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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

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

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 23, 2013. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS 
MASSIE to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

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

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2013, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 

f 

TAX REFORM AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the groundwork that is 
being carefully laid by Senate Finance 
Chair BAUCUS and Ways and Means 
Committee Chair CAMP. It’s absolutely 
essential that we reform a tax code 
that is hopelessly complex, unfair, and 
often counterproductive. The system is 
reaching the point of breakdown. The 
complex patchwork is difficult to ad-

minister, invites tax engineering, if not 
outright evasion, and is hugely expen-
sive for those who are just trying to 
meet their obligations. 

Through mistake and evasion, we 
lose approximately $365 billion of rev-
enue each year that should be paid to 
the Treasury—$1 billion a day—and the 
estimated cost of compliance is $168 
billion. With simplification and careful 
enforcement, we could easily gain tens 
of billions of dollars of revenue and 
allow individual taxpayers and busi-
nesses to shift resources away from 
compliance and tax engineering to 
growing the economy and providing for 
our families. 

While we all may disagree with some 
fundamentals, it would be a mistake to 
begin with our areas of disagreement. I 
commend the chairmen for working to 
build common understanding on a path 
forward. 

There is one area that has not been 
part of the tax reform discussion but is 
every bit as critical as solving our 
budget deficit, and that’s to deal with 
our infrastructure deficit. Every day 
brings more stories of a Nation slowly 
falling apart and falling behind other 
nations that are modernizing their in-
frastructure, like Japan, China, India, 
and the European Union, all of whom 
spend more of their economy on infra-
structure than does the United States. 

Last week’s potential water emer-
gency in Prince George’s County un-
derscores a point made by my friend, 
Representative DON YOUNG from Alas-
ka: we leak more water than we drink; 
1.9 trillion gallons of water is lost due 
to inadequate infrastructure under-
ground. It is water, sewer, the elec-
trical grid, transit, roads and bridges— 
the American Society of Civil Engi-
neers has estimated we need to spend 
$2.3 trillion in the next 5 years just to 
maintain basic standards. 

Transportation reauthorization fi-
nance is under the committee’s juris-
diction, and it’s fast approaching, with 

a highway trust fund unable to meet 
even current inadequate requirements. 
This resource gap prevented us from 
being able to enact a full 6-year reau-
thorization last Congress, hence, we’re 
facing it again next year. 

In the 20 years since the gas tax was 
last increased, the purchasing power of 
the fund has eroded dramatically due 
to inflation and increased fuel econ-
omy, so that the average motorist is 
only paying about half as much per 
mile as they did in 1993. 

The failure to meet the revenue 
needs has required increased borrowing 
from the general fund, adding $55 bil-
lion to the deficit just to meet the cur-
rent inadequate levels. At the same 
time, we’ve seen a collapse in the con-
struction industry, costing hundreds of 
thousands of family wage jobs and 
slowing our economic recovery. 

Resources have become increasingly 
inadequate to meet basic transpor-
tation needs, but at the same time the 
consensus among key road users in 
support of an increase has grown ever 
stronger. 

A vast coalition has emerged in sup-
port of raising the fuel tax, which in-
cludes business, the professions, orga-
nized labor, nongovernmental organiza-
tions, the truckers, transit, and cy-
clists. The list of supporters is as long 
as it is varied. 

Allowing an inflationary increase for 
the highway trust fund was part of the 
Clinton deficit reduction plan back 
when we had balanced budgets. More 
recently, it was included in the rec-
ommendation of the chairs of the 
President’s deficit reduction com-
mittee, Alan Simpson and Erskine 
Bowles. Making infrastructure a part 
of the larger tax reform proposal will 
meet a critical and growing need for 
our economy. It will help satisfy the 
concerns of those who were insisting on 
more revenue, but do so in a manner 
that’s supported by a broad, diverse, 
and powerful coalition of interests. 
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We all have a stake in funding to re-

build and renew America. It’s not just 
the quickest way to put people back to 
work but also to make our commu-
nities more livable, our families safer, 
healthier, and more economically se-
cure. And it just might be the smooth-
est path to tax reform as well. 

