Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5230) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(c) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE NEW ASSISTANCE UNDER THE HOME AF-
FORDABLE MODIFICATION PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), after the date of the enact-
ment of this subsection the Secretary may 
not provide any assistance under the Home 
Affordable Modification Program under the 
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Making Home Affordable initiative of the 
Secretary, authorized under this Act, on be-
half of any homeowner. 

‘‘(2) PROTECTION OF EXISTING OBLIGATIONS 
ON BEHALF OF HOMEOWNERS ALREADY EX-
TENDED AN OFFER TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PRO-
GRAM.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply with 
respect to assistance provided on behalf of a 
homeowner who, before the date of the en-
actment of this subsection, was extended an 
offer to participate in the Home Affordable 
Modification Program on a trial or perma-
nent basis. 

‘‘(3) DEFICIT REDUCTION.— 
‘‘(A) USE OF UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this title, 
the amounts described in subparagraph (B) 
shall not be available after the date of the 
enactment of this subsection for obligation 
or expenditure under the Home Affordable 
Modification Program of the Secretary, but 
should be covered into the General Fund of 
the Treasury and should be used only for re-
ducing the budget deficit of the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

‘‘(B) IDENTIFICATION OF UNOBLIGATED 
FUNDS.—The amounts described in this sub-
paragraph are any amounts made available 
under title I of the Emergency Economic 
Stabilization Act of 2008 that— 

‘‘(i) have been allocated for use, but not 
yet obligated as of the date of the enactment 
of this subsection, under the Home Afford-
able Modification Program of the Secretary; 
and 

‘‘(ii) are not necessary for providing assist-
ance under such Program on behalf of home-
owners who, pursuant to paragraph (2), may 
be provided assistance after the date of the 
enactment of this subsection. 

‘‘(4) STUDY OF USE OF PROGRAM BY MEMBERS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES, VETERANS, AND GOLD 
STAR RECIPIENTS.— 

‘‘(A) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct 
a study to determine the extent of usage of 
the Home Affordable Modification Program 
by, and the impact of such Program on, cov-
ered homeowners. 

‘‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than the expira-
tion of the 90-day period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Congress a re-
port setting forth the results of the study 
under subparagraph (A) and identifying best 
practices, derived from studying the Home 
Affordable Modification Program, that could 
be applied to existing mortgage assistance 
programs available to covered homeowners. 

‘‘(C) COVERED HOMEOWNER.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘covered home-
owner’ means a homeowner who is— 

‘‘(i) a member of the Armed Forces of the 
United States on active duty or the spouse 
or parent of such a member; 

‘‘(ii) a veteran, as such term is defined in 
section 101 of title 38, United States Code; or 

‘‘(iii) eligible to receive a Gold Star lapel 
pin under section 1126 of title 10, United 
States Code, as a widow, parent, or next of 
kin of a member of the Armed Forces person 
who died in a manner described in subsection 
(a) of such section. 

‘‘(5) PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY 
FOR ASSISTANCE.—Not later than 5 days after 
the date of the enactment of this subsection, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall publish 
to its Website on the World Wide Web in a 
prominent location, large point font, and 
boldface type the following statement: ‘The 
Home Affordable Modification Program 
(HAMP) has been terminated. If you are hav-
ing trouble paying your mortgage and need 
help contacting your lender or servicer for 
purposes of negotiating or acquiring a loan 
modification, please contact your Member of 
Congress to assist you in contacting your 
lender or servicer for the purpose of negoti-
ating or acquiring a loan modification.’. 

‘‘(6) NOTIFICATION TO HAMP APPLICANTS RE-
QUIRED.—Not later than 30 days after the 
date of the enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall inform each 
individual who applied for the Home Afford-
able Modification Program and will not be 
considered for a modification under such 
Program due to termination of such Pro-
gram under this subsection— 

‘‘(A) that such Program has been termi-
nated; 

‘‘(B) that loan modifications under such 
Program are no longer available; 

‘‘(C) of the name and contact information 
of such individual’s Member of Congress; and 

‘‘(D) that the individual should contact his 
or her Member of Congress to assist the indi-
vidual in contacting the individual’s lender 
or servicer for the purpose of negotiating or 
acquiring a loan modification.’’. 
SEC. 324. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

The Congress encourages banks to work 
with homeowners to provide loan modifica-
tions to those that are eligible. The Congress 
also encourages banks to work and assist 
homeowners and prospective homeowners 
with foreclosure prevention programs and in-
formation on loan modifications. 

Subtitle C—Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Protection 

SEC. 331. BRINGING THE BUREAU OF CONSUMER 
FINANCIAL PROTECTION INTO THE 
REGULAR APPROPRIATIONS PROC-
ESS. 

Section 1017 of the Consumer Financial 
Protection Act of 2010 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by amending the heading of such sub-

section to read as follows: ‘‘BUDGET, FINAN-
CIAL MANAGEMENT, AND AUDIT.—’’; 

(B) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3); 
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 

as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; and 
(D) by striking subparagraphs (E) and (F) 

of paragraph (1), as so redesignated; 
(2) by striking subsections (b), (c), and (d); 
(3) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-

section (b); and 
(4) in subsection (b), as so redesignated— 
(A) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There is authorized to be appropriated 
$200,000,000 to carry out this title for each of 
fiscal years 2013 and 2014.’’; and 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (2). 
Subtitle D—Repeal of the Office of Financial 

Research 
SEC. 341. REPEAL OF THE OFFICE OF FINANCIAL 

RESEARCH. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle B of title I of the 

Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act is hereby repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE DODD- 
FRANK ACT.—The Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act is 
amended— 

(1) in section 102(a), by striking paragraph 
(5); 

(2) in section 111— 
(A) in subsection (b)(2)— 
(i) by striking subparagraph (A); and 
(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (B), 

(C), (D), and (E) as subparagraphs (A), (B), 
(C), and (D), respectively; 

(B) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subparagraphs (B), (C), and (D)’’; 

(3) in section 112— 
(A) in subsection (a)(2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘direct 

the Office of Financial Research to’’; 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(iii) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), 

(D), (E), (F), (G), (H), (I), (J), (K), (L), (M), 
and (N) as subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), (E), 

(F), (G), (H), (I), (J), (K), (L), and (M), respec-
tively; and 

(B) in subsection (d)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘the Office 

of Financial Research, member agencies, 
and’’ and inserting ‘‘member agencies and’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘the Office 
of Financial Research, any member agency, 
and’’ and inserting ‘‘any member agency 
and’’; 

(iii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘, acting through the Office 

of Financial Research,’’ each place it ap-
pears; and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘the 
Office of Financial Research or’’; and 

(iv) in paragraph (5)(A), by striking ‘‘, the 
Office of Financial Research,’’; 

(4) in section 116, by striking ‘‘, acting 
through the Office of Financial Research,’’ 
each place it appears; and 

(5) by striking section 118. 
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO THE PAPER-

WORK REDUCTION ACT.—Effective as of the 
date specified in section 1100H of the Dodd- 
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act, section 1100D(a) of such Act 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) DESIGNATION AS AN INDEPENDENT 
AGENCY.—Section 3502(5) of subchapter I of 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code 
(commonly known as the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act) is amended by inserting ‘the Bu-
reau of Consumer Financial Protection,’ 
after ‘the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion,’.’’. 

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of 
contents for the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re-
form and Consumer Protection Act is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking the item relating to section 
118; and 

(2) by striking the items relating to sub-
title B of title I. 

TITLE IV—COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Help Effi-

cient, Accessible, Low-cost, Timely 
Healthcare (HEALTH) Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 402. ENCOURAGING SPEEDY RESOLUTION 

OF CLAIMS. 
The time for the commencement of a 

health care lawsuit shall be 3 years after the 
date of manifestation of injury or 1 year 
after the claimant discovers, or through the 
use of reasonable diligence should have dis-
covered, the injury, whichever occurs first. 
In no event shall the time for commence-
ment of a health care lawsuit exceed 3 years 
after the date of manifestation of injury un-
less tolled for any of the following— 

(1) upon proof of fraud; 
(2) intentional concealment; or 
(3) the presence of a foreign body, which 

has no therapeutic or diagnostic purpose or 
effect, in the person of the injured person. 
Actions by a minor shall be commenced 
within 3 years from the date of the alleged 
manifestation of injury except that actions 
by a minor under the full age of 6 years shall 
be commenced within 3 years of manifesta-
tion of injury or prior to the minor’s 8th 
birthday, whichever provides a longer period. 
Such time limitation shall be tolled for mi-
nors for any period during which a parent or 
guardian and a health care provider or 
health care organization have committed 
fraud or collusion in the failure to bring an 
action on behalf of the injured minor. 
SEC. 403. COMPENSATING PATIENT INJURY. 

(a) UNLIMITED AMOUNT OF DAMAGES FOR AC-
TUAL ECONOMIC LOSSES IN HEALTH CARE LAW-
SUITS.—In any health care lawsuit, nothing 
in this title shall limit a claimant’s recovery 
of the full amount of the available economic 
damages, notwithstanding the limitation in 
subsection (b). 
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(b) ADDITIONAL NONECONOMIC DAMAGES.—In 

any health care lawsuit, the amount of non-
economic damages, if available, may be as 
much as $250,000, regardless of the number of 
parties against whom the action is brought 
or the number of separate claims or actions 
brought with respect to the same injury. 

(c) NO DISCOUNT OF AWARD FOR NON-
ECONOMIC DAMAGES.—For purposes of apply-
ing the limitation in subsection (b), future 
noneconomic damages shall not be dis-
counted to present value. The jury shall not 
be informed about the maximum award for 
noneconomic damages. An award for non-
economic damages in excess of $250,000 shall 
be reduced either before the entry of judg-
ment, or by amendment of the judgment 
after entry of judgment, and such reduction 
shall be made before accounting for any 
other reduction in damages required by law. 
If separate awards are rendered for past and 
future noneconomic damages and the com-
bined awards exceed $250,000, the future non-
economic damages shall be reduced first. 

(d) FAIR SHARE RULE.—In any health care 
lawsuit, each party shall be liable for that 
party’s several share of any damages only 
and not for the share of any other person. 
Each party shall be liable only for the 
amount of damages allocated to such party 
in direct proportion to such party’s percent-
age of responsibility. Whenever a judgment 
of liability is rendered as to any party, a sep-
arate judgment shall be rendered against 
each such party for the amount allocated to 
such party. For purposes of this section, the 
trier of fact shall determine the proportion 
of responsibility of each party for the claim-
ant’s harm. 
SEC. 404. MAXIMIZING PATIENT RECOVERY. 

(a) COURT SUPERVISION OF SHARE OF DAM-
AGES ACTUALLY PAID TO CLAIMANTS.—In any 
health care lawsuit, the court shall supervise 
the arrangements for payment of damages to 
protect against conflicts of interest that 
may have the effect of reducing the amount 
of damages awarded that are actually paid to 
claimants. In particular, in any health care 
lawsuit in which the attorney for a party 
claims a financial stake in the outcome by 
virtue of a contingent fee, the court shall 
have the power to restrict the payment of a 
claimant’s damage recovery to such attor-
ney, and to redirect such damages to the 
claimant based upon the interests of justice 
and principles of equity. In no event shall 
the total of all contingent fees for rep-
resenting all claimants in a health care law-
suit exceed the following limits: 

(1) Forty percent of the first $50,000 recov-
ered by the claimant(s). 

(2) Thirty-three and one-third percent of 
the next $50,000 recovered by the claimant(s). 

(3) Twenty-five percent of the next $500,000 
recovered by the claimant(s). 

(4) Fifteen percent of any amount by which 
the recovery by the claimant(s) is in excess 
of $600,000. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The limitations in this 
section shall apply whether the recovery is 
by judgment, settlement, mediation, arbitra-
tion, or any other form of alternative dis-
pute resolution. In a health care lawsuit in-
volving a minor or incompetent person, a 
court retains the authority to authorize or 
approve a fee that is less than the maximum 
permitted under this section. The require-
ment for court supervision in the first two 
sentences of subsection (a) applies only in 
civil actions. 
SEC. 405. PUNITIVE DAMAGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Punitive damages may, if 
otherwise permitted by applicable State or 
Federal law, be awarded against any person 
in a health care lawsuit only if it is proven 
by clear and convincing evidence that such 
person acted with malicious intent to injure 

the claimant, or that such person delib-
erately failed to avoid unnecessary injury 
that such person knew the claimant was sub-
stantially certain to suffer. In any health 
care lawsuit where no judgment for compen-
satory damages is rendered against such per-
son, no punitive damages may be awarded 
with respect to the claim in such lawsuit. No 
demand for punitive damages shall be in-
cluded in a health care lawsuit as initially 
filed. A court may allow a claimant to file an 
amended pleading for punitive damages only 
upon a motion by the claimant and after a 
finding by the court, upon review of sup-
porting and opposing affidavits or after a 
hearing, after weighing the evidence, that 
the claimant has established by a substan-
tial probability that the claimant will pre-
vail on the claim for punitive damages. At 
the request of any party in a health care 
lawsuit, the trier of fact shall consider in a 
separate proceeding— 

(1) whether punitive damages are to be 
awarded and the amount of such award; and 

(2) the amount of punitive damages fol-
lowing a determination of punitive liability. 
If a separate proceeding is requested, evi-
dence relevant only to the claim for punitive 
damages, as determined by applicable State 
law, shall be inadmissible in any proceeding 
to determine whether compensatory dam-
ages are to be awarded. 

(b) DETERMINING AMOUNT OF PUNITIVE DAM-
AGES.— 

(1) FACTORS CONSIDERED.—In determining 
the amount of punitive damages, if awarded, 
in a health care lawsuit, the trier of fact 
shall consider only the following— 

(A) the severity of the harm caused by the 
conduct of such party; 

(B) the duration of the conduct or any con-
cealment of it by such party; 

(C) the profitability of the conduct to such 
party; 

(D) the number of products sold or medical 
procedures rendered for compensation, as the 
case may be, by such party, of the kind caus-
ing the harm complained of by the claimant; 

(E) any criminal penalties imposed on such 
party, as a result of the conduct complained 
of by the claimant; and 

(F) the amount of any civil fines assessed 
against such party as a result of the conduct 
complained of by the claimant. 

(2) MAXIMUM AWARD.—The amount of puni-
tive damages, if awarded, in a health care 
lawsuit may be as much as $250,000 or as 
much as two times the amount of economic 
damages awarded, whichever is greater. The 
jury shall not be informed of this limitation. 

(c) NO PUNITIVE DAMAGES FOR PRODUCTS 
THAT COMPLY WITH FDA STANDARDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) No punitive damages may be awarded 

against the manufacturer or distributor of a 
medical product, or a supplier of any compo-
nent or raw material of such medical prod-
uct, based on a claim that such product 
caused the claimant’s harm where— 

(i)(I) such medical product was subject to 
premarket approval, clearance, or licensure 
by the Food and Drug Administration with 
respect to the safety of the formulation or 
performance of the aspect of such medical 
product which caused the claimant’s harm or 
the adequacy of the packaging or labeling of 
such medical product; and 

(II) such medical product was so approved, 
cleared, or licensed; or 

(ii) such medical product is generally rec-
ognized among qualified experts as safe and 
effective pursuant to conditions established 
by the Food and Drug Administration and 
applicable Food and Drug Administration 
regulations, including without limitation 
those related to packaging and labeling, un-
less the Food and Drug Administration has 
determined that such medical product was 

not manufactured or distributed in substan-
tial compliance with applicable Food and 
Drug Administration statutes and regula-
tions. 

(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Subparagraph 
(A) may not be construed as establishing the 
obligation of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion to demonstrate affirmatively that a 
manufacturer, distributor, or supplier re-
ferred to in such subparagraph meets any of 
the conditions described in such subpara-
graph. 

(2) LIABILITY OF HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS.— 
A health care provider who prescribes, or 
who dispenses pursuant to a prescription, a 
medical product approved, licensed, or 
cleared by the Food and Drug Administra-
tion shall not be named as a party to a prod-
uct liability lawsuit involving such product 
and shall not be liable to a claimant in a 
class action lawsuit against the manufac-
turer, distributor, or seller of such product. 
Nothing in this paragraph prevents a court 
from consolidating cases involving health 
care providers and cases involving products 
liability claims against the manufacturer, 
distributor, or product seller of such medical 
product. 

(3) PACKAGING.—In a health care lawsuit 
for harm which is alleged to relate to the 
adequacy of the packaging or labeling of a 
drug which is required to have tamper-resist-
ant packaging under regulations of the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services (in-
cluding labeling regulations related to such 
packaging), the manufacturer or product 
seller of the drug shall not be held liable for 
punitive damages unless such packaging or 
labeling is found by the trier of fact by clear 
and convincing evidence to be substantially 
out of compliance with such regulations. 

(4) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply in any health care lawsuit in which— 

(A) a person, before or after premarket ap-
proval, clearance, or licensure of such med-
ical product, knowingly misrepresented to or 
withheld from the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration information that is required to be 
submitted under the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or section 
351 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 262) that is material and is causally 
related to the harm which the claimant al-
legedly suffered 

(B) a person made an illegal payment to an 
official of the Food and Drug Administration 
for the purpose of either securing or main-
taining approval, clearance, or licensure of 
such medical product; or 

(C) the defendant caused the medical prod-
uct which caused the claimant’s harm to be 
misbranded or adulterated (as such terms are 
used in chapter V of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 351 et seq.)). 
SEC. 406. AUTHORIZATION OF PAYMENT OF FU-

TURE DAMAGES TO CLAIMANTS IN 
HEALTH CARE LAWSUITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any health care law-
suit, if an award of future damages, without 
reduction to present value, equaling or ex-
ceeding $50,000 is made against a party with 
sufficient insurance or other assets to fund a 
periodic payment of such a judgment, the 
court shall, at the request of any party, 
enter a judgment ordering that the future 
damages be paid by periodic payments, in ac-
cordance with the Uniform Periodic Pay-
ment of Judgments Act promulgated by the 
National Conference of Commissioners on 
Uniform State Laws. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
all actions which have not been first set for 
trial or retrial before the effective date of 
this title. 
SEC. 407. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION SYS-

TEM; ADR.—The term ‘‘alternative dispute 
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resolution system’’ or ‘‘ADR’’ means a sys-
tem that provides for the resolution of 
health care lawsuits in a manner other than 
through a civil action brought in a State or 
Federal court. 

(2) CLAIMANT.—The term ‘‘claimant’’ 
means any person who brings a health care 
lawsuit, including a person who asserts or 
claims a right to legal or equitable contribu-
tion, indemnity, or subrogation, arising out 
of a health care liability claim or action, and 
any person on whose behalf such a claim is 
asserted or such an action is brought, wheth-
er deceased, incompetent, or a minor. 

(3) COMPENSATORY DAMAGES.—The term 
‘‘compensatory damages’’ means objectively 
verifiable monetary losses incurred as a re-
sult of the provision of, use of, or payment 
for (or failure to provide, use, or pay for) 
health care services or medical products, 
such as past and future medical expenses, 
loss of past and future earnings, cost of ob-
taining domestic services, loss of employ-
ment, and loss of business or employment 
opportunities, damages for physical and 
emotional pain, suffering, inconvenience, 
physical impairment, mental anguish, dis-
figurement, loss of enjoyment of life, loss of 
society and companionship, loss of consor-
tium (other than loss of domestic service), 
hedonic damages, injury to reputation, and 
all other nonpecuniary losses of any kind or 
nature. The term ‘‘compensatory damages’’ 
includes economic damages and non-
economic damages, as such terms are defined 
in this section. 

(4) CONTINGENT FEE.—The term ‘‘contin-
gent fee’’ includes all compensation to any 
person or persons which is payable only if a 
recovery is effected on behalf of one or more 
claimants. 

(5) ECONOMIC DAMAGES.—The term ‘‘eco-
nomic damages’’ means objectively 
verifiable monetary losses incurred as a re-
sult of the provision of, use of, or payment 
for (or failure to provide, use, or pay for) 
health care services or medical products, 
such as past and future medical expenses, 
loss of past and future earnings, cost of ob-
taining domestic services, loss of employ-
ment, and loss of business or employment 
opportunities. 

(6) HEALTH CARE LAWSUIT.—The term 
‘‘health care lawsuit’’ means any health care 
liability claim concerning the provision of 
health care goods or services or any medical 
product affecting interstate commerce, or 
any health care liability action concerning 
the provision of health care goods or services 
or any medical product affecting interstate 
commerce, brought in a State or Federal 
court or pursuant to an alternative dispute 
resolution system, against a health care pro-
vider, a health care organization, or the 
manufacturer, distributor, supplier, mar-
keter, promoter, or seller of a medical prod-
uct, regardless of the theory of liability on 
which the claim is based, or the number of 
claimants, plaintiffs, defendants, or other 
parties, or the number of claims or causes of 
action, in which the claimant alleges a 
health care liability claim. Such term does 
not include a claim or action which is based 
on criminal liability; which seeks civil fines 
or penalties paid to Federal, State, or local 
government; or which is grounded in anti-
trust. 

(7) HEALTH CARE LIABILITY ACTION.—The 
term ‘‘health care liability action’’ means a 
civil action brought in a State or Federal 
court or pursuant to an alternative dispute 
resolution system, against a health care pro-
vider, a health care organization, or the 
manufacturer, distributor, supplier, mar-
keter, promoter, or seller of a medical prod-
uct, regardless of the theory of liability on 
which the claim is based, or the number of 
plaintiffs, defendants, or other parties, or 

the number of causes of action, in which the 
claimant alleges a health care liability 
claim. 

(8) HEALTH CARE LIABILITY CLAIM.—The 
term ‘‘health care liability claim’’ means a 
demand by any person, whether or not pursu-
ant to ADR, against a health care provider, 
health care organization, or the manufac-
turer, distributor, supplier, marketer, pro-
moter, or seller of a medical product, includ-
ing, but not limited to, third-party claims, 
cross-claims, counter-claims, or contribution 
claims, which are based upon the provision 
of, use of, or payment for (or the failure to 
provide, use, or pay for) health care services 
or medical products, regardless of the theory 
of liability on which the claim is based, or 
the number of plaintiffs, defendants, or other 
parties, or the number of causes of action. 

(9) HEALTH CARE ORGANIZATION.—The term 
‘‘health care organization’’ means any per-
son or entity which is obligated to provide or 
pay for health benefits under any health 
plan, including any person or entity acting 
under a contract or arrangement with a 
health care organization to provide or ad-
minister any health benefit. 

(10) HEALTH CARE PROVIDER.—The term 
‘‘health care provider’’ means any person or 
entity required by State or Federal laws or 
regulations to be licensed, registered, or cer-
tified to provide health care services, and 
being either so licensed, registered, or cer-
tified, or exempted from such requirement 
by other statute or regulation. 

(11) HEALTH CARE GOODS OR SERVICES.—The 
term ‘‘health care goods or services’’ means 
any goods or services provided by a health 
care organization, provider, or by any indi-
vidual working under the supervision of a 
health care provider, that relates to the di-
agnosis, prevention, or treatment of any 
human disease or impairment, or the assess-
ment or care of the health of human beings. 

(12) MALICIOUS INTENT TO INJURE.—The 
term ‘‘malicious intent to injure’’ means in-
tentionally causing or attempting to cause 
physical injury other than providing health 
care goods or services. 

(13) MEDICAL PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘medical 
product’’ means a drug, device, or biological 
product intended for humans, and the terms 
‘‘drug’’, ‘‘device’’, and ‘‘biological product’’ 
have the meanings given such terms in sec-
tions 201(g)(1) and 201(h) of the Federal Food, 
Drug and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321(g)(1) 
and (h)) and section 351(a) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262(a)), respec-
tively, including any component or raw ma-
terial used therein, but excluding health care 
services. 

(14) NONECONOMIC DAMAGES.—The term 
‘‘noneconomic damages’’ means damages for 
physical and emotional pain, suffering, in-
convenience, physical impairment, mental 
anguish, disfigurement, loss of enjoyment of 
life, loss of society and companionship, loss 
of consortium (other than loss of domestic 
service), hedonic damages, injury to reputa-
tion, and all other nonpecuniary losses of 
any kind or nature. 

(15) PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—The term ‘‘puni-
tive damages’’ means damages awarded, for 
the purpose of punishment or deterrence, and 
not solely for compensatory purposes, 
against a health care provider, health care 
organization, or a manufacturer, distributor, 
or supplier of a medical product. Punitive 
damages are neither economic nor non-
economic damages. 

(16) RECOVERY.—The term ‘‘recovery’’ 
means the net sum recovered after deducting 
any disbursements or costs incurred in con-
nection with prosecution or settlement of 
the claim, including all costs paid or ad-
vanced by any person. Costs of health care 
incurred by the plaintiff and the attorneys’ 
office overhead costs or charges for legal 

services are not deductible disbursements or 
costs for such purpose. 

(17) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands, and any other 
territory or possession of the United States, 
or any political subdivision thereof. 
SEC. 408. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS. 

(a) VACCINE INJURY.— 
(1) To the extent that title XXI of the Pub-

lic Health Service Act establishes a Federal 
rule of law applicable to a civil action 
brought for a vaccine-related injury or 
death— 

(A) this title does not affect the applica-
tion of the rule of law to such an action; and 

(B) any rule of law prescribed by this title 
in conflict with a rule of law of such title 
XXI shall not apply to such action. 

(2) If there is an aspect of a civil action 
brought for a vaccine-related injury or death 
to which a Federal rule of law under title 
XXI of the Public Health Service Act does 
not apply, then this title or otherwise appli-
cable law (as determined under this title) 
will apply to such aspect of such action. 

(b) OTHER FEDERAL LAW.—Except as pro-
vided in this section, nothing in this title 
shall be deemed to affect any defense avail-
able to a defendant in a health care lawsuit 
or action under any other provision of Fed-
eral law. 
SEC. 409. STATE FLEXIBILITY AND PROTECTION 

OF STATES’ RIGHTS. 
(a) HEALTH CARE LAWSUITS.—The provi-

sions governing health care lawsuits set 
forth in this title preempt, subject to sub-
sections (b) and (c), State law to the extent 
that State law prevents the application of 
any provisions of law established by or under 
this title. The provisions governing health 
care lawsuits set forth in this title supersede 
chapter 171 of title 28, United States Code, to 
the extent that such chapter— 

(1) provides for a greater amount of dam-
ages or contingent fees, a longer period in 
which a health care lawsuit may be com-
menced, or a reduced applicability or scope 
of periodic payment of future damages, than 
provided in this title; or 

(2) prohibits the introduction of evidence 
regarding collateral source benefits, or man-
dates or permits subrogation or a lien on col-
lateral source benefits. 

(b) PROTECTION OF STATES’ RIGHTS AND 
OTHER LAWS.—(1) Any issue that is not gov-
erned by any provision of law established by 
or under this title (including State standards 
of negligence) shall be governed by otherwise 
applicable State or Federal law. 

(2) This title shall not preempt or super-
sede any State or Federal law that imposes 
greater procedural or substantive protec-
tions for health care providers and health 
care organizations from liability, loss, or 
damages than those provided by this title or 
create a cause of action. 

(c) STATE FLEXIBILITY.—No provision of 
this title shall be construed to preempt— 

(1) any State law (whether effective before, 
on, or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act) that specifies a particular monetary 
amount of compensatory or punitive dam-
ages (or the total amount of damages) that 
may be awarded in a health care lawsuit, re-
gardless of whether such monetary amount 
is greater or lesser than is provided for under 
this title, notwithstanding section 303(a); or 

(2) any defense available to a party in a 
health care lawsuit under any other provi-
sion of State or Federal law. 
SEC. 410. APPLICABILITY; EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title shall apply to any health care 
lawsuit brought in a Federal or State court, 
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or subject to an alternative dispute resolu-
tion system, that is initiated on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, except 
that any health care lawsuit arising from an 
injury occurring prior to the date of the en-
actment of this Act shall be governed by the 
applicable statute of limitations provisions 
in effect at the time the injury occurred. 

TITLE V—COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT 
AND GOVERNMENT REFORM 

SEC. 501. RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTIONS. 
(a) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.— 
(1) INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 

8334(c) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(c) Each’’ and inserting 
‘‘(c)(1) Each’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of this subsection, the applicable percentage 
of basic pay under this subsection shall— 

‘‘(A) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B) or (C), for purposes of computing an 
amount— 

‘‘(i) for a period in calendar year 2013, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
subsection for calendar year 2012, plus an ad-
ditional 1.5 percentage points; 

‘‘(ii) for a period in calendar year 2014, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
subsection for calendar year 2013 (as deter-
mined under clause (i)), plus an additional 0.5 
percentage point; 

‘‘(iii) for a period in calendar year 2015, 
2016, or 2017, be equal to the applicable per-
centage under this subsection for the pre-
ceding calendar year (as determined under 
clause (ii) or this clause, as the case may be), 
plus an additional 1.0 percentage point; and 

‘‘(iv) for a period in any calendar year after 
2017, be equal to the applicable percentage 
under this subsection for calendar year 2017 
(as determined under clause (iii)); 

‘‘(B) for purposes of computing an amount 
with respect to a Member for Member serv-
ice— 

‘‘(i) for a period in calendar year 2013, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
subsection for calendar year 2012, plus an ad-
ditional 2.5 percentage points; 

‘‘(ii) for a period in calendar year 2014, 2015, 
2016, or 2017, be equal to the applicable per-
centage under this subsection for the pre-
ceding calendar year (as determined under 
clause (i) or this clause, as the case may be), 
plus an additional 1.5 percentage points; and 

‘‘(iii) for a period in any calendar year 
after 2017, be equal to the applicable percent-
age under this subsection for calendar year 
2017 (as determined under clause (ii)); and 

‘‘(C) for purposes of computing an amount 
with respect to a Member or employee for 
Congressional employee service— 

‘‘(i) for a period in calendar year 2013, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
subsection for calendar year 2012, plus an ad-
ditional 2.5 percentage points; 

‘‘(ii) for a period in calendar year 2014, 2015, 
2016, or 2017, be equal to the applicable per-
centage under this subsection for the pre-
ceding calendar year (as determined under 
clause (i) or this clause, as the case may be), 
plus an additional 1.5 percentage points; and 

‘‘(iii) for a period in any calendar year 
after 2017, be equal to the applicable percent-
age under this subsection for calendar year 
2017 (as determined under clause (ii)). 

‘‘(3)(A) Notwithstanding subsection (a)(2), 
any excess contributions under subsection 
(a)(1)(A) (including the portion of any de-
posit under this subsection allocable to ex-
cess contributions) shall, if made by an em-
ployee of the United States Postal Service or 
the Postal Regulatory Commission, be depos-
ited to the credit of the Postal Service Fund 
under section 2003 of title 39, rather than the 
Civil Service Retirement and Disability 
Fund. 

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘excess contributions’, as used with re-
spect to contributions made under sub-
section (a)(1)(A) by an employee of the 
United States Postal Service or the Postal 
Regulatory Commission, means the amount 
by which— 

‘‘(i) deductions from basic pay of such em-
ployee which are made under subsection 
(a)(1)(A), exceed 

‘‘(ii) deductions from basic pay of such em-
ployee which would have been so made if 
paragraph (2) had not been enacted.’’. 

(2) GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 
8334(a)(1)(B) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘Except as 
provided in clause (ii),’’ and inserting ‘‘Ex-
cept as provided in clause (ii) or (iii),’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) The amount to be contributed under 

clause (i) shall, with respect to a period in 
any year beginning after December 31, 2012, 
be equal to— 

‘‘(I) the amount which would otherwise 
apply under clause (i) with respect to such 
period, reduced by 

‘‘(II) the amount by which, with respect to 
such period, the withholding under subpara-
graph (A) exceeds the amount which would 
otherwise have been withheld from the basic 
pay of the employee or elected official in-
volved under subparagraph (A) based on the 
percentage applicable under subsection (c) 
for calendar year 2012.’’. 

(b) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYS-
TEM.— 

(1) INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 
8422(a)(3) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this paragraph, the applicable percentage 
under this paragraph for civilian service by 
employees or Members other than revised 
annuity employees shall— 

‘‘(i) except as provided in clause (ii) or (iii), 
for purposes of computing an amount— 

‘‘(I) for a period in calendar year 2013, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
paragraph for calendar year 2012, plus an ad-
ditional 1.5 percentage points; 

‘‘(II) for a period in calendar year 2014, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
paragraph for calendar year 2013 (as deter-
mined under subclause (I)), plus an addi-
tional 0.5 percentage point; 

‘‘(III) for a period in calendar year 2015, 
2016, or 2017, be equal to the applicable per-
centage under this paragraph for the pre-
ceding calendar year (as determined under 
subclause (II) or this subclause, as the case 
may be), plus an additional 1.0 percentage 
point; and 

‘‘(IV) for a period in any calendar year 
after 2017, be equal to the applicable percent-
age under this paragraph for calendar year 
2017 (as determined under subclause (III)); 

‘‘(ii) for purposes of computing an amount 
with respect to a Member— 

‘‘(I) for a period in calendar year 2013, be 
equal to the applicable percentage under this 
paragraph for calendar year 2012, plus an ad-
ditional 2.5 percentage points; 

‘‘(II) for a period in calendar year 2014, 
2015, 2016, or 2017, be equal to the applicable 
percentage under this paragraph for the pre-
ceding calendar year (as determined under 
subclause (I) or this subclause, as the case 
may be), plus an additional 1.5 percentage 
points; and 

‘‘(III) for a period in any calendar year 
after 2017, be equal to the applicable percent-
age under this paragraph for calendar year 
2017 (as determined under subclause (II)); and 

‘‘(iii) for purposes of computing an amount 
with respect to a Congressional employee— 

‘‘(I) for a period in calendar year 2013, 2014, 
2015, 2016, or 2017, be equal to the applicable 
percentage under this paragraph for the pre-
ceding calendar year (including as increased 
under this subclause, if applicable), plus an 
additional 1.5 percentage points; and 

‘‘(II) for a period in any calendar year after 
2017, be equal to the applicable percentage 
under this paragraph for calendar year 2017 
(as determined under subclause (I)).’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesignated 
by subparagraph (A))— 

(i) by striking ‘‘9.3’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘12’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘9.8’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘12.5’’. 

(2) GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 
8423(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting 
‘‘(2)(A)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clauses (ii) and (iii), for 

purposes of any period in any year beginning 
after December 31, 2012, the normal-cost per-
centage under this subsection shall be deter-
mined and applied as if section 501(b)(1) of 
the Spending Reduction Act of 2012 had not 
been enacted. 

‘‘(ii) Any contributions under this sub-
section in excess of the amounts which (but 
for clause (i)) would otherwise have been 
payable shall be applied toward reducing the 
unfunded liability of the Civil Service Re-
tirement System. 

‘‘(iii) After the unfunded liability of the 
Civil Service Retirement System has been 
eliminated, as determined by the Office, 
Government contributions under this sub-
section shall be determined and made dis-
regarding this subparagraph. 

‘‘(iv) The preceding provisions of this sub-
paragraph shall be disregarded for purposes 
of determining the contributions payable by 
the United States Postal Service and the 
Postal Regulatory Commission.’’. 
SEC. 502. ANNUITY SUPPLEMENT. 

Section 8421(a) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (3) and (4)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (3) and (4)’’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 

(B), no annuity supplement under this sec-
tion shall be payable in the case of an indi-
vidual who first becomes subject to this 
chapter after December 31, 2012. 

‘‘(B) Nothing in this paragraph applies in 
the case of an individual separating under 
subsection (d) or (e) of section 8412.’’. 
SEC. 503. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THRIFT SAVINGS 

FUND OF PAYMENTS FOR ACCRUED 
OR ACCUMULATED LEAVE. 

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO CSRS.—Sec-
tion 8351(b) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2)(A) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(2)(A) An employee or Member may con-
tribute to the Thrift Savings Fund in any 
pay period any amount of such employee’s or 
Member’s basic pay for such pay period, and 
may contribute (by direct transfer to the 
Fund) any part of any payment that the em-
ployee or Member receives for accumulated 
and accrued annual or vacation leave under 
section 5551 or 5552. Notwithstanding section 
2105(e), in this paragraph the term ‘em-
ployee’ includes an employee of the United 
States Postal Service or of the Postal Regu-
latory Commission.’’; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (2); and 
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(3) by redesignating subparagraph (C) of 

paragraph (2) as subparagraph (B). 
(b) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO FERS.—Sec-

tion 8432(a) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking all that precedes paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(a)(1) An employee or Member— 
‘‘(A) may contribute to the Thrift Savings 

Fund in any pay period, pursuant to an elec-
tion under subsection (b), any amount of 
such employee’s or Member’s basic pay for 
such pay period; and 

‘‘(B) may contribute (by direct transfer to 
the Fund) any part of any payment that the 
employee or Member receives for accumu-
lated and accrued annual or vacation leave 
under section 5551 or 5552. 

‘‘(2) Contributions made under paragraph 
(1)(A) pursuant to an election under sub-
section (b) shall, with respect to each pay pe-
riod for which such election remains in ef-
fect, be made in accordance with a program 
of regular contributions provided in regula-
tions prescribed by the Executive Director.’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) Notwithstanding section 2105(e), in 

this subsection the term ‘employee’ includes 
an employee of the United States Postal 
Service or of the Postal Regulatory Commis-
sion.’’. 

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Executive Director 
of the Federal Retirement Thrift Investment 
Board shall promulgate regulations to carry 
out the amendments made by this section. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall take ef-
fect 1 year after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

TITLE VI—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS 

Subtitle A—Recapture of Overpayments Re-
sulting From Certain Federally-subsidized 
Health Insurance 

SEC. 601. RECAPTURE OF OVERPAYMENTS RE-
SULTING FROM CERTAIN FEDER-
ALLY-SUBSIDIZED HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
36B(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking subparagraph (B). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—So much of 
paragraph (2) of section 36B(f) of such Code, 
as amended by subsection (a), as precedes 
‘‘advance payments’’ is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(2) EXCESS ADVANCE PAYMENTS.—If the’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after December 31, 2013. 
Subtitle B—Social Security Number Required 

to Claim the Refundable Portion of the 
Child Tax Credit 

SEC. 611. SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER REQUIRED 
TO CLAIM THE REFUNDABLE POR-
TION OF THE CHILD TAX CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section 
24 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) IDENTIFICATION REQUIREMENT WITH RE-
SPECT TO TAXPAYER.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any taxpayer for any taxable year 
unless the taxpayer includes the taxpayer’s 
Social Security number on the return of tax 
for such taxable year. 

‘‘(B) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a joint 
return, the requirement of subparagraph (A) 
shall be treated as met if the Social Security 
number of either spouse is included on such 
return. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
not apply to the extent the tentative min-
imum tax (as defined in section 55(b)(1)(A)) 
exceeds the credit allowed under section 32.’’. 

(b) OMISSION TREATED AS MATHEMATICAL OR 
CLERICAL ERROR.—Subparagraph (I) of sec-
tion 6213(g)(2) of such Code is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(I) an omission of a correct Social Secu-
rity number required under section 24(d)(5) 
(relating to refundable portion of child tax 
credit), or a correct TIN under section 24(e) 
(relating to child tax credit), to be included 
on a return,’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(e) of section 24 of such Code is amended by 
inserting ‘‘WITH RESPECT TO QUALIFYING 
CHILDREN’’ after ‘‘IDENTIFICATION REQUIRE-
MENT’’ in the heading thereof. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

Subtitle C—Human Resources Provisions 
SEC. 621. REPEAL OF THE PROGRAM OF BLOCK 

GRANTS TO STATES FOR SOCIAL 
SERVICES. 

(a) REPEALS.—Sections 2001 through 2007 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397–1397f) 
are repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 404(d) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 604(d)) is amended— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘any or 

all of the following provisions of law:’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘The’’ and inserting 
‘‘the’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘RULES’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘any amount paid’’ and inserting 
‘‘RULES.—Any amount paid’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘a provision of law speci-
fied in paragraph (1)’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990’’; and 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(C) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig-

nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2). 
(2) Section 422(b) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 622(b)) is amended— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘administers or supervises’’ 

and inserting ‘‘administered or supervised’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘subtitle 1 of title XX’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subtitle A of title XX (as in effect 
before the repeal of such subtitle)’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘under 
subtitle 1 of title XX,’’. 

(3) Section 471(a) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 671(a)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘, under 
subtitle 1 of title XX of this Act,’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘XIX, or 
XX’’ and inserting ‘‘or XIX’’. 

(4) Section 472(h)(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 672(h)(1)) is amended by strik-
ing the 2nd sentence. 

(5) Section 473(b) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 673(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(3)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘(2)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (1) and (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(1)’’; and 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (3) and (4) as paragraphs 
(2) and (3), respectively. 

(6) Section 504(b)(6) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 704(b)(6)) is amended in each of 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) by striking ‘‘XIX, 
or XX’’ and inserting ‘‘or XIX’’. 

(7) Section 1101(a)(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1301(a)(1)) is amended by strik-
ing the penultimate sentence. 