f 

SIXTH UNANSWERED BENGHAZI 
QUESTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, with only 
six legislative days left before the Con-
gress departs for August recess, I am 
increasingly concerned that we will not 
learn the answers to any of the ques-
tions I have raised over the past week 
before the one year anniversary of the 
attack on Benghazi, if ever. This is 
due, in large part, to the secretive na-
ture of the investigation to date. Most 
of the key hearings into what happened 
that night in Benghazi have happened 
behind closed doors and in classified 
settings, including a June hearing with 
General Carter Ham, who was the head 
of the U.S. Forces in Africa the night 
of the attack. 

That is why I was surprised to hear 
comments made by General Ham at the 
Aspen Security Forum last week where 
he spoke freely about the U.S. response 
to the attack. 

Does it bother any of my colleagues 
that General Ham can publicly speak 
about the military’s response at a 
forum in Aspen, Colorado, where the 
tickets were $1,200? The American peo-
ple should not have to pay $1,200, and 
yet, his testimony before Congress was 
behind closed doors. 

According to a CNN report, General 
Ham told the Aspen audience that by 
the time an American drone arrived 
above the U.S. consulate ‘‘the attack 
on the mission was winding down.’’ By 
that time Ham knew Ambassador Ste-
vens was missing and believed he could 
have been possibly kidnapped. 

General Ham was then quoted as say-
ing: 

In my mind, at that point we were no 
longer in a response to an attack. We were in 
a recovery. And, frankly, I thought we were 
in a potential hostage rescue situation. 

The article continued: 
Ham said although he had authority to 

scramble a jet to the scene, he decided there 
was ‘‘not necessity and there was not a clear 
purpose in doing so.’’ 

‘‘To do what?’’ Ham asked. ‘‘It was a very, 
very uncertain situation.’’ 

It was a very uncertain situation, in-
deed. 

Uncertain as to whether the terror-
ists held our ambassador as hostage? 
Uncertain as to whether the terrorists 
would target the annex, as they did? 
Uncertain as to whether this situation 
would last hours, days, weeks, or 
months? Or years? 

Which raises the question: If his com-
mand required no additional authority 
to respond to what he then believed to 

be a hostage rescue situation, why did 
it take another 7 hours before 
AFRICOM ordered a C–17 aircraft in 
Germany to deploy to Libya to evac-
uate Americans? And why did that 
plane not leave Germany for another 8 
hours after that? 

If the situation appeared to be dete-
riorating throughout the night at the 
annex, why wasn’t there any additional 
effort to accelerate air support or even 
planes to evacuate American personnel 
directly from Benghazi? 

And given the betrayal of our sup-
posed allied Libyan militia forces when 
calls to defend the consulate went 
unheeded, why would the Pentagon not 
move even faster to ensure there was a 
reliable evacuation and hostage re-
sponse force to assist the Americans in 
Benghazi? 

And given that no American plane 
arrived in Benghazi to support the 
evacuation, just what planes were used 
to evacuate the Americans on the 
morning of September 12? 

The State Department’s Account-
ability Review Board said two planes 
were used to transport Americans from 
Benghazi to Tripoli. We know that one 
was a Libyan Air Force C–130 that 
brought back the bodies of Ambassador 
Stevens, Sean Smith, Ty Woods, and 
Glen Doherty. But the first to depart 
was a private chartered jet that took 
off at 7:40 a.m. with evacuees, including 
all wounded personnel, according to an 
unclassified version of the report. But 
just who owned that jet? Was it the 
same jet that brought in the seven-per-
son response team from Tripoli earlier 
that night? Was it really chartered or 
was it commandeered? How many 
wounded were evacuated on that jet? 
Of the wounded, how many were State 
Department employees, CIA employ-
ees, or security contractors? 

The ARB said when the first plane 
arrived in Tripoli, wounded personnel 
were transferred to a local hospital, in 
exemplary coordination that helped 
save the lives of two severely injured 
Americans. 