(8) Section 1128(h) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7(h)) is amended— 

(A) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph 
(2); and 

(B) by striking paragraph (3) and redesig-
nating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3). 

(9) Section 1128A(i)(1) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7a(i)(1)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘or subtitle 1 of title XX’’. 

(10) Section 1132(a)(1) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b–2(a)(1)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘XIX, or XX’’ and inserting ‘‘or 
XIX’’. 

(11) Section 1902(e)(13)(F)(iii) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(e)(13)(F)(iii)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘EXCLUSIONS’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘EXCLUSION’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘an agency that determines 
eligibility for a program established under 
the Social Services Block Grant established 
under title XX or’’. 

(12) The heading for title XX of the Social 
Security Act is amended by striking 
‘‘BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES FOR SOCIAL 
SERVICES’’ and inserting ‘‘HEALTH PRO-
FESSIONS DEMONSTRATIONS AND ENVI-
RONMENTAL HEALTH CONDITION DE-
TECTION’’. 

(13) The heading for subtitle A of title XX 
of the Social Security Act is amended by 
striking ‘‘Block Grants to States for Social 
Services’’ and inserting ‘‘Health Professions 
Demonstrations and Environmental Health 
Condition Detection’’. 

(14) Section 16(k)(5)(B)(i) of the Food and 
Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2025(k)(5)(B)(i)) is amended by striking ‘‘, or 
title XX,’’. 

(15) Section 402(b)(3) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(b)(3)) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (B) and 
redesignating subparagraph (C) as subpara-
graph (B). 

(16) Section 245A(h)(4)(I) of the Immigra-
tion Reform and Control Act of 1986 (8 U.S.C. 
1255a(h)(4)(I)) is amended by striking ‘‘, XVI, 
and XX’’ and inserting ‘‘and XVI’’. 

(17) Section 17 of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) is 
amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘—’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘(i)’’; 
(II) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause 

(i); and 
(III) by striking clause (ii); and 
(ii) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by striking ‘‘or 

title XX’’; and 
(B) in subsection (o)(2)(B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘or title XX’’ each place it 

appears; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘or XX’’. 
(18) Section 201(b) of the Indian Child Wel-

fare Act of 1978 (25 U.S.C. 1931(b)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘titles IV–B and XX’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘part B of title IV’’. 

(19) Section 3803(c)(2)(C) of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by striking clause 
(vi) and redesignating clauses (vii) through 
(xvi) as clauses (vi) through (xv), respec-
tively. 

(20) Section 14502(d)(3) of title 40, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and title XX’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘, 1397 et seq.’’. 
(21) Section 2006(a)(15) of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300z–5(a)(15)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘and title XX’’. 

(22) Section 203(b)(3) of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3013(b)(3)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘XIX, and XX’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and XIX’’. 

(23) Section 213 of the Older Americans Act 
of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3020d) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or title XX’’. 

(24) Section 306(d) of the Older Americans 
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3026(d)) is amended in 
each of paragraphs (1) and (2) by striking ‘‘ti-
tles XIX and XX’’ and inserting ‘‘title XIX’’. 

(25) Section 2605 of the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624) 
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is amended in each of subsections (b)(4) and 
(j) by striking ‘‘under title XX of the Social 
Security Act,’’. 

(26) Section 602 of the Child Development 
Associate Scholarship Assistance Act of 1985 
(42 U.S.C. 10901) is repealed. 

(27) Section 3(d)(1) of the Assisted Suicide 
Funding Restriction Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 
14402(d)(1)) is amended by striking subpara-
graph (C) and redesignating subparagraphs 
(D) through (K) as subparagraphs (C) through 
(J), respectively. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeals and 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect on January 1, 2013. 

TITLE VII—SEQUESTER REPLACEMENT 
SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Sequester 
Replacement Act of 2012’’. 
SEC. 702. PROTECTING VETERANS PROGRAMS 

FROM SEQUESTER. 

Section 256(e)(2)(E) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
repealed. 
SEC. 703. ACHIEVING $19 BILLION IN DISCRE-

TIONARY SAVINGS. 

(a) REVISED 2013 DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 
LIMIT.—Paragraph (2) of section 251(c) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 2013, for the 
discretionary category, $1,047,000,000,000 in 
new budget authority;’’. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY SAVINGS.—Section 
251A(7)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) FISCAL YEAR 2013.— 
‘‘(i) FISCAL YEAR 2013 ADJUSTMENT.—On Jan-

uary 2, 2013, the discretionary category set 
forth in section 251(c)(2) shall be decreased 
by $19,104,000,000 in budget authority. 

‘‘(ii) SUPPLEMENTAL SEQUESTRATION 
ORDER.—On January 15, 2013, OMB shall issue 
a supplemental sequestration report for fis-
cal year 2013 and take the form of a final se-
questration report as set forth in section 
254(f)(2) and using the procedures set forth in 
section 253(f), to eliminate any discretionary 
spending breach of the spending limit set 
forth in section 251(c)(2) as adjusted by 
clause (i), and the President shall order a se-
questration, if any, as required by such re-
port.’’. 
SEC. 704. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO SEC-

TION 314 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET AND IMPOUNDMENT CON-
TROL ACT OF 1974. 

Section 314(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) ADJUSTMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The chair of the Com-

mittee on the Budget of the House of Rep-
resentatives or the Senate may make adjust-
ments as set forth in paragraph (2) for a bill 
or joint resolution, amendment thereto or 
conference report thereon, by the amount of 
new budget authority and outlays flowing 
therefrom in the same amount as required by 
section 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

‘‘(2) MATTERS TO BE ADJUSTED.—The chair 
of the Committee on the Budget of the House 
of Representatives or the Senate may make 
the adjustments referred to in paragraph (1) 
to— 

‘‘(A) the allocations made pursuant to the 
appropriate concurrent resolution on the 
budget pursuant to section 302(a); 

‘‘(B) the budgetary aggregates as set forth 
in the appropriate concurrent resolution on 
the budget; and 

‘‘(C) the discretionary spending limits, if 
any, set forth in the appropriate concurrent 
resolution on the budget.’’. 

SEC. 705. TREATMENT FOR PAYGO PURPOSES. 
The budgetary effects of this Act and any 

amendment made by it shall not be entered 
on either PAYGO scorecard maintained pur-
suant to section 4(d) of the Statutory Pay- 
As-You-Go Act of 2010. 
SEC. 706. ELIMINATION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2013 

SEQUESTRATION FOR DEFENSE DI-
RECT SPENDING. 

Any sequestration order issued by the 
President under the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to 
carry out reductions to direct spending for 
the defense function (050) for fiscal year 2013 
pursuant to section 251A of such Act shall 
have no force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) as 
the designee of the majority leader and 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN) as the designee of the minor-
ity leader each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 6684, the Spending Re-
duction Act. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself 1 minute. 
This is what we should be doing al-

most every day here—cutting spending. 
In particular, this cuts $236 billion over 
the next 10 years in net spending cuts 
to pay for 1 year of the sequester. It 
sets aside the sequester on defense and 
nondefense discretionary spending. It 
cuts $218 billion in mandatory spending 
and $19 billion in discretionary spend-
ing by lowering those caps. The result 
of this is we believe it’s better to iden-
tify specific spending cuts, waste, 
fraud, and abuse in the Federal Govern-
ment in order to prevent the sequester 
from occurring. This sets aside this 
question for 1 year. But in exchange for 
that, it has a net spending reduction of 
$236 billion. We think the path forward 
is even lower spending, which is what 
this achieves. 

I yield 5 minutes to the chairman of 
the House Armed Services Committee, 
Mr. MCKEON. 

Mr. MCKEON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I thank him for his ef-
forts on this bill. 

Today, we will send to the Senate a 
way out of this fiscal crisis. Rather 
than react in defense of the President’s 
position, I urge the other body to treat 
this package as a good faith effort to 
protect America’s middle class and 
small businesses from harmful tax 
hikes and to reduce spending to resolve 
sequestration. We know that the Presi-
dent is willing to put adjustments to 
entitlements on the table. This pro-
posal provides a framework for us to 
reach bipartisan agreement on how to 
do that. 

If we fail to act, on January 2 a ham-
mer’s strike will fall on America’s 

Armed Forces. It will be one of the 
most significant and damaging blows 
to our troops and our national security 
in history. Without even the stroke of 
a pen, sequester will do incredible in-
jury to a military that took genera-
tions to build. It will take generations 
to fix. And the blow will not come from 
an enemy, but from our own inability 
to fulfill the basic obligations of gov-
ernance. 

We must stop substituting regular 
order with brinksmanship. We must 
not allow impasses of our own doing to 
harm our Armed Forces. I call on the 
President to lead rather than create a 
new crisis. We cannot stand idly by 
while we have American men and 
women fighting to keep us safe across 
the globe. It’s a disgrace that the 
President decided to use them as pawns 
in these negotiations, and it’s a dis-
grace that we haven’t managed to res-
cue them yet. 

My leadership made me a promise: 
sequestration would not happen. 
Today, for the sixth time, they are 
bringing a measure to the floor in an 
effort to keep that promise. I thank 
them for what they have done and wish 
we could have done even more. The 
American people were also promised 
that sequestration would not happen. 
Many times over his campaign and in 
the presence of our troops and veterans 
the Commander in Chief made that 
promise: sequestration would not hap-
pen. Yet as we stand here today, days 
away from the catastrophe, the Presi-
dent of the United States hasn’t lifted 
a finger to keep that promise. 

If the Senate fails to take our offer 
seriously, we will likely return to 
Washington after Christmas. But the 
68,000 American troops in Afghanistan 
don’t have that luxury. We ask them to 
bear the pain of combat. I hope we will 
not ask them to shoulder the weight of 
Washington’s irresponsibility. Every 
man and woman who serves in this 
Chamber, in the one down the hall, and 
in the Oval Office down the street are 
the stewards of a sacred trust. We have 
all put our left hand on a Bible and 
raised our right hand and made a sa-
cred pledge. Part of that pledge is to 
defend the men and women who put 
their lives on the line to defend us. If 
we allow the year to end without re-
solving sequestration, we will all be in 
direct and unforgivable violation of 
that trust. I have debated and reasoned 
with my colleagues, and now I beg you, 
do not let the year end without ending 
sequestration. 

I urge passage of this measure. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield myself 

such time as I may consume. 
At the outset, I just want to say to 

my friend, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, I have great respect for 
him. And I hope he won’t take it the 
wrong way, but I’m glad to have you 
back, and look forward to actually 
working with you next year. I actually 
hoped that we’d be able to work in a bi-
partisan way, starting right now. Un-
fortunately, that doesn’t appear to be 
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the case, and we are engaged here in 
the House on this floor today in what 
has become a ridiculous political stunt 
which will actually take us much clos-
er as a country to going over the fiscal 
cliff. We’re wasting valuable time. The 
Speaker should be engaged with the 
President of the United States in nego-
tiations rather than having walked 
away from those negotiations with the 
President. That walking away is be-
coming a bad habit. 

The President put on the table a bal-
anced budget plan that calls for shared 
responsibility. It calls for $1.2 trillion 
in additional revenues from high-in-
come earners over the next 10 years, 
and $1.2 trillion in additional cuts, if 
you include the interest savings over 
the next 10 years. And by the way, Mr. 
Speaker, that $1.2 trillion in cuts 
comes on top of the over $1 trillion in 
cuts that have already been agreed to 
this year. 

And to our colleague, the distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, when he says that the 
President hasn’t lifted a finger to re-
move the sequester on defense, that’s 
just not true. It’s just not true. In fact, 
the President’s proposal to cut the $1.2 
trillion would also remove the seques-
ter for at least 1 year—and maybe for 
10. And it’s more cuts total than what 
we’re talking about on the floor here 
today. 

So what we really have, Mr. Speaker, 
is the fact that too many of our Repub-
lican colleagues still think that com-
promise is a dirty word. And that’s 
what brings us to the floor today in 
this political exercise. 

b 1650 

As has, unfortunately, been the case 
throughout the year, the Republican 
package that we’re dealing with today 
has two objectives. One objective is to 
minimize the impact of the budget 
challenge on high-income earners and 
to shift that burden on the middle-in-
come earners and working people. 

The numbers tell the story, Mr. 
Speaker. Because if we go over the fis-
cal cliff, people earning over $1 million 
will face a significant income tax hike. 
But under the Republican Plan B, com-
pared to the Senate plan that is before 
this House right now, the House Repub-
lican plan would give those million-
aires a $50,000 tax break on average. 

But do you know who would pay 
more under a Republican Plan B? A 
whole lot of middle class families. 
Eleven million families will see an av-
erage of $1,100 tax increase because the 
Republican Plan B takes away the tui-
tion tax credit. Twelve million families 
will lose the enhanced child tax credit; 
they will face $800 more burden. EITC, 
6 million families will pay more. The 
typical U.S. Army private—including 
those men and women serving us in Af-
ghanistan today—married with a new-
born infant will see a $453 increase in 
taxes as a result of Republican Plan B. 
On average, 25 million families will pay 
an average of $1,000 more so that 402,000 

families who make over $1 million can 
get an average tax break of $50,000. 
That’s the tax part of Republican Plan 
B. 

We’re here today right now talking 
about the cutting part of Republican 
Plan B. I think all of us recall during 
the election the Republican Presi-
dential candidate said: 

There are 47 percent of the people who will 
vote for the President no matter what. 

And then he went on to say: 
And so my job is not to worry about those 

people. 

Well, you know what? The Repub-
lican sequester-cutting plan today is 
making their nominee’s promise come 
true. It sends a signal that our Repub-
lican colleagues just don’t care about 
the 47 percent. Because you know who 
gets hit? Here’s what it would do. This 
is according to the Congressional Budg-
et Office. 

By the way, Mr. Speaker, this is a re-
cycled version. We had virtually the 
same bill on the floor last spring; we’re 
just doing it again. That bill did not 
get one single Democratic vote, and 
now it’s brought here under the 
premise of some kind of bipartisan ap-
proach. The reason it didn’t get Demo-
cratic support is, while they’re pro-
viding these tax breaks to people mak-
ing over $1 million compared to what it 
would be if we went over the fiscal 
cliff, 22 million children will face re-
duced or eliminated food benefits. 
That’s according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. 1.8 million Americans 
will permanently lose their food assist-
ance, and of those, nearly 300,000 chil-
dren will lose their school free or re-
duced lunch program. 

So what this sequester-avoidance 
plan does is make good on the promise 
that Republicans don’t care about the 
47 percent. That’s why it didn’t get any 
Democratic votes last spring. That’s 
why, Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against it today. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

My friend started off by saying this 
is a farce, this is not real. This is what 
Congress is supposed to do. 

Let’s review what this legislation is 
or is not. 

Number one, six congressional com-
mittees went through their areas of ju-
risdiction to look for areas where 
spending can be reduced—to look for 
areas where there was government du-
plication, to look for areas where there 
was government waste and fraud—re-
ported out of those committees sav-
ings, spending cuts, and we package it 
together here. We ought to be doing 
this each and every year. 

More to the point, Mr. Speaker, this 
package of spending cuts are built on 
top of the fact that we actually passed 
a budget to pay off the debt. We actu-
ally passed a budget to make sure that 
nobody gets a tax increase. That’s a lot 
more than the President can say. 

The President’s budget was voted 
down unanimously in the House and 

the Senate. The Senate, they haven’t 
passed a budget in 3 years. We don’t 
just have a fiscal cliff, we have a fiscal 
abyss in front of us, and that is the 
debt crisis that is on our horizon. 

Failure to address this debt crisis 
means not just 47 percent of Ameri-
cans, but every American gets hurt. 
Every American gets a lower standard 
of living. Every American, especially 
the next generation, receives a lower 
standard of living if we don’t fix this 
mess. 

So what is this we’re doing here 
today? We’re saying we don’t think the 
crude across-the-board sequester is 
good policy. We think it will harm our 
national security—the first and pri-
mary responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment—and we want to replace next 
year’s cuts with even more spending 
cuts that we think are smart spending 
cuts. 

The gentleman is talking about all 
these people who will lose food stamps 
and free and reduced lunches. Let me 
say it really clearly: Every single per-
son who qualifies for food stamps will 
get food stamps. Every single child who 
qualifies for a free and reduced lunch 
will get their free and reduced lunch. 
What we’re saying is you actually have 
to qualify for these benefits to get 
these benefits, and that’s not the case 
today. We are spending so much money 
from this government that people who 
don’t even qualify for these benefits, 
who make more than they should to 
qualify for them, are getting these ben-
efits. 

There is a lot of waste. There’s a lot 
of fraud. There’s a lot of abuse in how 
our Federal tax dollars are being spent, 
and we’re beginning to rein that in 
with this down payment of spending 
cuts. 

With respect to taxes, what we are 
trying to do here is limit the damage 
to the taxpayer. There’s not a single 
tax increase that we’re proposing 
here—not a single. What we’re saying 
is prevent as many tax increases as 
possible from hitting anybody in this 
economy. Because you know what? It’s 
not a very good economy. Look, elec-
tions have consequences. We under-
stand that. I, of all people, understand 
that. The consequence of this election 
is we have a President who in every 
proposal he has given us has called for 
net spending increases along with tax 
increases. 

He used to say we ought to cut $3 of 
spending for every $1 of tax increases. 
He’s not even doing that. The latest 
proposals say let’s raise taxes and then 
raise spending. Mr. Speaker, that’s 
what got us in trouble in the first 
place. 

With that, I’d like to yield 4 minutes 
to the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
BACHUS), the chairman of the Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOL-
LEN) says that this is political theater, 
that this is a waste of time. Well, let 
me tell you that the Financial Services 
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Committee has cut $35 billion of unnec-
essary wasteful spending. We started 
with bailout money, $29 billion that 
Dodd-Frank said, if a too-big-to-fail 
company goes broke, we’re going to 
pay off their creditors and counterpar-
ties. Now, didn’t the American people 
tell us in 2008 and 2009 what they felt 
about using their money to bail out 
creditors and counterparties? People 
that are making $40,000 and $50,000 a 
year would have to help pay $29 billion. 

We also do away with the HAMP pro-
gram. Now, is that a waste of time, 
doing away with this program? The 
special inspector general for TARP, the 
Congressional Oversight Panel, and the 
Government Accounting Office—the 
Government Accounting Office, many 
of those employees are your constitu-
ents in Maryland—even the editorial 
writers of The New York Times said— 
now, this is New York Times. They 
said HAMP does more harm than good. 
It’s a wasteful program. Even my 
Democratic colleagues on the Finan-
cial Services Committee said, It 
doesn’t work, but we can make it work. 
Well, let’s shut it down. 

b 1700 

$2.8 billion. Is that a waste of our 
time today? 

Third, this legislation saves over $5 
billion. Is that inconsequential? Is that 
theater? Because it gives real account-
ability to a government agency that 
right now has not, the CFPB. They 
have unlimited funds. Then it takes 
$4.9 billion in savings from just by 
making reforms that this Congress, 
this House, voted by over 400 Members 
to do; but the Senate, even though this 
will save $4.9 billion, they haven’t even 
taken this bill up. 414 of us voted for 
this bill, and the Senate hasn’t taken 
it up. But I guess I shouldn’t be sur-
prised. As the budget chairman said, 
they haven’t passed a budget for 3 
years. 

My gosh, let’s quit talking about this 
group of Americans or that group of 
Americans. Let’s talk about America 
as if it’s one country. Let’s don’t en-
gage in class warfare. Let’s don’t pit 
one income group or one group against 
each other. 

We’re going to take a very small step 
today, but it’s a first step, and it’s not 
an unimportant step towards cutting 
the national debt. The national debt in 
the last 4 years has gone up 70 percent. 
That’s a staggering amount. 

Now, let me say this. Chairman 
Bernanke, for 6 years, but particularly 
the last 4 years, has come before our 
committee, and he said that the na-
tional debt is imperiling our economic 
future. Let me use his words. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. BACHUS. He said: 
Our economic security is at risk if we don’t 

cut down on the debt. 

Mr. MCKEON was here speaking. Sec-
retary Bob Gates said that it’s imper-

iling our national security. Is that the-
ater? Is the national debt an illusion? 
Americans don’t think so, and today 
we’ll start acting. We’ll start acting. 
And we’ll do something else: We’ll cut 
taxes. We’ll preserve those tax cuts, ex-
cept for those millionaires, people 
making over $1 million, as Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN said. We’re going to let those 
tax rates go back up, which is exactly 
what NANCY PELOSI proposed. We’re 
going to take her proposal. And, do you 
know, as Mr. VAN HOLLEN says, it prob-
ably won’t get one Democratic vote for 
something that your leader proposed 3 
months ago. 

That’s political theater, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I wish the outgoing chairman of Fi-
nancial Services would check his facts. 

Ms. PELOSI, the Democratic leader, 
did not make a tax proposal that would 
give people over $1 million a year a 
$50,000 tax break, which is exactly what 
the Republican plan would do, number 
one. 

Number two, the proposal that the 
President has put on the table has $1.2 
trillion cuts if you include interest sav-
ings, which is more than the cuts here, 
and will also deal with the sequester. 

Number three, the Republican pro-
posal out of Financial Services will in-
crease the likelihood that taxpayers 
have to bail out the financial industry 
again, not reduce it. 

And number four, they strip away the 
independence of the Consumer Finance 
Protection Board so that lobbyists can 
meddle in exactly how they do their 
work so that they’re looking out for 
lobbyists’ interests rather than the in-
terests of the American people. 

So this whole approach that we’re 
seeing right here is another example of 
trying to help the folks at the very top 
at the expense of the rest of the coun-
try. 

And, Mr. BACHUS, it wasn’t me mak-
ing the 40 percent comment talking 
about dividing America. That was the 
comment made by the Republican can-
didate for President. 

With that, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
distinguished lady from New York, a 
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Ms. LOWEY, and I congratulate 
her on becoming the new ranking mem-
ber. 

Ms. LOWEY. And I congratulate you 
on the wisdom which you generously 
share with all of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the bill. 

Instead of putting forth a serious, 
comprehensive, and balanced deficit re-
duction plan, the Republicans are tak-
ing a timeout so the House can embark 
on yet another futile effort to pass por-
tions of the Ryan budget—the same 
Ryan budget that would end Medicare 
as we know it, walk away from the 
caps on discretionary spending agreed 
to in the Budget Control Act, and has 
no chance of being signed into law. 

Our constituents want us to nego-
tiate and agree to a solution to avoid 
economic catastrophe. I have concerns 
with some of the proposals the Presi-
dent has made in his negotiations with 
the Speaker, but at least the President 
was seeking a workable compromise. 

Instead, the majority walked away 
from the negotiating table and away 
from a $2.4 trillion deficit reduction 
package. Given everything our country 
has been through in the last 2 months, 
from Superstorm Sandy to the tragedy 
in Newtown, the last thing Americans 
need is for politicians to refuse to com-
promise while risking market collapse, 
credit downgrade, and putting the 
brakes on economic growth and job 
creation. 

I urge my colleagues to end the polit-
ical charade. Let’s get back to the seri-
ous task of negotiating a balanced def-
icit reduction plan. Let’s do it now, 
today. We can do it. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I, too, want to add my congratulations 
to the fine gentlewoman from New 
York on becoming the ranking member 
of the Appropriations Committee. She 
has our respect and our congratula-
tions. 

With that, I’d like to yield 1 minute 
to the distinguished majority leader, 
Mr. CANTOR. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, the 
chairman of our Budget Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge sup-
port for the measures before us to re-
place the sequester and reduce the def-
icit and to extend permanent tax relief 
for the middle class and hundreds of 
thousands of small business people. 

For the past weeks and months, as 
people have been looking for jobs and 
budgeting for their expenses, we’ve 
been working to keep taxes from going 
up and offering commonsense spending 
reforms. The Spending Reduction Act 
at issue today reduces our deficit and 
protects our national security by re-
placing indiscriminate cuts that are 
neither strategic nor balanced. 

Mr. Speaker, we all agree that our 
current spending path is unsustainable 
and poses a real threat to the economy, 
to job creation, and to our ability to 
remain competitive in the global econ-
omy. We must address the underlying 
issue that faces this country, which is 
the mounting deficit and load of debt 
that we are going to leave to this gen-
eration and the next. But the President 
has been unwilling to consider serious 
spending cuts or offer a serious and 
balanced plan to avoid the fiscal cliff. 

The risks of unchecked spending are 
grave. The consequences of our debt 
crisis will be felt by every student 
looking for a job that matches their 
skills after graduation, by every re-
tiree counting on Social Security and 
Medicare, and by every small business 
owner looking to expand and hire. 

We have passed bills and put forward 
reforms that would save programs like 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid from certain and predictable fail-
ure, yet we cannot find cooperation, 
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Mr. Speaker, from the White House or 
the other side of the aisle to help solve 
these problems. 

It is unfortunate that we find our-
selves in this place just 11 days from 
the new year. For months, we have 
been ready and willing to work with 
the President to prevent the fiscal cliff 
from impacting small businesses and 
hardworking families. 

The math shows that the President’s 
push to hike taxes won’t reduce the 
deficit, and, left unchecked, his govern-
ment spending will bankrupt our fu-
ture. Our plan will protect 740,000 addi-
tional small businesses that would oth-
erwise be hit by the tax hike the Presi-
dent is proposing. 

We don’t believe taxes should go up 
on anybody, but if we can prevent 
taxes from going up on as many people 
as possible, on 99.81 percent of Amer-
ican families and small businesses, we 
must and need to do so. 

Americans are looking for jobs, small 
businesses are deciding whether they 
should hire or invest in growing, and 
many Americans are struggling to 
make ends meet. We are all committed 
to creating an economy where every-
one has an opportunity to succeed. 

House Republicans are offering a plan 
today similar to one that received 53 
Democratic votes in the U.S. Senate 
only 2 years ago, and the Spending Re-
duction Act is a serious start toward 
reducing our deficit and protecting our 
national security. 

b 1710 

Absent a balanced offer from the 
President, this is our Nation’s best op-
tion, and Senate Democrats should 
take up both of these measures imme-
diately. 

The President has a choice, Mr. 
Speaker. He can support these meas-
ures or be responsible for reckless 
spending and the largest tax hike in 
American history. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

What is unbalanced is the Republican 
package that we see on the floor today. 
We already talked about the numbers 
of the Republican Plan B tax proposal 
which compared to going over the fis-
cal cliff and the Senate alternative 
would actually provide millionaires 
with a $50,000 tax cut on average while 
25 million American families will actu-
ally see a tax increase of $1,000 on aver-
age, including, Mr. Speaker, some of 
our soldiers on the front line in Af-
ghanistan today. 

The majority leader talked about 
doing the math. Then do the math on 
the tax plan, because that’s exactly 
what it shows. What the President has 
called for is a balanced plan that asks 
for the wealthiest to share the burden 
of our deficit challenge and make sure 
that we get our economy in full gear. 

With that, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
LEVIN. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. I did not know that I 
would follow the distinguished major-
ity leader. 

I just want to say, and I mostly want 
to talk about Plan C, but for him or 
anybody else to come on the floor and 
say that the President hasn’t proposed 
spending cuts isn’t true, and it under-
cuts the necessary level of trust to find 
common ground. That kind of a state-
ment should not be made. 

I sat in the Rules Committee for 3 
hours and participated for 2 hours last 
night. There was no reference to Plan 
C, and it came up just a few minutes 
secretly before midnight. The purpose 
of Plan C is to try to get votes for Plan 
B within the Republican Conference. 
What it does is to undermine the Af-
fordable Care Act by eliminating the 
true-up protections, and the joint task 
committee says it would result in the 
loss of health insurance coverage for 
420,000 people. It would also repeal the 
Social Services Block Grant which pro-
vides services for millions of Ameri-
cans. 

It wasn’t many years ago when 
Chairman CAMP wrote: 

SSBG has been a key source of flexible 
funding for critical social services. 

So now in a desperate effort to find 
votes for Plan B, you turn your back 
on that. 

Finally, it would harm millions of 
low-income families and their kids. 
The estimate is it would affect 1 mil-
lion families and more than 3 million 
kids. 

Searching for votes for Plan B with 
that kind of an approach, I think, is 
abominable. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time remains on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 171⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin has 151⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield 11⁄2 min-
utes to the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. ANDREWS). 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican majority needs to do what 
Americans do every day in labor nego-
tiations and real estate offices and 
other places around this country, and 
that’s to negotiate rather than simply 
restate their position. 

The President asked for higher tax 
rates on income above $250,000, and he 
compromised and moved it up to 
$400,000. The President started with a 
spending cut number that was $500 bil-
lion or $600 billion, and he moved it up 
to $1.2 trillion. And he included within 
that a very controversial proposal deal-
ing with Social Security increases. 

The President has compromised. The 
Republicans once again are simply re-

gurgitating their same old position, a 
tax provision that has a $50,000-a-year 
tax cut for millionaires and a tax in-
crease for 25 million working families, 
including servicemembers and their 
children, and a proposal that cuts jobs 
on transportation projects, daycare 
centers, and nursing homes across the 
country. 

We should stop wasting our time on 
one-sided bills, follow the President’s 
lead, lift our sights higher, and nego-
tiate. That is the way out of this co-
nundrum. And I would urge my friends 
on the majority side to stop pontifi-
cating and start negotiating. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self 30 seconds to say, Follow the Presi-
dent’s lead? I wish he were leading. 

The gentleman from Michigan said 
he’s offered all these specifics. I wish it 
were so. Where are they? We hear num-
bers, we hear platitudes, we see budget 
gimmicks and accounting tricks; but 
we don’t see specifics. We have yet to 
see a specific solution from this Presi-
dent to deal with his debt crisis. 

He’s claimed he wants to cut $3 of 
spending for every $1 of tax increase. 
We’ve seen a lot of specific tax increase 
proposals come from the President, but 
we haven’t seen a specific spending cut 
proposal from the President. That’s the 
problem. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS). 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this legislation. 

It’s no secret we’re facing a severe 
debt crisis right now. We’re at the $16 
trillion mark in debt piled up. If we 
don’t act quickly, we’ll be passing a 
crushing burden along to our children 
and grandchildren. Reducing govern-
ment spending is never an easy task. 
We face difficult choices, but House Re-
publicans have lived up to our respon-
sibilities to find ways to cut our costs 
so that we can once again live within 
our means. 

The Agriculture Committee did its 
part by finding $33 billion in savings 
over 10 years. We did this by making 
credible, commonsense reforms to the 
supplemental assistance program, 
SNAP—food stamps if you want to call 
it that. These provisions reduce waste 
and abuse and close program loopholes. 

I’d like to make it absolutely clear 
that none of these recommendations 
will prevent families that qualify for 
assistance under SNAP from receiving 
those benefits. Think about that. All 
they have to do is demonstrate their 
income level, demonstrate their asset 
level, fill out their paperwork, qualify, 
and they will receive their benefits. 
We’re working hard to better target 
the program and improve its integrity 
so that families in need can continue 
to receive nutrition assistance. 

Every one of these provisions rep-
resents common sense and good gov-
ernment in times of fiscal restraint. I 
would also like to note that the poli-
cies included in this bill are not the 
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only changes that the House Agri-
culture Committee has passed that 
would cause deficit reduction. In July, 
the Ag Committee passed a comprehen-
sive farm bill by a strong bipartisan 
vote, a majority of Republicans and a 
majority of Democrats. The bill will 
save $35 billion in the agricultural 
baseline. Our bill makes reforms to 
commodity programs, conservation 
programs, as well as significant re-
forms to the food stamp program. 

My committee is doing everything it 
can to provide a variety of options for 
all sides and all parties to consider. 
We’ve made workable reforms to all 
programs within our jurisdiction, sav-
ing taxpayers billions of dollars. We 
want to be a part of the solution. We 
have proven time and time again we’re 
willing to do our part. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to adopt 
these reforms. Yes, it means you’ll 
have to apply. Yes, it means you’ll 
have to demonstrate your assets and 
your income. But if you’re qualified, 
you will receive the help you need. You 
just have to demonstrate you need the 
help. Is that unreasonable? 

b 1720 
With a $16 trillion deficit—is that un-

reasonable?—and with a $1 trillion an-
nual spending deficit? Demonstrate 
you need the help and we’ll help you. 
That’s not unreasonable. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, a 
couple of points here. 

First, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee said that the President 
hadn’t put any specific spending cuts 
on the table. That’s just not true. His 
proposal has been available to the pub-
lic for well over a year now. As to just 
one specific proposal, the President has 
said we should get rid of excessive agri-
culture subsidies. He has called for $30 
billion on that item alone. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I meant 
‘‘net.’’ 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. In reclaiming my 
time, that also is not true, and on that, 
we will have a longer discussion. 

The reality is ag subsidies are one 
very concrete example. Interestingly, 
this bill that our Republican colleagues 
have brought to the floor, again, while 
cutting deeply into the food and nutri-
tion programs, doesn’t take one penny 
from ag subsidies for agrabusinesses. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it’s also impor-
tant to correct another statement that 
has been made by both the chairman of 
the Budget Committee and the chair-
man of the Ag Committee with respect 
to the food program. I think the chair-
man knows that the SNAP statute pro-
vides in statute two routes for people 
to be eligible for food and nutrition as-
sistance—one is the specific income 
and asset test, or they can become eli-
gible under the SNAP statute based on 
participation in other programs in 
which they have to show income-based 
need. 

Nobody wants fraud. We should find 
every dollar of wasted money and get 
rid of it, but don’t pretend that people 
who qualify under the statute are en-
gaged in fraud. What you’re proposing 
to do in this Republican bill is to deny 
millions of those people on nutrition 
programs their legal support, and we 
do not think we should be doing that. 
At the same time, we are giving mil-
lionaires a $50,000 average tax cut. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. I thank my colleague 
from Maryland. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are, once 
again, trying to undermine the recov-
ery of the American middle class. 
House Republicans have rejected a bal-
anced approach to addressing our defi-
cits and, instead, have opted for draco-
nian cuts to the people who can afford 
them the least in an effort to protect 
the wealthy. The Republican plan may 
as well be called the ‘‘reverse Robin 
Hood agenda,’’ by which they take 
from the poor to give to the rich: 

It starts by literally taking food out 
of the mouths of children by cutting 
the critical Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program, SNAP; 

Next, they move on to one of their fa-
vorite pastimes—trying to repeal the 
Affordable Care Act, specifically the 
provisions that help make health care 
more affordable for women, children, 
seniors, and the poor; 300,000 low-in-
come children will lose access to 
health care thanks to cuts to Medicaid 
and to the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program. Women will lose access to 
critical health services covered in the 
ACA, like cancer screenings and immu-
nizations; 

Finally, the last step is to go after 
another favorite GOP target, and 
that’s Social Security. 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans have 
only one constituency to protect, and 
that’s the wealthiest Americans. It 
couldn’t be more obvious. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the chairman of 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON). 

Mr. UPTON. Today, we take a stand 
for future generations as we work to 
get our $16 trillion national debt under 
control and as we put ourselves on a 
path towards a more sound fiscal fu-
ture. 

In the Spending Reduction Act of 
2012, we identified key areas to sensibly 
reduce spending in the effort to replace 
the blunt instrument known as the 
‘‘sequester.’’ Without this thoughtful, 
balanced package of savings, in 2 weeks 
the sequester is going to cut discre-
tionary spending indiscriminantly 
while shielding the lion’s share of the 
government’s budget from reductions. 

Critical priorities, such as important 
cancer research at the NIH and FDA 
review and inspection budgets to help 
keep foods and medicines safe, are on 
the chopping block because we have 

failed to engage in a substantive dis-
cussion on reforming entitlement pro-
grams that, in fact, threaten to derail 
the long-term solvency of the U.S. 

I am proud of the work of our com-
mittee. It has identified over $100 bil-
lion in savings over the next decade, 
and we accomplished it in a sensible, 
responsible manner. We say enough is 
enough to the litany of slush funds 
tucked into ObamaCare, slush funds 
that we discovered, through aggressive 
oversight, to be blank checks given to 
HHS that are going to cost taxpayers 
billions of dollars. 

We made commonsense changes to 
Medicaid that are going to put impor-
tant programs on firmer ground. 
Among other reforms, we eliminated 
the Medicaid maintenance-of-effort re-
quirement. This Federal mandate im-
pedes a State’s ability to implement 
program integrity measures, and it ac-
tually weakens the safety net by mak-
ing it more difficult for States to tar-
get resources to the most vulnerable 
Americans. We achieved significant 
savings, as well, in something that was 
noticeably absent in the President’s 
health care law, that being tort reform. 
The President declared in his 2011 
State of the Union Message: 

I am willing to look at other ideas to bring 
down costs, including one that Republicans 
suggested last year—medical malpractice re-
form to rein in frivolous lawsuits. 

After 2 years of empty promises, now 
is the time for the President to fulfill 
that pledge and to finally put doctors, 
patients, and taxpayers first. That’s in 
this bill. 

The House passed a budget and now 
legislation again that truly cuts spend-
ing to offset the automatic spending 
cuts, or sequester. Our debt grows by 
nearly $4 billion a day, and it’s our 
kids and our grandkids who are going 
to pay the price if we stand by and do 
nothing. Without action, a $20 trillion 
debt could soon be a reality. 

So, if not us, who is going to do it? If 
not now, when is it going to happen? 
Our work is not easy, but it’s nec-
essary. It’s time to make the tough 
choices to get this deficit down. Let’s 
vote for this bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
now yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlelady 
from California (Ms. WATERS), and I 
congratulate her on becoming the 
ranking member of the Financial Serv-
ices Committee. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much. 
While it is clear that the Republican 

majority’s H.R. 6684 is an attempt to 
generate votes for Speaker BOEHNER’s 
Plan B, when it comes to protecting 
the American middle class from an-
other taxpayer bailout, H.R. 6684 gets a 
failing grade: 

First, the plan repeals our financial 
regulators’ existing authority, which 
was created in the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform Act, to end the era of 
too-big-to-fail institutions; 

H.R. 6684 would also tie the hands of 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, an agency we formed under Dodd- 
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Frank to make sure financial institu-
tions play by the rules when it comes 
to mortgage and student loans, credit 
cards, and payday lenders. H.R. 6684 
would eliminate that independent fund-
ing and, instead, tie their hands by 
making the Bureau basically have to 
go through the appropriations process; 

The plan likewise eliminates the Of-
fice of Financial Research, an Agency 
tasked with collecting information on 
the health of our financial markets and 
conducting research on financial sta-
bility issues; 

Finally, H.R. 6684 would just kill the 
Home Affordable Modification Pro-
gram. We need to improve our ability 
to do loan modifications, not kill it. 

It is unfortunate that, at the end of 
another session of Congress, the Repub-
licans are again playing with the U.S. 
economy when they should be working 
in a bipartisan manner with the House 
Democrats in order to avert the fiscal 
cliff. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I know that 
many of you didn’t know that all of 
this was in this bill; but we have this 
plan, this orderly way, of dissolving 
these financial institutions when they 
put our economy at risk. So vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this particular bill. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. May I inquire as 
to how much time remains on both 
sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 111⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin has 9 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
will just say a few words again about 
the priorities reflected in this Repub-
lican package. 

If you look at Plan B, the tax part, 
you’re giving people who earn over $1 
million a year on average a $50,000 tax 
cut compared to what it would be 
under the Senate proposal. At the same 
time, under this proposal that we’re 
talking about here on the floor of the 
House, you’re talking about elimi-
nating important support in food and 
nutrition programs for millions of 
Americans, including for 300,000 kids 
who would no longer be on school lunch 
programs. 

b 1730 

What this boils down to once again, 
Mr. Speaker, is a question of priorities. 
We’ve got to reduce our deficit, and 
we’ve got to get the economy moving 
again. But we have to deal with the 
deficit in a balanced way, not in a way 
that provides additional tax breaks to 
the wealthiest Americans at the ex-
pense of the rest of the country. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself 1 minute. 
The food stamp program has grown 

over the last 10 years by 270 percent. 
That’s far in excess of the recession. 
With these kinds of reforms, it will 
have grown by 260 percent. Hardly the 

kind of draconian cuts the gentleman 
seems to suggest. What we’re saying 
with these programs is that you need 
to be eligible for the actual benefit to 
receive the benefit. That’s not asking 
too much. If we can’t put commonsense 
reforms like this in place, we’ll never 
get anywhere in dealing with this debt 
crisis. 

The gentlelady from the Financial 
Services Committee says it’s just 
wrong to submit the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau agency to the 
appropriations process. I find that an 
amazing critique. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self another 30 seconds. 

This is an agency that gets its money 
from the Federal Reserve without ever 
having to go through Congress. When 
we uphold the Constitution to take of-
fice, let’s never forget that the power 
of the purse lies in the legislative 
branch. All of these executive agencies 
should have to go through the appro-
priations process. That’s not gutting a 
program; that’s bringing account-
ability to a program. 

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the underlying 
bill, H.R. 6684, the Spending Reduction 
Act of 2012, because as Chairman RYAN 
said, we are not only facing a fiscal 
cliff, but as he put it, we’re facing a fis-
cal abyss. Indeed, if you will, a fiscal 
Grand Canyon. 