Despite my letter I sent to Secretary 
Kerry, I have never received a full ac-
counting of how many Americans were 
injured in the attack. Are any of the 
wounded still receiving care in mili-
tary hospitals or other medical facili-
ties? Will we ever officially learn their 
names and the heroic actions that 
night that resulted in their serious in-
juries? 

I think we can all agree that it would 
be constructive for those that were in 
the chain of command that night to 
publicly testify and answer these ques-
tions. 

The American people are losing con-
fidence in their government. How will 
history judge the actions or inaction of 
the Obama administration and the re-
sponse of the Congress to the Benghazi 
attack? 

BURDENING FUTURE GENERA-
TIONS WITH DEFERRED MAINTE-
NANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, CBO’s 
May report shows the deficit has 
dropped another $220 billion. The Fed-
eral deficit continues to fall faster now 
than it has since post-World War II de-
mobilization in the late forties and 
early fifties. 

Earlier this month, OMB released its 
mid-session review that estimates defi-
cits will be reduced to below 3 percent 
of GDP by 2017, and will continue to 
fall, reaching 2 percent by 2023. This re-
cent good news hasn’t eliminated the 
need to address our long-term fiscal 
crisis, but it has created some breath-
ing space for us to renew our invest-
ments in America. 

We’re now 5 years removed from the 
financial crisis, and have yet to dem-
onstrate an ability to balance com-
peting needs between the long-term 
deficit reduction need and investments 
in the future that made America great. 
House Republicans have been obsessed 
by the debt, but struggle to recognize 
any need for investment in education, 
R&D, and infrastructure. 

A few weeks ago, Larry Summers 
best summarized our predicament when 
he said: 

Just as you burden future generations 
when you accumulate debt, you also burden 
future generations when you defer mainte-
nance. 

Given the current market, we’re re-
fusing to maintain our infrastructure 
at a time when investors are literally 
throwing money at us. To be clear, 
yields on the 5-, 7-, and 10-year Treas-
uries have been negative for the past 2 
years. This past month, we’ve wit-
nessed a rate jump as markets fret 
about QE3, yet real Treasury yields 
still remain below 1 percent. When ac-
counting for inflation, rates have not 
been this low for many, many decades. 

Republicans look the other way when 
it comes to this question, and I’m 
shocked that my colleagues who per-
sistently say we ought to run the gov-
ernment like a business have so little 
interest in taking advantage of one of 
our generation’s great opportunities in 
financing investment for the future. 
This is a far cry from the party of Lin-
coln that invested in the Homestead 
Act, invested in the Transcontinental 
Railroad, or Eisenhower’s interstate 
highway system. 

Unfortunately, Congress continues to 
fiddle while Rome burns. Two months 
ago, the I–5 bridge collapsed in the 
State of Washington. It was a miracle 
nobody died considering that 71,000 ve-
hicles a day use that critical connec-
tion, the main route connecting Se-
attle to British Columbia. 

b 1015 

According to the U.S. Federal High-
way Administration, my own State of 
Virginia has 3,500, nearly one in four 
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bridges, that are either structurally de-
ficient or functionally obsolete; and 
we’re not unique in America. 

In addition, many of the country’s 
water mains and pipes are more than 
100 years old. The American Society of 
Civil Engineers estimates it will take 
$298 billion over the next 20 years to fix 
this situation. Otherwise, many Ameri-
cans are going to get wastewater when 
they turn on their faucets. 

More than 100,000 residents of the Na-
tional Capital region learned this the 
hard way just a week ago when, be-
cause of lack of infrastructure, lack of 
infrastructure maintenance, they al-
most went without water. 

Our choices not to invest in main-
taining the critical infrastructure and 
the backbone of our economy is put-
ting America at a competitive dis-
advantage in the next century. The 
Panama Canal, for example, its expan-
sion will be completed in 2015, radically 
altering global trade capacity through-
out the world. Yet the east coast will 
have only four ports capable of receiv-
ing the new post-Panamax ships. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers re-
ports these new ships will make up 62 
percent of total container ship capac-
ity in the world by 2030. Right now, 
China and Korea not only surpass the 
United States in this capacity; they 
lead in terms of container traffic as 
well. This didn’t happen by accident. 
They invested. 

Mr. Speaker, there’s no doubt that 
leaving our grandchildren with 
unsustainable debt is irresponsible. But 
what are they to think when they look 
back and realize we left them with a 
Nation of potholes, contaminated 
water, and crumbling bridges? 

Our global competitors aren’t wait-
ing around for things to pick up here in 
America. They’re actively investing in 
infrastructure to gain ground in the 
hopes of overtaking us in global com-
petition. The Chinese spend billions on 
ports, rail, and highways; and they’re 
not alone. 

It’s time to turn our attention back 
to the seemingly unglamorous, but 
critical, business of fixing America’s 
infrastructure—our roads, our ports, 
our airports, our bridges and our water 
systems—to ensure for future genera-
tions America stays strong. 

f 

THE SITUATION IN AFGHANISTAN 
TODAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, this is a very important issue 
that, unfortunately, hasn’t gotten as 
much attention lately as it should. 

I’m a veteran of Iraq and Afghani-
stan, spent most of my time in Iraq; 
but I remember I was in a nation out-
side of Afghanistan getting ready to fly 
an airplane one day, this was back in 
the mid-2000s, and, Mr. Speaker, the 
majority leader from the other Cham-
ber basically got on television and said, 

the war in Iraq is lost. He said, it’s 
lost, it’s done, it’s over. I remember 
that because I was on a treadmill get-
ting ready to go fly a mission into Af-
ghanistan when I heard that. 

The interesting thing about that is, I 
guarantee you, our enemy in Iraq prob-
ably cheered loudly at the moment 
they saw the majority leader from the 
Senate say those words. 

We know that something very coura-
geous happened. The President of the 
United States at the time said, not 
only is the war not lost, we’re sending 
more troops and we’re going to win 
this thing, and we did. We saw the 
enemy realize that America could 
never be defeated on the battlefield, it 
could only be defeated by its will, and 
President Bush sent a very strong and 
loud message that America’s will will 
not be defeated. 

This is a situation we face in Afghan-
istan today. Look, as a Member of Con-
gress, as a politician, the easiest thing 
for me to do is to stand up here and say 
the war in Afghanistan is lost and we 
need to just go home. 

And I tell you, you look at the poll-
ing, and with the lack of a President 
leading this country on the public 
opinion side of what we’re doing in Af-
ghanistan, I’d probably get a lot of peo-
ple sending Facebook messages and 
emails saying, go get ’em; it’s time to 
leave Afghanistan. 

But you know what? If I did that, I 
wouldn’t be able to look at myself in 
the mirror and say that I did the right 
thing, because the right thing is gen-
erations of people that have lived 
under oppression and have lived for 
years under the Taliban regime. They 
stood up. They kicked the Taliban out 
of their nation, and they’ve looked at 
the United States and said, it took you 
decades at your inception to get your 
democracy right. Help us get our de-
mocracy right. 

What’s at stake here? 
I look over here at this picture, and 

I see a couple of things. I see, number 
one, a girl by the name of Bibi; and if 
you could look closely at that picture, 
you would see that she does not have a 
nose or ears. They were actually cut off 
by the Taliban. They were cut off by 
swift justice because somebody in her 
family committed a crime, sold her 
into marriage at the age of 14 years 
old. 

And at 15 years old she left her abu-
sive husband, went to her uncle’s 
house, who turned his back on her, and 
eventually she was captured and appre-
hended by the Taliban, as they forced 
her family to cut her nose and ears off 
as justice for running away from a ter-
rible situation. 

She eventually escaped and went to 
an American forward operating base 
and was saved. And then you see in this 
other picture, as she lives in the United 
States, she has a prosthetic nose today 
and is living as close to a normal life as 
possible, despite the trauma that she 
suffered. 

On the bottom down here, you’ll see 
a number of girls in school right now, 

learning and being educated. You 
know, before we went into Afghani-
stan, there was something like 800,000 
people in school. Today it’s over 6 mil-
lion. 

In fact, did you know that 60 percent 
of the Afghan population is under the 
age of 20? 