I want to address my remarks to title 
IV of the bill, which was just ref-
erenced by the chairman of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, the gen-
tleman from Michigan. That’s the Help 
Efficient, Accessible, Low-cost, Timely 
Healthcare Act of 2012, or the HEALTH 
Act, to implement reasonable, com-
prehensive, and effective health care li-
ability reforms; indeed, exactly what 
the President has been calling for for 
the last 5 years, even in the first elec-
tion when he was campaigning and 
speaking to the American Medical As-
sociation in Chicago. 

As a physician for over 30 years, I 
fully understand the importance of 
finding balance in medical liability by 
keeping doctors and hospitals account-
able for their actions while limiting 
the frivolous lawsuits that contribute 
to inflated health care costs and rising 
insurance premiums. We need to re-
form the system so that patients who 
have been duly wronged receive a de-
served settlement but, at the same 
time, protect our Nation’s physicians 
who work hard every day to ensure 
that their patients receive quality 
care. 

Therefore, I once again introduced 
the HEALTH Act in this 112th Congress 
to ensure that those who have valid li-
ability claims are supported while, at 
the same time, discouraging the prac-
tice of jackpot justice. 

If enacted, this title in H.R. 6684 
would make health care delivery more 

accessible and cost effective in the 
United States by limiting the amount 
of patient awards that are available for 
plaintiff attorney’s fees. Among other 
things, the legislation would ensure 
that all settlements against medical 
providers are proportional to their re-
sponsibility for the patient’s injury. 

Mr. Speaker, the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office has stated 
that if the HEALTH Act were enacted, 
the Federal Government alone would 
save $48 billion over the next 10 years. 
Other studies have shown the savings 
to be much higher, some as high as $200 
billion annually over all of health care, 
which indeed constitutes, as my col-
leagues know, nearly one-fifth of our 
entire economy. 

Tort reform will also help end the 
practice of defensive medicine, which is 
one of the largest cost drivers of health 
care. When physicians are forced to 
order these excessive tests simply to 
avoid malpractice suits, health care 
costs go up and patient safety goes 
down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank 
the gentleman. 

I wholeheartedly believe that the 
HEALTH Act takes an important step 
to improve health care delivery in this 
country. This is the kind of common-
sense, market-based reform that a 
health care system requires. 

Mr. Speaker, I fully support H.R. 6684 
and, more specifically, the immense 
benefits that the HEALTH Act will not 
only have on the Federal budget but on 
the health of our Nation. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Let’s talk a little bit about what 
this Republican package will and will 
not do with respect to health issues. 

First of all, while their bill would re-
place much of the sequester, they leave 
in place the 2 percent across-the-board 
Medicare cut. Let me say that again. 
Despite all the talk we’re hearing 
today on the floor about their efforts 
to replace these across-the-board cuts, 
they leave them in place for Medicare, 
which will hit providers and have an 
impact on the Medicare system. 

Second, with respect to children’s 
health, they cut about $20 billion from 
Medicaid and the Children’s Health 
program over the next 10 years, even 
though those programs are protected 
from the sequester. So if we were to go 
over the fiscal cliff—which apparently 
is the way our Republican colleagues 
want to take us right now because 
we’re not down talking with the Presi-
dent but we’re here on the floor. If we 
go over the fiscal cliff, those children’s 
health care is protected. But if we 
adopt the Republican proposal, those 
children will actually see less health 
security. In fact, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, in 2015, there 
will be 300,000 children who no longer 
have coverage under the Children’s 
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Health Insurance Program. That’s 
what they’re proposing here, even as 
their tax Plan B provides millionaires 
with an average tax break of $50,000 
compared to the Senate plan, and even 
though their tax plan, while providing 
millionaires that average rate com-
pared to the Senate plan, is going to 
increase the tax burden on 25 million 
families. So an average tax cut for mil-
lionaires of $50,000 compared to the 
Senate plan, and at the same time a se-
quester proposal that would result in 
300,000 kids in the year 2015 losing their 
Children’s Health Insurance coverage, 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

There you have, Mr. Speaker, the pri-
orities in the Republican plan. That’s 
not balance. 

Look, the reason we’re here is be-
cause our Republican colleagues refuse 
to compromise. They bring this bill to 
the floor in the name of a productive 
contribution to compromise when this 
virtually identical bill did not get a 
single Democratic vote last spring—not 
one. And that’s compromise? 

The Senate has already said it’s not 
going to take up this bill. That old bill 
has been sitting over there, and the 
President has said he would veto it. We 
are wasting the people’s time, Mr. 
Speaker. It’s time for the Speaker of 
this House to negotiate with the Presi-
dent. 

Now, we know what the problem is. 
There’s this book, Mr. Speaker, which 
is very aptly titled, ‘‘It’s Even Worse 
Than It Looks.’’ This book was written 
by two scholars of the Congress, one 
person in a Democratic-leaning think 
tank and the other in a Republican- 
leaning think tank. Here’s what they 
say, and they say it with great regret. 
They say: 

The problem is that in the House today, we 
have a Republican Party that’s become an 
insurgent outlier, ideologically extreme, 
contemptuous of the inherited social and 
economic policy regime, and scornful of com-
promise. 

That’s from two independent, non-
partisan scholars. And, Mr. Speaker, 
that’s exactly the problem we’ve got 
here today. 

b 1740 

It’s time for the Speaker to actually 
follow the good counsel of many mem-
bers of his caucus. Either take up the 
Senate bill and pass it, or let’s get seri-
ous and negotiate with the President, 
who’s put forward a balanced plan, a 
plan, as many of my colleagues have 
said, that a lot of Democrats don’t 
like. 

In fact, there are going to be Demo-
crats who don’t vote for even the pro-
posals the President’s put forward al-
ready. Many are still reserving judg-
ment. 

That’s the test of compromise, not a 
bill that comes to the floor that’s 
never had a single Democratic vote. 
That’s not compromise. 

The American people want us to 
work together. Let’s stop playing these 

political games, Mr. Speaker. Let’s not 
bring to the floor of the House bills 
that have never gotten a Democratic 
vote before, and which the President 
has already indicated he will veto be-
cause they fail the important test of 
balance. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

let me just say, over the past decade 
Medicaid spending increased by 150 per-
cent. Over the next decade it’s pro-
jected to increase by 225 percent, and 
an effort to slow the increase is called 
a cut. That’s our problem. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ISSA), 
the chairman of the Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee. 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, shame on 
this body. We have a $10 trillion hole in 
the difference between our spending 
and our revenue, and we can’t find a 
way to compromise? 

The gentleman from Maryland said 
that it didn’t receive a single Demo-
cratic vote. This is the most humble 
and minimal proposal I could imagine. 
The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, himself, would recognize that 
we’re not getting close to a balanced 
budget with this. We’re simply making 
a down payment on it. 

My committee marked up one of the 
largest portions of these improve-
ments, which aligns the Federal 
workforce’s compensation, including 
Members of Congress and their staffs, a 
little closer to the rest of the work-
force, a little closer to the rest of hard-
working Americans, and yet we can’t 
get a single Democratic vote. 

I say to the Democrats, quite frank-
ly, shame on you for not being able to 
make a down payment on a $10 trillion 
shortfall. And to my colleagues on the 
Republican side, this isn’t enough. This 
isn’t nearly enough, but at least we’re 
showing that we don’t have a partner 
in the White House and we don’t have 
a partner in this body that will work 
with us to begin a down payment on $10 
trillion worth of shortfall. 

In closing, even if, in fact, the Presi-
dent got his original wish, that we 
were going to go over the cliff and raise 
$538 billion in new revenue, we would 
still have $500 billion worth of excess 
spending that has built up since Bill 
Clinton left office. 

I hope the American people are 
watching. I hope they’ll demand that 
we do more than just make a small 
down payment and then argue about it; 
that, in fact, we need to address $10 
trillion over 10 years—$1 trillion a 
year—and we’re not even beginning to 
do that. 

I hope that this will pass, because, in 
fact, we need the Democrats to realize 
this is only the beginning of what will 
be a much tougher, tougher effort on 
behalf of the American people. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
true that our Republican colleagues 
are not going to have a partner for a 
totally lopsided, unbalanced approach, 
that, once again, minimizes the respon-

sibility of the wealthiest of the coun-
try at the expense of everybody else. 

I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), the 
ranking member on the Financial 
Services Committee. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The 
previous speaker complained about not 
being willing to make cuts. That’s 
right after the House is apparently 
about to vote on a defense bill in which 
Members boasted about how they were 
putting weapons systems into play 
that the Pentagon didn’t want, far 
more expensive than the kinds of 
things I’ve been concerned about. 

What troubles me most about this, 
and it’s a tough choice, is the attack 
on the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau. Now, I know my Republican 
colleagues hated the idea of an inde-
pendent bureau responsive to con-
sumers and not financial institutions. 
We created an independent one. They 
didn’t have the votes to stop it. They 
don’t have the willingness to take it on 
head-on. 

This buries in this large bill, which 
isn’t subject to amendment, a provi-
sion that would take away the inde-
pendence of the consumer bureau. It 
would say that they are now going to 
be subject to annual appropriations. 

Oh, but I’m told that’s a matter of 
principle. But it’s apparently not a 
matter of principle for a financial regu-
latory institution that the bankers 
like. 

I offered a motion in committee to 
subject the Federal Reserve System to 
annual appropriations. That was voted 
down by the Republicans. 

Oh, the consumer bureau, that’s dan-
gerous. There they go getting people 
refunds on credit cards. But the Fed-
eral Reserve, oh no, they can stay au-
tonomous. The controller of the cur-
rency, the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. So this strong principle 
my Republican colleagues discovered 
only came to light when we try to pro-
tect consumers. And with regard to 
every other financial institution, they 
say it’s okay. 

They also would abolish the Office of 
Financial Research, a nonpartisan en-
tity that’s just to get information. 
There was a wide consensus that we 
had a problem in the first part of the 
century when we didn’t know what has 
happening. The Republicans want us to 
vote for continued ignorance. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. May I in-
quire as to how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has 2 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
Maryland has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I’ll reserve 
the balance of my time since we have 
no more speakers for closing, and leave 
it to the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Let me thank the 
Speaker for the service that he’s given 
to the Congress. 
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Some day someone may review our 

conduct here in the House, and one of 
the speakers on the other side, I guess 
he’s gone, but he said shame on the 
Congress. I just wanted to join with 
him on that. 

But I also want history to record 
that they may ask what the heck was 
RANGEL doing down there when this 
was going on? What happened? 

And I hope the RECORD is abundantly 
clear that this was outlined in a cam-
paign. It was a Presidential campaign. 
And the President said that as a result 
of America getting into wars and not 
paying for it, and as a result of wrong-
doing in Wall Street, and the result of 
a whole lot of people getting out of 
work, that we had to have a program to 
raise the money and to pay down on 
the deficit by cutting back programs. 

It seems as though what has hap-
pened here is that the Republican 
Party missed something. Maybe it was 
election night. Maybe it was a small 
group of the Republican Party. But 
they really didn’t believe, or don’t be-
lieve that the President won. 

And this whole idea of protecting 2 
percent of the population actually was 
on a vote. The people voted, and the 
President said he was going to protect 
98 percent of the taxpayers. And so 
somehow this is not being understood. 

Further from that, if you have to 
have more savings, and I agree that we 
do, why would you go, of all places, to 
the most vulnerable? 

My friend from Wisconsin often tells 
me how fast food stamps have arisen in 
the last 2, 4, 6 years. I wonder whether 
he’s ever taken time to find out wheth-
er there’s any relationship between the 
increase in unemployment and increase 
in food stamps. 

So I just want to be recorded, Mr. 
Speaker, this ain’t for real. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
ranking member from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, and my 
colleagues, we’ve seen this business all 
over and over again from the Repub-
licans. Plan B, Plan C. Let’s work on a 
bipartisan agreement to avoid the fis-
cal cliff. 

But what they presented to us today 
would slash Medicaid, which will hurt 
hundreds of thousands of people, in-
cluding cutting off 300,000 children 
from health insurance, hurting some of 
our most vulnerable citizens. It would 
impede implementation of the health 
reform law that’s already benefiting 
millions of Americans. 

It fails to protect Medicare from bil-
lions of dollars in cuts under the se-
questration. It establishes a Federal 
medical malpractice system trampling 
on the rights of States. It undermines 
our future health by cutting today’s 
prevention and public health invest-
ments. 

This is so unacceptable. We have 
nothing to solve the looming physician 
payment cuts. 

These are exactly the same Repub-
lican proposals that were rejected by 

the American people. They don’t want 
more tax breaks for the millionaires 
and billionaires and big corporations 
paid for by cuts to our poorest Ameri-
cans. 

b 1750 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield 1 minute 

to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. FATTAH). 

Mr. FATTAH. I want to thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I know that people may be confused 
by some of this debate, so I just want 
to bring some common sense to it. 

In every instance, A is the preferable 
option. Whether you get your ticket to 
heaven or you get to go free or you get 
the present you want under the Christ-
mas tree, when somebody suggests to 
you option B, it’s something less than 
the best. 

We have the very best country on the 
face of the Earth. We’re the wealthiest, 
strongest, most powerful nation in the 
world. And what they’re asking us to 
do is to choose, rather than a grand 
bargain to put our fiscal house in 
order, they want us to go with Plan B. 

I hope that the House would reject 
Plan B. Doing something less than our 
best as a Nation is not worthy of this 
House. It’s not even worthy of the ma-
jority to bring this here today, because 
they know it’s not going anywhere. We 
know it’s not going anywhere. And if 
we want to move our country forward, 
which is what the American people 
voted for on the last Election Day, we 
need to choose the A option rather 
than Plan B. 

Plan B is not the way to go unless 
we’re trying to get in second place to 
countries like China and others. If we 
want to stay in the lead, we need to get 
our fiscal House in order and reject 
this Plan B. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
on the Democratic side has expired. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin has 2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
let’s take a step back to remind us 
where we are. 

On January 1, if we do nothing, every 
American taxpayer will see a massive 
tax increase. That will dramatically 
hurt our economy and families. Then, 
on the next day, we’ll face a 10 percent 
cut in our defense budget. 

Americans chose divided govern-
ment, whether it was intended or not. 
The President won. The House is still a 
Republican House. We’re going to have 
to find a way to make this work. This 
is what we’re attempting to do today. 
We want to avert this crisis, this cliff, 
but that means to begin to get spend-
ing under control, that means to pre-
vent as many tax increases from hit-
ting Americans as possible. 

My friend—and I mean this sin-
cerely—my friend from Maryland says 
we need a balanced approach. The 
President, in all of his latest proposals, 
says more taxes and even more net 
spending. Hardly a balanced approach. 

Here’s the problem: Our problem is 
not balanced. Even if all the current 

tax rates are extended, those taxes still 
go up. The problem is spending goes 
way up. Spending is our problem. 

The size of our government will dou-
ble over the course of this generation 
as a share of the economy. The Presi-
dent has shown no leadership on deal-
ing with the drivers of our debt. We 
have. We have passed our budget. We 
put the specifics out there. 

Let’s avert a fiscal cliff and let’s get 
on to the business of preventing the fis-
cal abyss, which is the coming debt cri-
sis that will not be resolved until we 
have real leadership; and that, unfortu-
nately, is sorely lacking. 

With that, I urge passage of this. 
Let’s prevent taxpayers from tax in-
creases, get a down payment on spend-
ing cuts, and let’s pass this bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in strong support of H.R. 6684, the 
Spending Reduction Act of 2012. This bill is 
essential in stopping the devastating across- 
the-board sequestration cuts set to take place 
across the entire federal government in just a 
few weeks. Half of those cuts would come 
from the Department of Defense and our na-
tional security programs. 

The Department of Defense, industry, and 
the Congressional Defense Committees, have 
repeatedly and consistently warned of the con-
sequences of letting sequestration take place. 
If allowed to happen, the impact to the Depart-
ment of Defense would be a reduction of 8.2 
percent or $54.6 billion from the fiscal year 
2013 budget. The total sequestration reduction 
for Defense through fiscal year 2021 amounts 
to roughly $492 billion—almost half a trillion 
dollars. 

With military pay and personnel costs ex-
empt from the cuts, the actual cut to all other 
accounts increases to 9.4 percent. Even 
though the Department of Defense has some 
limited flexibility to allocate sequestration cuts 
in the operating accounts, a computer will cut 
all procurement and research accounts pro-
portionally—which will directly impact more 
than 2,500 programs and projects. The impact 
on our national security and readiness will be 
severe. 

Base operating budgets will be cut, nega-
tively impacting readiness. Training could be 
significantly reduced, resulting in unprepared 
troops and higher risk to those who deploy. 
Civilian personnel will certainly be affected, 
possibly resulting in hiring freezes and unpaid 
furloughs. Fewer weapon systems will be 
bought, which starts a vicious circle of rises in 
unit prices for the remaining weapons. Other 
major weapon systems will be reduced or ter-
minated, and current contracts may have to be 
terminated or renegotiated, resulting in addi-
tional costs to the government and a loss of 
favorable contract terms in some cases. Pro-
curement and Depot Maintenance schedules 
will be severely impacted, which is enormously 
disruptive, especially in shipbuilding and main-
tenance when future deployments rely on 
maintaining schedules. 

Earlier this year, Secretary of Defense Leon 
Panetta testified that the impact of sequestra-
tion on the Department of Defense alone 
would drive up our nation’s unemployment 
rate by a full percent. Jobs will be lost but 
more importantly, infrastructure and manufac-
turing capabilities critical to our national secu-
rity will be lost. Already prime contractors have 
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notified their suppliers and subcontractors that 
programs are on hold. This has left thousands 
of small businesses with no choice but to 
close their doors and lay off workers as work 
orders have dried up. 

Our nation’s manufacturing base relies upon 
these workers and their special skills. We rely 
on these small businesses to supply critical 
components for important weapons systems 
and platforms. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, the impact of se-
questration is very real and is very imminent. 
Just consider that if sequestration remains in 
place for its full nine years, our nation will be 
left with the smallest ground force since 1940, 
the smallest number of ships since 1915, and 
the smallest Air Force in history. 

When we talk about the impending cliff, 
these across-the-board cuts to our defense 
budget will result in not only an economic fis-
cal cliff, but of greatest concern to me, a cliff 
off which our national security will fall. This will 
impact our readiness, our ability to defend our 
nation, and our ability to ensure the safety of 
our all volunteer force as they operate around 
the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend you for 
keeping the impact sequestration will have on 
our nation’s security at the forefront of your 
negotiations with President Obama. We can-
not, and we must not, let these devastating 
cuts happen. Unfortunately, only the House 
has acted to do anything about it, passing a 
bill on May 10 and considering this bill today. 
I urge my colleagues in the House to approve 
this legislation today and for the Senate to fol-
low suit quickly to ensure that sequestration 
does not become a stark reality just 13 short 
days from now. Failing to take action will 
cause irreversible harm to our nation’s security 
and violate our Constitutional responsibility to 
‘‘provide for the common defense.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 841, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 

have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I am opposed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Van Hollen moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 6684 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 

TITLE VIII—DISCLOSURE OF HIGHER BEN-
EFICIARY COSTS AND PROVIDER CUTS 
UNDER MEDICARE, MEDICAID, AND 
CHIP CUTS 

SEC. 801. DISCLOSURE OF HIGHER BENEFICIARY 
COSTS AND PROVIDER CUTS UNDER 
MEDICARE, MEDICAID, AND CHIP 
CUTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 

and annually thereafter, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall publish, on 
the public Internet Web site of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, the in-
formation described in subsection (b) with 
regard to each congressional district in the 
United States (including the District of Co-
lumbia and each of the territories of the 
United States). 