And there’s this movement in Af-
ghanistan called the Civil Society in 
which they stand up and say it’s time 
for freedom and it’s time to take our 
country back. 

Are you also aware, Mr. Speaker, 
that every province is now under con-
trol of Afghanistan, and the United 
States has reverted to a training mis-
sion and a counterterrorism mission. 
These are all huge victories for the Af-
ghan people that we ought to be cele-
brating. 

But, instead, I wake up the other day 
and I look in the paper, and the Presi-
dent of the United States, the leader of 
the free world, is saying we are explor-
ing an option after 2014 to take all 
troops out of Afghanistan. 

Now, let me ask you a question: Do 
you think that made the Taliban 
frightened, or do you think they 
cheered when they saw the President of 
the United States say, I’m considering 
all troops gone after 2014? 

The whole year of 2014 was pulled out 
of the hat for political reasons. When 
you say that we’re surging in Afghani-
stan, but as the last troop goes in, the 
first troop’s coming out from the 
surge, it’s not very effective. 

You know, the Taliban have a saying, 
actually, that says, America may have 
the watches, but we have the time. 

Ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Speaker, 
we are on the verge of a clear victory 
in Afghanistan for the Afghan people. 
The biggest mistake we can make 
today is to let politics come into play 
and to withdraw and leave zero troops 
after 2014. In 50 years, history will 
judge us for that. 

f 

SUPPORT GLASS-STEAGALL AND A 
RETURN TO A SOUND BANKING 
SYSTEM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, in 1999, 
Congress, sadly, repealed the Glass- 
Steagall Act. That law had protected 
our Nation for over seven decades 
against wild speculation by Wall Street 
investment houses and financial gi-
ants. 

When the floodgates were removed 
between prudent banking and specula-
tive abandon, again, Wall Street gam-
bled with the money of the American 
consumers. Look where it took us, into 
the worst recession since the Great De-
pression, into a world where we’ve had 
the largest transfer in American his-
tory of wealth from Main Street to 
Wall Street; and the flood continues. 

Now, your savings deposits and cer-
tificates of deposits earn almost no in-
terest. Guess who’s making money off 
your money? 
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In commemoration of the 80th anni-

versary of enactment of the Glass- 
Steagall Act, Congress must adopt the 
Return to Prudent Banking Act of 2013, 
H.R. 129. I invite all Members to co-
sponsor our bipartisan bill to reinstall 
the floodgates that protected the pub-
lic from Wall Street greed. 

The Glass-Steagall Act, or Banking 
Act of 1933, was signed into law during 
the Great Depression in an effort to re-
store order and stability to the bank-
ing system. Representative Henry 
Steagall and Senator Carter Glass 
wrote the law and, through its passage, 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion was created. The law prevented 
commercial banks from trading securi-
ties with deposits from their clients. 

After its repeal in 1999, the Wall 
Street banks, true to form, again cre-
ated false money with abandon. They 
used that false money to purchase 
more mortgage-backed securities, 
which were packaged into 
collateralized debt obligations. 

Most Americans couldn’t even define 
what these instruments were, but Wall 
Street giants ended up fleecing them 
by gobbling up an average of 20 percent 
of the value of their home equity. 

Lack of regulation allowed Wall 
Street to gorge themselves past sus-
tainable ratios. They manipulated con-
sumer mutual funds and pension ac-
counts of American workers, thus en-
suring that Americans were on the 
hook for when the housing bubble 
burst. 

Sandy Weill, who helped invent these 
mad practices, as the former chairman 
and CEO of Citigroup, in a major rever-
sal, stated on CNBC, in support of re-
storing Glass-Steagall, ‘‘What we 
should probably do,’’ he said, ‘‘is go 
and split up the investment banking 
from regular banking, have banks be 
deposit takers, have banks do some-
thing that’s not going to risk taxpayer 
dollars.’’ 

Boy, I wish he’d thought about that 
before he did it. 

Wall Street turned our strong bank-
ing system into a haven for specu-
lators. They threw caution to the wind, 
displacing prudence with greed. These 
money men gained massive profits for 
the bank. By and large, the American 
public was unaware of their backroom 
dealing. But Wall Street took hard- 
earned Americans’ dollars to gamble on 
complex and risky instruments like de-
rivatives, and then filled the gap with 
the lost equity of the American peo-
ple’s homes. 

We now see enormous accumulation 
of banking assets and vast financial 
power in a handful of powerful institu-
tions like JPMorgan Chase, Goldman 
Sachs, BlackRock. They are making 
enormous profits, larger than ever, as a 
result of the American people having 
bailed them out. Indeed, they are yield-
ing the highest profits in our Nation, 
in addition to the oil companies. 

Fifteen years ago, the assets of these 
six largest banks were approximately 
17 percent of gross domestic product. 

Today, estimates for their assets are 
over half of GDP. So six institutions 
control an enormous and growing per-
centage of our banking system and 
economy. And in turn, our Nation’s fu-
ture is placed at their doorstep. 

This is too much power in too few 
hands. The American people are feeling 
it in the restriction of credit, the slug-
gishness of the housing market and its 
depreciated values, the lack of interest 
paid on savings deposits and certifi-
cates of deposits, in the economy’s 
sluggish growth, and the lack of com-
petitive capital opportunities. In ef-
fect, the American people are sub-
sidizing them. 

In 2012, JPMorgan Chase reported 
record net revenue of $21.3 billion, com-
pared to the $19 billion they made in 
the previous year. For the third con-
secutive year, the banking giant re-
corded a record net income. 

Total revenue for JPMorgan Chase in 
2012 was nearly $100 billion. That would 
fully fund the Department of Transpor-
tation, NASA, the National Science 
Foundation, and even bail out Detroit. 

Yes, let’s look at Detroit. This week-
end we saw the city of Detroit file for 
bankruptcy. The news stories report 
Detroit is $18 billion short, about a 
third of it in its pension funds. 

Well, look at what the financial cri-
sis took from the citizens of Michigan, 
over $180 billion, 10 times more than 
the debt that the city of Detroit is jug-
gling, $180 billion in lost property value 
in Michigan alone. 

Who should pay Detroiters in Michi-
gan back for what was taken from 
them? And what was taken is the value 
of the value of their property. Now 
there’s a math problem for you. 

I would say to my colleagues, please 
join us in sponsorship of H.R. 129. Let’s 
put prudence back into banking, and 
keep the speculators out. 

f 

NATURAL GAS REGULATED AT 
THE STATE LEVEL IS WORKING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, the Wash-
ington Times reported, and I quote: 

The leading Federal research effort into 
the controversial drilling method known as 
fracking has turned up no evidence so far 
linking the process to water contamination, 
a connection continually drawn by many en-
vironmentalist critics, along with some 
Democrats in Congress. 

The report continues, stating: 
The Department of Energy research being 

conducted at a Marcellus shale natural gas 
well in western Pennsylvania thus far has 
shown that chemicals used in the hydraulic 
fracturing practice have stayed thousands of 
feet below drinking water supplies. 

Additionally, in April, a determina-
tion made by the Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection 
found that fracking is not to blame for 
high methane levels in drinking water 

in communities in northern Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States oil 
and gas producers would pay an addi-
tional $345 million a year, or an aver-
age of $96,913 per well, under the United 
States Bureau of Land Management’s 
amended proposed Federal onshore hy-
draulic fracturing regulations. 

According to the report, the amended 
proposal’s estimated cost still exceeds 
the $100 million threshold requiring an 
economic assessment by the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

Now, while changes the Department 
of the Interior made following com-
ments from producers, environmental 
organizations and other stakeholders 
included elimination of the require-
ment to regulate well maintenance, 
much more consideration must be 
given to these burdensome regulations. 

b 1030 
Local scientists and regulators know 

the geology where natural gas extrac-
tion occurs. They know the industry. 
They know how to balance good 
science and manage the industry’s ex-
pansion—without thwarting innova-
tion, growth, and affordable, reliable 
energy. Local economies, including 
many in my district, are booming due 
to the natural gas industry. The model 
that is making this possible is based on 
stringent regulations at the State 
level, not the heavy hand of the Fed-
eral Government. 