(b) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—The informa-
tion described in this subsection, with re-
spect to a congressional district, is— 

(1) the number of Medicare beneficiaries in 
such district, the number of Medicaid bene-
ficiaries in such district, and the number of 
Children’s Health Insurance Program bene-
ficiaries in such district, who, at any time 
during the ten-year period beginning on the 
first day of the first fiscal year that begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
will— 

(A) lose coverage under the Medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act, under a State plan or waiver under 
the Medicaid program under title XIX of 
such Act, or under a State child health plan 
under the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram under title XXI of such Act, respec-
tively, as a result of the implementation of 
this Act; or 

(B) experience an increase in premiums, 
cost-sharing, or other out-of-pocket costs 
under such respective program as a result of 
the implementation of this Act; and 

(2) the name and location of each hospital 
and nursing facility that would experience a 
reduction in payments under the Medicare 
program, a State plan or waiver under the 
Medicaid program, or a State child health 
plan under the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program as a result of the implementation 
of this Act. 
TITLE IX—END TAXPAYER SUBSIDIES FOR 

BIG OIL 
SEC. 901. DEDUCTION FOR INCOME ATTRIB-

UTABLE TO DOMESTIC PRODUCTION 
ACTIVITIES NOT ALLOWED WITH RE-
SPECT TO OIL AND GAS ACTIVITIES 
OF MAJOR INTEGRATED OIL COMPA-
NIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 199(d)(9) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by inserting ‘‘(9 percent in 
the case of any major integrated oil com-
pany (as defined in section 167(h)(5)(B)))’’ 
after ‘‘3 percent’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2012. 
SEC. 902. PROHIBITION ON USING LAST-IN, FIRST- 

OUT ACCOUNTING FOR MAJOR INTE-
GRATED OIL COMPANIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 472 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(h) MAJOR INTEGRATED OIL COMPANIES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
section, a major integrated oil company (as 
defined in section 167(h)(5)(B)) may not use 
the method provided in subsection (b) in 
inventorying of any goods.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE AND SPECIAL RULE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 

subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2012. 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the 
amendment made by this section to change 
its method of accounting for its first taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 2012— 

(A) such change shall be treated as initi-
ated by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made 
with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and 

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re-
quired to be taken into account by the tax-
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account 
ratably over a period (not greater than 8 tax-
able years) beginning with such first taxable 
year. 
SEC. 903. LIMITATION ON DEDUCTION FOR IN-

TANGIBLE DRILLING AND DEVELOP-
MENT COSTS OF MAJOR INTE-
GRATED OIL COMPANIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 263(c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘This subsection shall not apply to 
amounts paid or incurred by a taxpayer in 
any taxable year in which such taxpayer is a 
major integrated oil company (as defined in 
section 167(h)(5)(B)).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to amounts 
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2012. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to dispense with the reading of 
the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Maryland is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee began his closing remarks by 
saying, ‘‘Let’s take a step back.’’ Un-
fortunately, Mr. Speaker, that’s ex-
actly what this package of bills does 
for the country; it takes us many steps 
back. And the reason it takes us back 
is because the Speaker of this House 
has backed out of negotiations with 
the President for a balanced approach 
to dealing with our deficit and making 
sure that we accelerate economic 
growth and job creation in this coun-
try. 

The issue has never been whether or 
not to reduce our long-term deficit. 
The question has always been: How? 
And how you do it reflects your prior-
ities. The President has made clear his 
priority is not to give higher income 
individuals another tax break relative 
to what would happen if we went over 
the fiscal cliff, and yet that’s exactly 
what this package of proposals would 
do. 

b 1800 
I’ve used this chart a couple of times, 

Mr. Speaker. I’m going to use it again, 
and with good reason, because no one 
has or can dispute the facts in this 
chart. 

The reality is, while folks who earn 
more than $1 million a year, about 402 
families in this country—and God bless 
them, we want people to keep making 
more money; the issue here is shared 
responsibility for reducing our deficit— 
under the Republican plan relative to 
the Senate bill, they’re going to get a 
$50,000 average tax break, while over 25 
million Americans will see an increase 
in their tax obligation compared with 
where we are today. We don’t think 
that’s balanced. That’s not even bal-
anced within their tax plan. 

At the same time, they bring to the 
floor today a bill, a sequestration bill 
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that, by the way, leaves in place the 
cuts to Medicare and then cuts support 
for kids on food stamps and children 
under the health insurance bill, groups 
that, frankly, would be protected if we 
went over the fiscal cliff under current 
law. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a question of 
priorities. So what this motion to re-
commit does is say, you know what, we 
think it’s time that we end the tax-
payer giveaways and subsidies to the 
Big Oil companies. My goodness, why 
should all of us be providing them one 
more round of tax breaks? Gas prices 
are high, their profits are going 
through the roof, taxpayers should not 
be subsidizing that. And we certainly 
shouldn’t be subsidizing that when we 
have before us a bill that removes 
about 300,000 kids from the school 
lunch program and removes about 
300,000 kids from the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program in the year 2015, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

So, again, this is about priorities. 
What this very simple motion to re-
commit does, in addition to asking 
that oil companies no longer keep get-
ting taxpayer subsidies, is just to dis-
close to the public what the impact of 
these cuts will be on citizens through-
out this country. It says, tell us what 
the impact of the Medicare and Med-
icaid and Children’s Health Insurance 
Program cuts will be on kids and oth-
ers in our congressional districts. 

At the very least, we should know 
what we’re doing. The Congressional 
Budget Office had told us, but anybody 
who thinks that that independent, non-
partisan group has its projections 
wrong, we’ll get a real world check. So 
this is simple accountability. This is 
understanding what the impact of your 
vote will be. So I would hope that our 
colleagues would recognize that at this 
time, when oil companies are doing 
just great, they don’t need welfare 
from the U.S. Government. 

We should also understand very 
clearly what the impact of these cuts 
will be because the projections by the 
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice are that it’s going to have a very 
serious negative impact on kids’ 
health, as well as in terms of the sup-
port under the preventive health fund 
for women around the country. So, for 
example, with the $10 billion cut to the 
prevention fund, 326,000 women would 
not get breast cancer screenings; 
284,000 women would not get cervical 
cancer screenings they are slated to re-
ceive in 2013. 

These cuts have real impact. So the 
question is not whether to make cuts— 
we have to make cuts. The President 
has put $1.2 trillion in additional cuts 
forward on top of the $1 trillion. We’re 
just asking for balance. We’re asking 
for common sense in our priorities. I 
urge people to support the motion to 
recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise in opposition to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS of New Hampshire). The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I enjoy this. It’s good reading. It has a 
very rich irony, ‘‘Title VIII. Disclosure 
of higher beneficiary costs from pro-
vider cuts under Medicare, Medicaid, 
and CHIP cuts.’’ Where was this when 
they passed ObamaCare? Where was 
this need for disclosure on the bene-
ficiaries of Medicare when they took 
$716 billion from Medicare to spend on 
ObamaCare? Where was this concern 
when they raised $1 trillion in taxes to 
pay for ObamaCare? Where was all of 
this need for disclosure when they were 
hitting providers and beneficiaries in 
Medicare to pay for their vaunted 
ObamaCare program? 

The gentleman talks about cuts to 
food stamps and Medicaid. Food stamps 
will have grown by 260 percent instead 
of 270 percent under this bill. Medicaid 
has grown by 150 percent over the last 
decade, and it is projected to grow by 
225 percent over the next decade. Slow-
ing the growth of spending isn’t a cut, 
it’s slowing the growth of spending. 
This is our problem, Mr. Speaker. If we 
lambaste these commonsense ideas as 
draconian cuts, we’re never going to fix 
this problem. If we keep this kind of 
language and definition, heaven help 
us. 

The other part on oil companies, all 
these taxes. Look, I’ve been a member 
of the Ways and Means Committee for 
12 years. A number of years ago we put 
in place a policy that says: We want 
more manufacturing in America. We 
want to reward manufacturing jobs. So 
if you manufacture something in 
America, you will pay effectively lower 
tax rates than if you make something 
overseas. The idea would be more U.S. 
manufacturing jobs. Here’s what they 
do. They say ah, ah, ah, not if you’re in 
the oil industry. So, if you’re working 
in the oil fields in North Dakota or the 
Marcellus shale in Pennsylvania or the 
Woodford in Texas, we don’t want your 
jobs, because if you manufacture oil in 
America, we’re raising your taxes. 
We’re not going to raise your taxes if 
you manufacture oil overseas, but if 
you create American-made energy jobs, 
this raises your taxes. Not only does it 
raise our taxes and costs American en-
ergy jobs, it raises our gas prices. How 
is that good for consumers and fami-
lies? 

So, it’s an anti-American energy job, 
pro-high gas tax bill that all of a sud-
den calls for the kind of disclosure that 
they weren’t willing to disclose when 
they jammed ObamaCare through. This 
is not serious and I reject this motion. 

I urge all Members to vote against 
the motion to recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of H.R. 6684, if or-
dered; adoption of the conference re-
port on H.R. 4310; and suspension of the 
rules with regard to 3197, if ordered; 
H.R. 6443, if ordered; and S. 925, if or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 179, nays 
243, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 643] 

YEAS—179 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 

Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—243 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 

Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 

Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
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Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Buerkle 
Culberson 
Johnson, Sam 

Nunnelee 
Olver 
Pelosi 

Reyes 
Rivera 
Stark 

b 1828 
Mr. HALL, Mrs. BACHMANN, Messrs. 

CANTOR, COFFMAN of Colorado, 
GARY G. MILLER of California, 
SMITH of Texas, GARRETT, REED, 
BACHUS, and BILIRAKIS changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Messrs. LEVIN and POLIS changed 
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 215, nays 
209, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 6, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 644] 

YEAS—215 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 

Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 

Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—209 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Amash 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 

Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boren 
Boswell 

Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 

Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 

Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Landry 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Payne 

Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Bishop (UT)

NOT VOTING—6 

Costello 
Culberson 

Johnson, Sam 
Reyes 

Rivera 
Stark 

b 1836 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4310, 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
adoption of the conference report on 
the bill (H.R. 4310) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2013 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7413 December 20, 2012 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 315, nays 
107, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 645] 

YEAS—315 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Cicilline 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
DeFazio 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Latta 

Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Manzullo 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schiff 

Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 

Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Visclosky 

Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—107 
Ackerman 
Amash 
Bachmann 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Braley (IA) 
Campbell 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Chu 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DesJarlais 
Doyle 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frank (MA) 
Gibson 
Gosar 
Graves (GA) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 

Hahn 
Hall 
Harris 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Landry 
Latham 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Markey 
Massie 
Matsui 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Murphy (CT) 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nugent 
Olver 
Pallone 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Ribble 
Roe (TN) 
Rush 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schweikert 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Waters 
Watt 
Welch 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—9 
Berkley 
Burton (IN) 
Culberson 

Fortenberry 
Johnson, Sam 
Reyes 

Rivera 
Roybal-Allard 
Stark 

b 1843 
So the conference report was agreed 

to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, this evening 

on rollcall No. 645, the Conference Report for 
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2013, I intended to vote ‘‘no’’ but mis-
takenly cast a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

f 

MANN-GRANDSTAFF DEPARTMENT 
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS MED-
ICAL CENTER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-

finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 3197) to name the Department 
of Veterans Affairs medical center in 
Spokane, Washington, as the ‘‘Mann- 
Grandstaff Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Center’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 

the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MIL-
LER) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 421, nays 1, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 646] 

YEAS—421 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 

Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
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Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 

Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 

Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—1 

Rigell 

NOT VOTING—9 

Courtney 
Culberson 
Dicks 

Emerson 
Johnson, Sam 
Manzullo 

Reyes 
Rivera 
Stark 

b 1850 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

WILLIAM ‘‘BILL’’ KLING VA CLINIC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 6443) to designate the facility 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
located at 9800 West Commercial Bou-
levard in Sunrise, Florida, as the ‘‘Wil-
liam ‘Bill’ Kling VA Clinic’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MIL-
LER) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 0, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 647] 

YEAS—422 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 

Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 

Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 

Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 

Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Courtney 
Culberson 
Dicks 

Emerson 
Johnson, Sam 
Reyes 

Rivera 
Stark 
Waxman 

b 1857 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MT. ANDREA LAWRENCE 
DESIGNATION ACT OF 2011 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (S. 925) to designate Mt. Andrea 
Lawrence. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 7, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 648] 

YEAS—408 

Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 

Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curson (MI) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 

Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 

Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 

Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 

Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—7 

Amash 
Campbell 
Flores 

Reed 
Walsh (IL) 
Waters 

Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—16 

Bass (CA) 
Courtney 
Dicks 
Emerson 
Grijalva 
Honda 

Johnson, Sam 
Markey 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Rivera 
Rush 

Schock 
Scott, Austin 
Serrano 
Stark 

b 1903 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 6 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 2101 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. GARDNER) at 9 o’clock 
and 1 minute p.m. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINT-
MENT OF BARBARA BARRETT AS 
A CITIZEN REGENT OF THE 
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on House Administration be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
Senate Joint Resolution 49, and ask for 
its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
The text of the joint resolution is as 

follows: 
S.J. RES. 49 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That in accordance with 
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on 
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, in the class other than Members of 
Congress, occurring by reason of the expira-
tion of the term of Alan Spoon of Massachu-
setts on May 5, 2012, is filled by the appoint-
ment of Barbara Barrett of Arizona. The ap-
pointment is for a term of 6 years, beginning 
on the later of May 5, 2012, or the date of the 
enactment of this joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 2 p.m. tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, December 20, 2012. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
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the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of Senate on Decem-
ber 20, 2012 at 7:44 p.m.: 

That the Senate agreed to without amend-
ment H.J. Res. 122. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

KAREN L. HAAS. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

f 

MEDICARE IDENTITY THEFT 
PREVENTION ACT OF 2012 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 1509) to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to prohibit the in-
clusion of Social Security account 
numbers on Medicare cards, as amend-
ed. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. H.R. 1509. 

f 

ELIZABETH L. KINNUNEN POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 3378) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 220 Elm Avenue in Munising, 
Michigan, as the ‘‘Elizabeth L. 
Kinnunen Post Office Building’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

SIDNEY ‘‘SID’’ SANDERS MCMATH 
POST OFFICE BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 3869) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 600 East Capitol Avenue in 
Little Rock, Arkansas, as the ‘‘Sidney 
‘Sid’ Sanders McMath Post Office 
Building’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CECIL E. BOLT POST OFFICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 4389) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 19 East Merced Street in 
Fowler, California, as the ‘‘Cecil E. 
Bolt Post Office’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

LIEUTENANT KENNETH M. 
BALLARD MEMORIAL POST OF-
FICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 6260) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 211 Hope Street in Mountain 
View, California, as the ‘‘Lieutenant 
Kenneth M. Ballard Memorial Post Of-
fice’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REPRESENTATIVE CURTIS B. 
INABINETT, SR. POST OFFICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 6379) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 6239 Savannah Highway in 
Ravenel, South Carolina, as the ‘‘Rep-
resentative Curtis B. Inabinett, Sr. 
Post Office’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

POSTAL INSPECTOR TERRY 
ASBURY POST OFFICE BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill (H.R. 6587) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 225 Simi Village Drive in Simi 
Valley, California, as the ‘‘Postal In-
spector Terry Asbury Post Office 
Building’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

FAREWELL TO CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE) is recognized for the 
remaining time until 10 p.m. as the 
designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I’ve been 
putting off these remarks for a few 
weeks now. The truth is I’ve been re-
luctant to deliver my final speech on 
the House floor. This has been my 
home away from home for the past 
dozen years, and it’s tough to say good- 
bye to friends and colleagues. 

When I’m asked what I enjoy most 
about this place, I respond without hes-
itation: it’s the give and take on the 
House floor. To be sure, much of what 
is said here is scripted with Members of 
both parties playing their designated 
role. Too often, talking points serve as 
literary guardrails. But every so often, 
genuine debate breaks out. Sponta-
neous points are made, Members are 
persuaded, and minds are changed. This 
frequently happens late at night when 
Members are less concerned about 
whether folks are watching at home. I 
wish more people would tune in during 
such nonscripted discussions. It rep-
resents Congress at its best. 

My first 6 years here were spent in 
the majority, followed by 4 years in the 
minority, then 2 years again in the ma-
jority. 

b 2110 

Having experienced both, I can tell 
you that I prefer the majority. But ei-
ther party holding the reins of power 
should recognize that their grasp is 
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tenuous, and that’s a good thing. Both 
parties benefit by taking turns in the 
wilderness every now and then. 

Over the past 12 years I’ve offered 
hundreds of amendments, privileged 
resolutions, and points of order in this 
Chamber. These offerings, most of 
which were to curb spending, were not 
always successful. In fact, the vast ma-
jority of these offerings resulted in far 
more red marks next to Members’ 
names than green marks up on the wall 
above me. But I like to think that we, 
over time, made a difference, and that 
this institution is better for it. 

In addition to my own capable staff, 
both here and in Arizona, I want to 
thank those who staff this Chamber, 
from the floor staff who answer to lead-
ership on both sides of the aisle, to the 
clerks, to the stenographers, to the 
parliamentarians who keep us oper-
ating within the rules, to the cloak-
room staff who keep us fed and remind 
us when to vote. I’ve found that there 
resides in all of these individuals an 
abiding love and a deep respect for this 
institution. 

Most of all, I want to thank my fam-
ily—my wife Cheryl and my five chil-
dren, Ryan, Alexis, Austin, Tanner, and 
Dallin. They have been supportive, pa-
tient, and long-suffering in dealing 
with a schedule that is anything but 
family friendly. Thank you. 

Finally, I want to thank the good 
people of Arizona, who, perhaps against 
their better judgment, have sent me 
here six times to represent them. I will 
be forever grateful. 

So now I head through the rotunda 
and into the other Chamber, the Sen-
ate, better known to this body as 
enemy territory. I’ve used that phrase 
many times myself, for which I will 
have to now repent. But at least my 
penance will be practiced during a 6- 
year term. 

A few weeks ago the 12 newly elected 
Senate freshmen were invited to the 
National Archives. Before our meal we 
were taken to the legislative vault, 
where we viewed the original signed 
copy of the first bill enacted by Con-
gress, as well as other landmark pieces 
of legislation and memorabilia. Oaths 
of allegiance signed by Revolutionary 
War soldiers, witnessed by General 
Washington, documents and artifacts 
related to the Civil War, segregation, 
and women’s suffrage were also on 
hand. 

It was an affirmation of the tumul-
tuous seas through which our ship of 
state has sailed for more than 200 
years. We have had many brilliant and 
inspired individuals at the helm and 
trimming the sails along the way. 
We’ve also had personalities ranging 
from mediocre to malevolent, but our 
system of government has survived 
them all. 

Serious challenges lie ahead, particu-
larly on the fiscal side, but any honest 
reckoning of our history and our pros-
pects will note that we’ve confronted 
and survived more daunting challenges 
than we now face. It’s a durable, resil-

ient system of government that we 
have here, designed to withstand the 
foibles of men, including yours truly. 

May God continue to bless the United 
States of America, and may He be ever 
mindful of this great and honorable in-
stitution, the House of Representa-
tives, the people’s House. 

Mr. Speaker, for the last time, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

PAYING A DEBT OF GRATITUDE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) 
for the remaining time until 10 p.m. as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honor to rise for what will be my last 
time speaking as a Member of the 
United States House of Representa-
tives. The people of Indiana have given 
me a new assignment. But I rise to-
night to pay a debt of gratitude to all 
those who gave me the privilege to 
serve in this place. 

As a boy, I dreamed of someday rep-
resenting my hometown in our Na-
tion’s Capital. And 12 years ago, the 
people of the Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict made that dream a reality, and so 
I begin tonight by simply saying thank 
you to all of them for letting me live 
that dream in these past 12 years, to 
come to this place again and again and 
to be some small part of the story of 
this institution and America’s story. 

My only ambition in Congress has 
been to look after my family and keep 
my word to the people that sent me 
here, to let my yes be yes and my no be 
no. And it is my hope that as people re-
view the totality of my record and my 
life, they’ll see that we’ve done just 
that. 

But there are those to thank tonight 
that made that possible, and that’s 
what brings me to this task this 
evening. 

First, permit me to give thanks to 
God, whose grace and mercy has sus-
tained us every day that we have 
served the people of Indiana in this 
place. 

Next, and on this earth most of all, I 
rise to honor and thank my beloved 
wife, Karen Pence, whose love, whose 
support, whose sacrifice, patience and 
kindness, have made all that I have 
done in the service of the people of In-
diana and this place possible. Thanks 
for believing in me. I love you, and I’ll 
see you home. 

To our children, Michael, Charlotte 
and Audrey, they were 6, 7, and 8 when 
I first arrived in this place and stood 
on this floor with my right hand raised 
12 years ago. They’re now 18, 19, and 21. 
Thank you for your love. But thank 
you for the sacrifices that you made so 
that we could live our dreams. Now go 
make your dreams come true. I know 
every one of you can. 

To my colleagues, with whom I’ve 
stood in this place, shoulder to shoul-
der, doing freedom’s work, standing 

each and every day cheerfully on behalf 
of the founding principles of this Na-
tion, standing for a strong national de-
fense, for limited government, for eco-
nomic freedom and for the moral foun-
dations of this Nation, you know who 
you are, and we will take you from this 
place in our hearts always. 

You know, there’s a saying back 
home that when you see a turtle on a 
fence post, one thing you know for sure 
is he didn’t get there on his own. And 
so lastly, what I want to do tonight, 
Mr. Speaker, is really pay a debt of 
gratitude to the best congressional 
staff in American history, the men and 
women who have served our efforts in 
this city and at home in Indiana for 
the past 12 years. 

I leave this body truly humbled when 
I look back at the caliber of the staff 
that we’ve been able to call to this mis-
sion, servant leaders, all. They are men 
and women who approached each and 
every day with a servant’s heart, made 
sacrifices over the years in order to 
serve the people of Indiana with integ-
rity and energy. 

Names like Bill Smith and Lani 
Czarniecki, Jennifer Pavlik and Josh 
Pitcock, Matt Lloyd and Paul Teller, 
Marc Short, Brian Neale and Ryan 
Jarmula, just to name a few. 

b 2120 
I don’t really have time tonight to 

name all the men and women who’ve 
served us in various capacities over 
these last 12 years. 

Before I yield the floor for the last 
time, let me close simply by speaking a 
word of confidence and one more word 
of gratitude. 

Some people look on Washington, 
D.C., and they’re rightly frustrated. 
Some people come to this Nation’s Cap-
ital and lose their idealism. I’m not 
such a person. When I walk out of this 
Capitol for the last time, I will leave 
here with my idealism in tact. I will 
continue to believe, as our Founders 
did, that we are one Nation under God, 
rich with a purpose yet to be fulfilled. 
No matter how dark the day may seem, 
we can be confident when we stand for 
freedom and we do freedom’s work. Be-
cause freedom is not just our story, it’s 
His story. And when we stand for free-
dom, however imperfectly, we make 
His work on this Earth our own. 

In the words of the poet, I depart this 
place by saying: 

The woods are lovely dark and deep, 
But I have promises to keep, 
And miles to go before I sleep, 
And miles to go before I sleep. 

I say to my colleagues and friends 
and neighbors in Indiana, my duties 
take me elsewhere, but wherever provi-
dence leads this Nation, let us ever re-
member that we have promises to keep 
for future generations of Americans in 
preserving, protecting, and defending 
the blessings of liberty for ourselves 
and for our posterity. And I know we’ll 
keep that promise—because we’re 
Americans. 

Thank you for the honor of address-
ing you tonight. And to the people of 
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the Sixth Congressional District, know 
that I will always be grateful for the 
privilege you have given me to serve in 
this place, and I will always cherish my 
days in the people’s House. 

May God bless the United States 
House of Representatives and all who 
serve her now and all who will ever 
serve on this floor. And may God bless 
the United States of America. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
MIKE PENCE STAFF ROSTER: 2001–2012 
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AMERICA’S FUTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN) for the remaining time 
until 10 p.m as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I am absolutely 
delighted to stand and say ‘‘thank 
you’’ to Mr. FLAKE—Senator Flake, it 
will be—and to Mr. PENCE. It will be 
Governor Pence. We are delighted that 
they have served here. And I will have 
to say that they have been happy war-
riors as we have many times stood on 
this floor and have fought against ear-
marks, have fought against increased 
spending. 

And I dare say, Mr. Speaker, as Mr. 
FLAKE crosses the rotunda and into the 
other Chamber, I don’t think the Sen-
ate will ever go back to earmarks, be-
cause I know someone who can fili-
buster an earmark with the best of 
them. That talent is coming to that 
other Chamber. 

Indeed, the happy warrior who will be 
the Governor of Indiana, my concern 
there, quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, is I 
know some of the reforms that he has 
in mind for that great State, and I 
don’t want them to become too com-
petitive with my home State of Ten-
nessee. I’m going to be keeping a very 
close eye on the good work that he is 
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doing there for the people of Indiana 
and look forward to what he is going to 
do. 

It is so very true, and we talk about 
it a lot, but I think we appreciate it 
here in this Chamber. Our States are 
the laboratories of democracy in this 
great Nation. That is where great ideas 
come from. They bubble up and they 
get tested. We know that Indiana is 
going to have quite a few new ideas 
that they’ll be trying, so we’re looking 
forward to seeing what he will do 
there. 

I want to yield at this time to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN-
SARLING) who has worked so closely 
with these two gentlemen as we have 
fought expanded government, fought 
higher taxes, fought uncontrollable and 
out-of-control spending. I yield to the 
gentleman for his comments this 
evening. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tlelady for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, an hour ago, I had no 
idea that I would be on the House floor 
to witness the farewell speeches of two 
giants who have served in this institu-
tion. In many ways, Mr. Speaker, I ap-
proach my comments tonight with 
trepidation because my voice is most 
inadequate and unprepared for this mo-
ment. 

The term ‘‘happy warrior’’ was used. 
The gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE), I have never known him not to 
have a smile on his face. Mr. Speaker, 
if there was one individual who 
summed up the phrase that one man in 
the right makes a majority, it’s the 
gentleman from Arizona, JEFF FLAKE. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no doubt whatso-
ever that the other body will never be 
the same when the gentleman from Ar-
izona steps into that other Chamber— 
because of his leadership. Many come 
here and serve. They speak with elo-
quence. They represent their values. 
They represent their constituents. But, 
Mr. Speaker, not all that many leave 
this institution and can look them-
selves in the mirror and know they 
have made a difference. The gentleman 
from Arizona has made a difference in 
the people’s House and how the 
peoples’s money has been spent. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s a challenging time 
in our Nation’s history. There’s much 
turmoil. I know many question Madi-
son’s genius—perhaps mad genius—in 
providing for this thing called divided 
government. It’s sloppy; it’s messy; it 
gets a little noisy; it’s not always effi-
cient; but it has produced the greatest, 
freest, most prosperous Republic in the 
history of mankind. That divided gov-
ernment is played out in this institu-
tion by noble men and women who 
mean well. Again, I find my voice most 
inadequate to honor the work of these 
two great men. 

I look at the words above you, Mr. 
Speaker, ‘‘In God we trust.’’ Few have 
lived that and had it emblazoned on 
their heart as the gentleman from Indi-
ana, MIKE PENCE. 

b 2130 
He knows the words of Jefferson: Can 

the liberties of a Nation be thought se-
cure when we have removed their only 
firm foundation, and that is a convic-
tion in the hearts of man that these 
liberties are gifts of God? 

I know this man, this great man from 
the Heartland. I know Karen, Michael, 
Charlotte and Audrey. What a strong 
family. I want to thank them for their 
sacrifice. We, Mr. Speaker, as you 
know, we serve our country, but we 
don’t sacrifice. But our families do. 
What a great sacrifice of the Pence 
family of Indiana to let this great man 
come and serve with distinction for 
these years. 

MIKE PENCE has brought the values of 
the Heartland to this institution and 
taught us all well. He has led by exam-
ple, and he’s done something that, 
frankly, few Members have done, and 
that is he has inspired us to greatness. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, many serve here 
as public servants, but some go beyond 
being a public servant and they em-
body everything that was good and 
great about the Founders. We have a 
special word for those people, it’s 
called ‘‘patriot.’’ MIKE PENCE, the gen-
tleman from Indiana, is a patriot. His 
moral compass always points true 
north. His humor and compassion have 
lifted his colleagues in this Chamber in 
tough and challenging moments. 

He embodies that definition of char-
acter that he always does what is right 
even when no one is watching. And be-
cause he understands better than most 
what the true genius of America is, 
every day he gets up, he praises his 
Lord, he thanks Him for his family, 
and he dreams bold dreams because, 
Mr. Speaker, he is an American. 

Mr. Speaker, I’ve been granted many 
blessings in life, many blessings in life, 
few that I will cherish as much as the 
blessing of fighting for freedom on the 
floor of the United States House of 
Representatives at the side of MIKE 
PENCE. He has taught me that verse in 
Proverbs that ‘‘iron sharpens iron.’’ 
Mr. Speaker, he has always sharpened 
my iron. He has taught me about Prov-
erbs 18:24: And there is a friend that 
sticketh closer than a brother. MIKE 
PENCE is my friend that sticketh closer 
than a brother. 

I’ve often thought, What is the high-
est praise that I can pay to such a 
friend? Back in Dallas, Texas, I’ve got 
a son, Travis; he’s 9. Since it’s a school 
night, he, hopefully, is not playing 
Angry Birds or Plants Versus Zombie 
or some other electronic game. He and 
his sister are the apple of my eye and 
my wife’s eye. And I think, Mr. Speak-
er, what kind of life might my son 
have? How do I want to raise my son? 
What do I want to teach him? Who do 
I want him to emulate? Mr. Speaker, 
I’ve said this about very few people I 
have met in life, but Mr. Speaker, I 
could never be more proud than if my 
son, Travis JEB HENSARLING, grew up 
to be like MIKE PENCE, the Governor- 
elect of Indiana, my friend, our patriot. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman for those kind remarks. 

I know that we all share in express-
ing how much we have enjoyed having 
these gentlemen with us. We also want 
to recognize someone. I want to yield 
to the gentleman from Florida, who 
has been with us for all too short a pe-
riod of time. Mr. WEST is here for his 
last day on this floor. I know that each 
of us joins in saying thank you to him. 

He came to this floor and, Mr. Speak-
er, he does not back down from the 
fight. I think that he runs toward that 
fight when it is a fight for freedom, 
when it is a fight for getting this gov-
ernment under control and returning 
us to our constitutional principles, be-
cause he is a constitutional conserv-
ative. 

As we have, this week, stood on this 
floor and have discussed the issues that 
are in front of us, the issues that the 
media have termed the ‘‘fiscal cliff,’’ 
you know, many of us have talked 
about this, that this day was coming. 
Indeed, the Republicans in the House 
have been working on this issue for 
months. My goodness, we sent bills 
starting in May over to the Senate. 
They’ve been sitting on HARRY REID’s 
desk, some of them—the last one went 
over September 19—and they have cho-
sen not to take up those bills. 

It’s important to note that in that 
lesson of looking at what the Senate 
chose not to do and what the leader of 
the Senate chose not to do, we have 
people in the House that chose to take 
an action that would prohibit higher 
taxes on all Americans. It would pro-
hibit the sequestration from taking 
place on our military, and it would en-
able us to move toward a pathway of 
fiscal responsibility and economic 
growth and renaissance in this Nation. 

So at this time, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WEST). 

Mr. WEST. I want to thank the gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee for allowing 
me to participate this evening. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker, for allowing me to 
have this time. But I want to also pay 
homage to two great men that are 
going to be departing this House of 
Representatives. 

I think back to 5 years ago, in De-
cember of 2007. I had just gotten back 
from 21⁄2 years of serving in Afghani-
stan, and I decided that I was going to 
throw my hat into the ring to run for 
Congress in 2008. I understood what it 
meant to be a constitutional conserv-
ative. I understood what it meant when 
you talked about limited government, 
when you talked about fiscal responsi-
bility, individual sovereignty; when 
you talked about a free marketplace of 
ideas, where the American people can 
prosper, and also a strong national de-
fense. But of course the critical thing 
was I could go back and I could read 
Locke and I could read Montesquieu. I 
could read Hobbes or Rousseau. I could 
read all of the writings of our Founding 
Fathers. But I wanted to look at two 
individuals or several individuals that I 
could see as role models. 
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So when you get back and you start 

to look at C–SPAN and say, Who can I 
model myself after, I can tell you that 
the two men that are going to depart 
this House of Representatives—one to 
go be Senator-elect from Arizona, an-
other going to be Governor-elect from 
Indiana—were two individuals that I 
studied. 

When I wanted to know about fiscal 
responsibility, I heard about this gen-
tleman, Representative JEFF FLAKE 
from Arizona, who was Mr. Earmark. I, 
first of all, had to understand, okay, 
being in the military, what does an 
earmark mean? Well, I come to under-
stand what it meant, and I come to un-
derstand how horrible it is when you 
look at what is happening with our 
debt and our deficit and our fiscal irre-
sponsibility. 

I came to understand what it meant 
to have principles and pragmatism and 
having the courage to stand upon your 
convictions and continue to push and 
continue to try to make a difference, 
even if it seems that you may stand 
alone. Because that’s one of the mottos 
from a great unit in the 101st Airborne 
Division, Currahee. We know that from 
the Band of Brothers what that means, 
‘‘stands alone.’’ 

If there is one person that has always 
stood alone and will continue to do so 
for the principles that are right, fiscal 
responsible principles that are right, 
it’s Senator-elect JEFF FLAKE. Being 
able to study him and see him and not 
so much worrying about having a 
bunch of conversations, but learning by 
example, helped me to have 2 great 
years here in the people’s House, the 
people’s House where for 22 years in 
uniform I served to protect, and now I 
got the opportunity to walk in these 
great Halls with a great man, who I 
know will continue to go on to the Sen-
ate, where they truly do need some 
help with fiscal responsibility. 

I know that when we look across, 
just the same as that unit in December 
of 1944, when they were surrounded, 
they sent back one simple response, 
that they were not going to surrender. 
I think we all know what that one- 
word response is. 

b 2140 

If I could think of one person that 
will stand on the Senate floor and give 
that same response, it will be Senator- 
elect, JEFF FLAKE. 

Now, when I think about the other 
gentleman, the Governor-elect of Indi-
ana, there was a person that contacted 
me, and if you talked to him, he will 
say I was supporting ALLEN WEST be-
fore it became cool to support ALLEN 
WEST, and that is absolutely 100 per-
cent right. Because MIKE PENCE under-
stood that it’s not about the empty 
promises of outreach to a community, 
it’s about finding those individuals 
that really and truthfully do believe in 
constitutional, conservative principles 
and supporting them to get them to a 
position where they can have a voice 
and they can, in turn, be examples to 

our black communities. That’s what 
MIKE PENCE did for me in 2008. He kept 
encouraging me. And even though we 
fell short, on that next day, he was the 
first person to call and say: 

I know what type of man you are, 
and I know what type of fighter you 
are, and I know you’re going to do it 
again. 

Therefore, I ended up being here in 
2010. I had the opportunity to be 
taught, to be coached and to be 
mentored by a great man, a great con-
stitutional conservative, a man there 
that will go make a difference for a 
State, and I think that one day he will 
make a difference for our great Nation. 

So as once upon a time a general 
said, as he stood there, that old sol-
diers never die, they just fade away, 
I’m not going to fade away, because 
these two men have encouraged me to 
do something better and do something 
different, to take off a camouflage uni-
form and put on a suit and tie but con-
tinue to fight for the principles and 
values that make this country great 
and that make this country excep-
tional. I think that’s what we see hap-
pening right now. 

I am so encouraged that we have the 
right people here in the House, we will 
have the right people in the Senate and 
we will have the right people down in 
our States to make a difference to se-
cure a better future for all of our chil-
dren and our grandchildren so we do 
not saddle them with the debt that 
we’re currently looking at, we do not 
saddle them with the out-of-control 
spending, and we do not leave them 
with an unsecure America and an un-
stable world. 

Those men that are going to depart 
here are going to be part of that trans-
formation, that restoration, that re-
claiming of a sense of American pride 
and exceptionalism that when we look 
at those words up there, ‘‘in God we 
trust,’’ we will truly inculcate that 
back into who we are as a people. 

So as we go forth, we talk about this 
thing called the fiscal cliff, I know that 
these men understood what the right 
type of tax policies are that create eco-
nomic growth. We are not about wealth 
redistribution. We are about wealth ex-
pansion. We are about that American 
Dream that can take an inner city kid 
from Atlanta, Georgia, and allow him 
to be standing here today speaking to 
the American people before incredible 
men that will go and do more incred-
ible things for this great Nation. 

I believe that we are standing on the 
verge of a new dawn for America. But 
all we have to do is go back and recom-
mit to those principles and value that 
our Founding Fathers accepted, that 
our Founding Fathers wrote in the 
Declaration, that they improved and 
perfected through the Constitution, 
and now they’re looking at us in this 
generation to be the ones that carry it 
on. 236 years. And I believe that we will 
be around for another 236 years. 

The test for us right now is do we be-
lieve that America is about a bigger 

government? Or do we believe that 
America is about an indomitable, en-
trepreneurial spirit? And if we believe 
the latter instead of the former, then 
we will have those right tax policies, 
we will have the right regulatory poli-
cies, and we will have the right mone-
tary policies so that we are not print-
ing more money and devaluing our dol-
lar so that we see commodity prices 
going up. 

Will we, once again, have our small 
businesses grow, which is a reflection 
of our entrepreneurial spirit? But, 
most importantly, will we respect the 
individual, their sovereignty, their 
rights, and their freedoms, and make 
sure that we have the strongest, most 
powerful military that will cause peo-
ple to say, we will not challenge you, 
because they know that what we stand 
for, this that we will defend, is some-
thing that we truly do believe in. 

So as this may be my last time 
speaking here on this House floor, I can 
tell you that the principles and values 
that we stand for as constitutional 
conservatives, you don’t have to be in 
the House of Representatives to con-
tinue that fight, because it’s a fight 
worth doing, but it’s a fight worth 
doing because I’ve had some great men 
and great women to be examples for me 
as I go forward. 

There are many men and women that 
are standing on freedom’s ramparts, 
our watchmen on the walls, that are 
trusting and depending on us right now 
to make sure that their service, their 
sacrifice, and their commitment shall 
not be in vain. 

So I thank you all. I thank you for 
your coaching and your mentoring. I 
thank you for the example that you 
set. I thank you for allowing me to be 
here to speak on this night. 

May God bless America, and may God 
keep us all forevermore. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. We thank the 
gentleman from Florida for yielding 
back, and we thank him so much for 
his service to this House. 

Mr. Speaker, as we close for the 
Christmas season, I do want to make 
just a few comments about what has 
transpired today. And I think it is so 
noteworthy that those Members who 
are departing have stood on this floor 
tonight and have talked about what it 
means to serve in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, and how grateful we 
are that they have chosen that service. 
And we each have shared a commit-
ment to make certain that we are com-
mitted to pushing—pushing—the Fed-
eral Government to get its fiscal house 
in order. 

Indeed, Mr. HENSARLING many times 
has said that that is our primary goal 
as conservatives because we know that 
the greatest threat to our Nation’s se-
curity is our nation’s debt. Many of us 
talk about Admiral Mullen’s comments 
on July 6, 2010, when he said that the 
greatest threat to our Nation’s secu-
rity is our Nation’s debt. 

This week, as we have looked at the 
so-called fiscal cliff, as we have looked 
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at the expiration of the tax cuts, as we 
have worked through the growing and 
just boiling and rolling debt that is 
sweeping over this government, as we 
have watched this deficit climb higher 
every year, we have sought to find a so-
lution to this. 

As I mentioned earlier in our re-
marks, we have stood in this House, 
and going back to May 10, we passed 
reconciliation August 1, we passed an 
extension of all the 2001, 2003 tax reduc-
tions—they’re called the Bush tax cuts. 
We passed a sequester bill on the 2nd, 
and on September 19, we passed a path-
way to tax reform. 

Mr. Speaker, what is so significant 
about that is that those pieces of legis-
lation left here, some of them with a 
bipartisan vote, all with a strong vote 
from this body, and they traveled 
across to the Senate. And from May to 
September, they found their place on 
HARRY REID’s desk. What is so sad 
about this is that HARRY REID made his 
choice. The Senate made their choice. 
And their choice was to not take up 
those pieces of legislation. 

This crisis that we have had, our so- 
called crisis, the fiscal cliff crisis and 
Taxmageddon, all of this is a crisis of 
their making because it is a crisis of 
inaction. But, Mr. Speaker, many 
times, that is what happens here. It is 
inaction, what does not get done, that 
causes the situation where there is a 
rush to the last minute. 

We have had the American people 
watching closely, and we have had the 
comments from the President, the 
comments from different ones in the 
Cabinet, and the comments from the 
Senate. But I remind my colleagues 
that we took our actions here in the 
body, we sent that legislation, and we 
did it because we understand that $16 
trillion worth of debt and annual defi-
cits of $1 trillion are far too much for 
our children and grandchildren. 

b 2150 

The speakers tonight who have 
joined me on this floor have talked 
about how we have hopes and dreams 
for our children, for our grandchildren, 
for the futures of our families. You 
know what? If you’re facing $16 tril-
lion, $20 trillion, $25 trillion worth of 
debt as a nation, it is very difficult to 
see those hopes and dreams come true. 

My concern as I look at my grand-
children is that the decisions—maybe 
the selfishness even—of people in 
Washington who want to tax too much 
and want to spend too much, who are 
taxing and spending not their money, 
but my children and grandchildren’s 
money, children of the next generation, 
leaders maybe even a generation or 
more away, they are spending their 
money, because at this point we are 
borrowing 46 cents of every dollar we 
spend. It’s not sustainable. 

That is why we have very thought-
fully, over the last several months, ap-
proached this issue, and it’s why this 
week we have worked with our leader-
ship to find a solution to this, to look 

at different angles. And the decision 
came that the best decision for this, 
the best way to approach it, the best 
way to make certain we address this is 
to stand firm on the actions that the 
House has taken and for the Senate to 
take up the legislation that they’ve 
had the opportunity to take up since 
September 19. They could take up any 
bill and amend it. They could vote on 
it. They could send it back to us. They 
could go to conference. 

You see, as we talk about our chil-
dren and their future and as we talk 
about this amount of debt, what we do 
not want to do is to cap our children’s 
future and trade to the people that 
hold our debt. If we’re not careful, 
that’s exactly what is going to happen. 

As we have gone through this process 
this week, as my colleagues have all 
watched it and said exactly what has 
happened, what are the decisions, what 
are the consequences of the decisions 
we have made, are we going to resolve 
it, I do believe that you are going to 
see a resolution to this. It will happen 
because the American people are say-
ing to us and they’re saying to the 
President, It is time to get this spend-
ing under control. Our children deserve 
better of us. They have the right to 
live free lives, to dream big dreams, 
and to make those dreams come true. 

I do want to say a ‘‘thank you’’ to 
our leadership. I think the way that 
Speaker BOEHNER has handled these 
issues this week, the way he has 
worked with the Members in this body 
to show respect to them, to show re-
spect for their opinions and respect for 
their constituents, I think that that 
has been a true sign of leadership that 
was willing to listen and then willing 
to move the way the body wanted to 
move. 

And the decision was made by the 
body not to move forward on the Plan 
B. But I think in making that decision, 
what you will see is our leadership 
moving forward more committed and 
with individuals even more prepared to 
get to work and to get this solved and 
to do what the American people are ex-
pecting us to do, which is to get this 
spending under control. They have sent 
the message loud and clear: Wash-
ington does not have a revenue prob-
lem; it has a spending problem. It has 
an out-of-control spending problem and 
an insatiable appetite for the tax-
payers’ money. 

As we have worked through this 
week, as we’ve talked to our constitu-
ents—and so many of us in this body 
have done telephone town halls and we 
have been on the phone and we have 
answered emails. And we know that 
there is no limit to how much money, 
how much of other people’s money gov-
ernment will try to spend. There’s no 
limit to how much of the taxpayers’ 
money. So the American people have 
sent the message to us and we all have 
sent it to our leadership, and they have 
listened and they have responded. 

The time to get the spending under 
control is now. The time to stop kick-

ing the can down the road is now. And 
we will head away for Christmas and 
return, I think, with a strength and a 
resolve and a courage to address the 
fiscal issues of this Nation. The House, 
where the spending bills and appropria-
tion process begins, we will tackle this 
with strength, with resolve, with cour-
age to get the job done so that, just as 
my colleagues have said here tonight, 
so that future generations have a 
brighter future and so that we will con-
tinue to stand for the cause of freedom. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of ill-
ness. 

Mr. RIVERA (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of a family med-
ical emergency. 

f 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 2318. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of State to pay a reward to combat 
transnational organized crime and for infor-
mation concerning foreign nationals wanted 
by international criminal tribunals, and for 
other purposes, to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

S. 3202. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to ensure that deceased vet-
erans with no known next of kin can receive 
a dignified burial, and for other purposes, to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs; in addi-
tion to the Committee on Armed Services 
and the Committee on the Budget for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

S. 3630. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
218 North Milwaukee Street in Waterford, 
Wisconsin, as the ‘‘Captain Rhett W. Schiller 
Post Office’’, to the Committee on Oversight 
and Governmental Reform. 

S. 3662. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 6 
Nichols Street in Westminster, Massachu-
setts, as the ‘‘Lieutenant Ryan Patrick 
Jones Post Office Building’’, to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Governmental Re-
form. 

S. 3698. An act to amend title 40, United 
States Code, to improve veterans service or-
ganizations access to Federal surplus per-
sonal property, to the Committee on Over-
sight and Governmental Reform. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature 
to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 2170. An act to amend the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, which are com-
monly referred to as the ‘‘Hatch Act’’, to 
scale back the provision forbidding certain 
State and local employees from seeking elec-
tive office, clarify the application of certain 
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provisions to the District of Columbia, and 
modify the penalties which may be imposed 
for certain violations under subchapter III of 
chapter 73 of that title. 

S. 2367. An act to strike the word ‘‘lunatic’’ 
from Federal law, and for other purposes. 

S. 3311. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 2601 2nd Avenue 
North, Billings, Montana, as the ‘‘James F. 
Battin United States Courthouse’’. 

S. 3564. An act to extend the Public Inter-
est Declassification Act of 2000 until 2014 and 
for other purposes. 

S. 3642. An act to clarify the scope of the 
Economic Espionage Act of 1996. 

S. 3687. An act to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to reauthorize the 
Lake Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Pro-
gram, to designate certain Federal buildings, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

A BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported that on December 20, 2012, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill: 

H.R. 3783. To provide for a comprehensive 
strategy to counter Iran’s growing hostile 
presence and activity in the Western Hemi-
sphere, and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 56 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, December 21, 2012, at 2 p.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

8856. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Extension of Tolerances for 
Emergency Exemptions (Multiple Chemicals) 
[EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0825; FRL-9372-1] received 
December 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

8857. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Flubendiamide; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0099; FRL- 
9373-3] received December 11, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8858. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Pyriproxyfen; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-1012; FRL- 
9365-6] received December 11, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8859. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket: ID 
FEMA-2012-0003] received December 13, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

8860. A letter from the Chief Counsel, 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Final Flood Elevation Determinations 
[Docket ID: FEMA-2012-0003] received De-
cember 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

8861. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for Legislation and Regulations, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Native American Housing Assistance 
and Self-Determination Reauthorization Act 
of 2008: Amendments to Program Regula-
tions [Docket No.: FR-5275-F-13] (RIN: 2577- 
AC80) received December 11, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

8862. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Organization 
and Functions, and Seal (RIN: 2590-AA54) re-
ceived December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

8863. A letter from the Deputy Director for 
Policy, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting the Corporation’s final 
rule — Benefits Payable in Terminated Sin-
gle-Employer Plans; Interest Assumptions 
for Paying Benefits received December 13, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

8864. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Indi-
ana; South Bend/Elkhart, Indiana Ozone 
Maintenance Plan Revision to Approved 
Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets [EPA-R05- 
OAR-2012-0536; FRL-9761-1] received Decem-
ber 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8865. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; The 2002 Base Year Emissions In-
ventory for the Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley 
Nonattainment Area for 1997 Fine Particu-
late Matter National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard [EPA-R03-OAR-2010-0601; FRL-9760- 
8] received December 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8866. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Fredericksburg 8-Hour Ozone Mainte-
nance Area Revision to Approved Motor Ve-
hicle Emissions Budgets [EPA-R03-OAR-2012- 
0444; FRL-9760-9] received December 12, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

8867. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval of Air Quality Im-
plementation Plans; California; San Joaquin 
Valley; Attainment Plan for the 1997 8-hour 
Ozone Standards; Technical Amemdments 
[EPA-R09-OAR-2011-0589; FRL-9762-4] re-
ceived December 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8868. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of State Implementation Plans; State of Wy-
oming; Regional Haze Rule Requirements for 
Mandatory Class I Areas under 40 CFR 51.309 
[EPA-R08-OAR-2011-0400; FRL-9756-9] re-
ceived December 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8869. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Bacillus subtilis Strain QST 
713 Variant Soil; Amendment to an Exemp-
tion from the Requirement of a Tolerance for 
Bacillus subtilis Strain QST 713 to Include 
Residues of Bacillus subtilis Strain QST 713 
Variant Soil [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0669; FRL- 
9369-3] received December 11, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

8870. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Protection of Stratospheric 
Ozone: Listing of Substitutes for Ozone De-
pleting Substances — Fire Suppression and 
Explosion Protection [EPA-HQ-OAR-2011- 
0111; FRL-9757-5] (RIN: 2060-AQ84) received 
December 12, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

8871. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Supplemental Determina-
tion for Renewable Fuels Produced Under 
the Final RFS2 Program From Grain Sor-
ghum [EPA-HQ-OAR-2011-0542; FRL-9760-2] 
received December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8872. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Revisions to Electric Quarterly 
Filing Process [Docket No.: RM12-3-000] re-
ceived December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8873. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Endangered Status for the Main Ha-
waiian Islands Insular False Killer Whale 
Distinct Population Segment [Docket No.: 
0912161432-2630-04] (RIN: 0648-XT37) received 
December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

8874. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Operations, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 
Butterfish Fisheries; Specifications and 
Management Measures [Docket No.: 
120917459-2591-01] (RIN: 0648-BC57) received 
December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

8875. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Research vessel SIKULIAQ Launch, 
Marinette, Wisconsin [Docket No.: USCG- 
2012-0896] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received December 
11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

8876. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Battle of Queenston Heights Bicenten-
nial, Niagara River, Lewiston, NY [Docket 
No.: USCG-2012-0849] (RIN: 1625-AA00) re-
ceived December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8877. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone: America’s Cup World Series Finish- 
line, San Francisco, CA [Docket No.: USCG- 
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2012-0884] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received December 
11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

8878. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Regu-
lated Navigation Area; Columbus Day Week-
end, Biscayne Bay, Miami, FL [Docket No.: 
USCG-2012-0191] (RIN: 1625-AA11) received 
December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8879. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Steam Ship Col. James M. 
Schoonmaker relocation project, Maumee 
River, Toledo, OH [Docket No.: USCG-2012- 
0939] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received December 11, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

8880. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone: Leukemia & Lymphoma Light the 
Night Walk Fireworks Displays; Willamette 
River, Portland, OR [Docket No.: USCG-2012- 
0803] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received December 11, 
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

8881. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone, Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway; Caro-
lina Beach, NC [Docket No.: USCG-2012-0741] 
(RIN: 1626-AA00) received December 11, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8882. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Cooper T. Smith Fireworks Event; Mo-
bile River; Mobile, AL [Docket No.: USCG- 
2012-0869] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received December 
11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

8883. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Inland 
Waterways Navigation Regulations [Docket 
No.: USCG-2011-1086] (RIN: 1625-AB84) re-
ceived December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8884. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Coast Guard Exercise, Hood Canal, 
Washington [Docket No.: USCG-2012-0822] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) recevied December 11, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8885. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Fixed and 
Moving Safety Zone; Around the USACE 
Bank Grading Units, Mat Sinking Unit, and 
the M/V Harrison and M/V William James 
[Docket No.: USCG-2012-0738] (RIN: 1625- 
AA00) received December 11, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8886. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Special 
Local Regulations; 2012 Ironman 70.3 Miami, 
Biscayne Bay; Miami, FL [Docket No.: 
USCG-2012-0559] (RIN: 1625-AA08) received 
December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8887. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-

ting the Department’s final rule — Shipping 
and Transporation; Technical, Organiza-
tional, and Conforming Amendments [Dock-
et No.: USCG-2012-0832] (RIN: 1625-AB87) re-
ceived December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8888. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive/Deputy Chief Acquisition Officer, 
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation; Federal Acqui-
sition Circular 2005-63; Introduction [Docket 
FAR: 2012-0080, Sequence 6] received Decem-
ber 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

8889. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive/Deputy Chief Acquisition Officer, 
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation; Federal Acqui-
sition Circular 2005-63; Small Entity Compli-
ance Guide [Docket FAR: 2012-0081, Sequence 
8] received December 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

8890. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive/Deputy Chief Acquisition Officer, 
General Services Adminsitration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation; Iran Threat Re-
duction [FAC 2005-63; FAR Case 2012-030; 
Docket 2012-0030, Sequence 1] (RIN: 9000- 
AM44) received December 11, 2012, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

8891. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— 2012 cumulative List of Changes in Plan 
Qualifications [Notice 2012-76] received De-
cember 13, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8892. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Update of Weighted Average Interest 
Rates, Yield Curves, and Segment Rates [No-
tice 2012-78] received December 11, 2012, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8893. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Deduction for Qualified Film and Tele-
vision Production Costs [TD 9603] (RIN: 1545- 
BJ23) received December 11, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8894. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Rev-
enue Procedure: Certain exceptions to disclo-
sure requirements under Tres. Reg. Sec. 
1.6011-4(b)(5) (Rev. Proc. 2013-11) received De-
cember 11, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8895. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Tax-
able Medical Devices [TD 9604] (RIN: 1545- 
BJ44) received December 13, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Ethics. In the 
Matter of Allegations Relating to Represent-

ative Gregory Meeks (Rept. 112–709). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Ethics. In the 
Matter of Representative Tim Ryan (Rept. 
112–710). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. H.R. 1073. A bill to des-
ignate the United States courthouse to be 
constructed in Jackson, Mississippi, as the 
‘‘R. Jess Brown United States Courthouse’’ 
(Rept. 112–711). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. H.R. 2919. A bill to elimi-
nate the reimbursement requirement for cer-
tain tornado shelters constructed with Fed-
eral assistance, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. 112–712). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: Commitee on the 
Budget. Activities and Summary Report of 
the Committee on the Budget, House of Rep-
resentatives, One Hundred Twelfth Congress 
fourth quarter (Rept. 112–713). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. KLINE: Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. Report on the Activities of 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force for the Fourth Quarter of the 112th 
Congress (Rept. 112–714). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 1063. A bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act with re-
spect to the application of Medicare sec-
ondary payer rules for certain claims’; with 
an amendment (Rept. 112–715, Pt. 1). Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Ethics. In the 
Matter of Allegations Relating to Represent-
ative Shelley Berkley (Rept. 112–716). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar. 

f 

REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on 
Homeland Security. H.R. 3116. A bill to au-
thorize certain programs of the Department 
of Homeland Security, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment, (Rept. 112–717, Pt. 
1); referred to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce, Science, Space, and Technology, 
and Transportation for a period ending not 
later than December 21, 2012, for consider-
ation of such provisions of the bill and 
amendment as fall within the jurisdication 
of those committees pursuant to clause 1(f), 
1(p) and 1(r) respectively, of rule X. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. LATHAM (for himself, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. 
GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. WOMACK, 
Mr. TIBERI, and Mr. STIVERS): 

H.R. 6690. A bill to limit the Secretary of 
the Air Force from retiring or transferring 
certain aircraft of the Air National Guard or 
Air Force Reserve; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself, 
Mr. WOLF, and Mr. CUMMINGS): 

H.R. 6691. A bill to establish and operate a 
National Center for Campus Public Safety; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan (for him-

self, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SABLAN, 
Ms. LEE of California, Mr. CLEAVER, 
and Ms. CLARKE of New York): 

H.R. 6692. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to exempt the Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Services Administration 
(SAMHSA) from sequestration; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget. 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia: 
H.R. 6693. A bill to amend the Animal Wel-

fare Act to provide for the protection of 
birds, rats, and mice, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FINCHER: 
H.R. 6694. A bill to amend the definition of 

mortgage originator under the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act to include certain employees of a 
retailer of manufactured homes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. GARRETT: 
H.R. 6695. A bill to amend the Securities 

Investor Protection Act of 1970 to confirm 
that a customer’s net equity claim is based 
on the customer’s last statement and that 
certain recoveries are prohibited, to change 
how trustees are appointed, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. GOSAR (for himself and Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT): 

H.R. 6696. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to take certain land located in 
Pinal County, Arizona, into trust for the 
benefit of the Gila River Indian Community, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KUCINICH: 
H.R. 6697. A bill to amend the citizen suit 

provisions in several statutes to impose an 
additional award to prevailing plaintiffs; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committees on the Ju-
diciary, Transportation and Infrastructure, 
and Natural Resources, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 6698. A bill to direct the President to 

submit to Congress a report on fugitives cur-
rently residing in other countries whose ex-
tradition is sought by the United States and 
related matters; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. TURNER of Ohio: 
H.R. 6699. A bill to provide certain assist-

ance to North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
allies; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. WELCH (for himself, Mr. CON-
NOLLY of Virginia, and Ms. LEE of 
California): 

H.R. 6700. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to disallow deductions for 
the payment of punitive damages, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 6701. A bill to provide for the contin-

ued lease or eventual conveyance of certain 
Federal land within the boundaries of Fort 
Wainwright Military Reservation in Fair-
banks, Alaska; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources, and in addition to the Committee 
on Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida (for himself 
and Ms. MATSUI): 

H.R. 6702. A bill to amend the National 
Organ Transplant Act to prevent the sale of 
bone marrow and umbilical cord blood, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H. Res. 842. A resolution recognizing the 

contributions of Senator Joseph I. Lieber-
man to the nation and to the equal rights 
and general welfare of the citizens of District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. LATHAM: 
H.R. 6690. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States. 
By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia: 

H.R. 6691. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-

stitution 
Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the 

Constitution 
By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan: 

H.R. 6692. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article I, 

Section 9, Clause 7 of the United States Con-
stitution 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia: 
H.R. 6693. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Section 8 of Article I of the Unites States 

Constitution 
By Mr. FINCHER: 

H.R. 6694. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. GARRETT: 
H.R. 6695. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1 (‘‘The Con-

gress shall have Power To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common De-
fense and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uiiform throughout the United 
States’’), 3 (‘‘To regulate Commerce with for-
eign Nations, and among the several States, 
and with the Indian Tribes’’), and 18 (‘‘To 
make all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by 
this Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof’’). 

By Mr. GOSAR: 
H.R. 6696. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuallt tOt the following: 
‘‘The Congress shall have the power to . . . 

regulate commerce with foreign nations, and 
among the several states, and with the In-
dian tribes;’’ 

Additionally, since this bill directs the 
Secretary of Interior to take lands into trust 

for the benefit of an Indian tribe, meaning 
the federal government would hold title to 
the land in trust on behalf of the tribe, it is 
important to note that Congress has the ex-
press constitutional authority to manage 
and convey federal lands, pursuant to Article 
IV, Section 3, Clause 2: 

‘‘The Congress shall have Power to dispose 
of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States.’’ 

By Mr. KUCINICH: 
H.R. 6697. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause III and/or Arti-

cle 1, Section 8, Clause IIXX of the Constitu-
tion. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 6698. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-

tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 
To make all laws which shall be necessary 

and proper for carrying into execution the 
foregoing powers, and all other powers vest-
ed by this Constitution in the government of 
the United States, or in any department or 
officer thereof. 

By Mr. TURNER of Ohio: 
H.R. 6699. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-

stitution: The Congress shall have Power 
. . . To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. WELCH: 
H.R. 6700. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursu the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-

gress shall have Power To . . . make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof . . . 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 6701. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursue t to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 
To make Rules for the Government and 

Regulation of the land and naval Forces. 
Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 
The Congress shall have Power to dispose 

of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States, and 
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con-
strued as to Prejudice any Claims of the 
United States, or of any particular State. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 
H.R. 6702. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursua the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 308: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. 
WATT, Mr. CURSON of Michigan, Mr. BOS-
WELL, and Mr. SABLAN. 
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H.R. 591: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. PAL-

LONE, and Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 
H.R. 751: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. LEWIS of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 1054: Ms. BASS of California. 
H.R. 1182: Mr. YODER. 
H.R. 1781: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 
H.R. 2033: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
H.R. 2069: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 2104: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr. 

TIERNEY. 
H.R. 2554: Ms. MOORE, Ms. LEE of Cali-

fornia, and Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. 
H.R. 2721: Ms. BONAMICI. 
H.R. 2775: Ms. LEE of California and Ms. 

BASS of California. 
H.R. 3015: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 3704: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 4103: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. 

MCCOLLUM, Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 

BISHOP of New York, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. POLIS, 
and Mr. HIMES. 

H.R. 6043: Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 
H.R. 6174: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 6241: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 6299: Mr. ROKITA, Mr. GRIFFIN of Ar-

kansas, Mr. BERG, Mr. TURNER of New York, 
and Ms. HAYWORTH. 

H.R. 6311: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 6589: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr. CUELLAR. 
H.R. 6597: Mr. GARDNER, Mr. HOLT, and Mr. 

TIBERI. 
H.R. 6646: Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. 

BROUN of Georgia, Mr. ROSS of Florida, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mrs. ADAMS, and 
Mr. WEBSTER. 

H.R. 6658: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, and Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 6659: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 6660: Mr. BOUSTANY and Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington. 

H. Res. 220: Mr. HIMES. 
H. Res. 823: Mr. RIVERA, Ms. MATSUI, and 

Mr. SABLAN. 
H. Res. 826: Mr. AMODEI and Mr. CARTER. 
H. Res. 834: Mr. WALBERG, Mr. DENHAM, Mr. 

MILLER of Florida, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. PAS-
CRELL, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. HANNA, Mr. 
MICA, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. KINZINGER of Illi-
nois, Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 
Mr. SOUTHERLAND, Mr. SCALISE, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. DUFFY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Mr. KEATING. 
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