Mr. Speaker, later this week, the bi-
partisan Congressional Natural Gas 
Caucus will convene a field hearing, en-
titled, ‘‘The Economic Impacts of 
Shale Production.’’ This will be done at 
Penn College in Williamsport, Pennsyl-
vania. The caucus will receive testi-
mony from local officials and commu-
nity leaders concerning the economic 
impacts of natural gas production. 

We must promote best practices, 
sound science, and do our very best as 
communities to manage this rapid 
growth and promote this industry that 
is offering prosperity to so many Amer-
icans. 

f 

DEFENDING FREEDOM WITH 
PURSE STRINGS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCCLINTOCK) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, this 
has been a summer of alarming revela-
tions that suggest that our government 
is drifting far from the principles of in-
dividual liberty and constitutionally 
limited government that defined the 
American founding and that produced 
the most free and prosperous Republic 
in the history of mankind. 

These developments include: 
The use of the IRS and other govern-

ment agencies to single out ordinary 
Americans because of their political 
beliefs, with the apparent intent to dis-
courage and intimidate them out of 
participating in the public policy de-
bate; 
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The use of the Department of Justice 

to target reporters who were asking 
embarrassing questions of the adminis-
tration, in one case, with the threat of 
prosecution under the Espionage Act; 

The warrantless seizure of the pri-
vate records of millions of Americans 
by the National Security Agency; 

The increasingly menacing mili-
tarization of domestic police agencies; 

The shakedown of health care pro-
viders to fund advocacy and promotion 
of ObamaCare; 

Frequent assertions by the President 
of authority to nullify laws that he 
deems objectionable or inconvenient, 
despite his clear constitutional man-
date to see that the laws are faithfully 
executed; 

The executive’s usurpation of the leg-
islative powers of Congress by using 
the regulatory bureaucracies to impose 
laws that the elected Congress has spe-
cifically refused to enact; 

Continued suggestions that the exec-
utive may order military operations 
against other governments without 
provocation and without congressional 
authorization. 

This week, we are beginning to learn 
details of the so-called Federal Data 
Hub, including an excellent article by 
John Fund of the National Review. Ac-
cording to Fund: 

The Department of Health and Human 
Services is about to hire an army of ‘‘patient 
navigators’’ to inform Americans about the 
subsidized insurance promised by ObamaCare 
and assist them in enrolling. These orga-
nizers will be guided by the new Federal 
Data Hub, which will give them access to 
reams of personal information compiled by 
Federal agencies, ranging from the IRS to 
the Department of Defense and the Veterans 
Administration. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are slowly beginning to realize the 
threat to individual freedom, personal 
privacy, and fundamental constitu-
tional principles that these develop-
ments pose. Some very bright constitu-
tional lines have been crossed. And my 
constituents keep asking: What is Con-
gress going to do? 

The House has taken the first steps 
to restore our constitutional checks 
and balances by focusing its investiga-
tory attention on the unfolding IRS 
scandal. It is of critical importance 
that the facts of the case be fully laid 
out, those responsible identified and re-
moved from positions of trust or au-
thority, and safeguards enacted to en-
sure that this sort of abuse never hap-
pens again. 

The House Rules Committee took an 
important step yesterday by allowing 
amendments to the Defense Appropria-
tions Act to stop the warrantless sei-
zure of Americans’ phone and Internet 
records by the NSA and to reassert the 
essential principle with respect to 
Syria that Congress alone has the pre-
rogative to declare war. 

The House is in a position to resist 
many of these abuses and usurpations 
through its power to appropriate, but it 
has often been reluctant to fully assert 
that authority. The conventional wis-

dom is that the appropriations process 
will shortly stall and a continuing res-
olution will be agreed to. That would 
be a tragic mistake if it leads to the 
continued funding of these increasingly 
unconstitutional and authoritarian 
measures. 

All appropriations must start in the 
House, which means that a simple ma-
jority of this body by itself could ar-
rest many of these disturbing develop-
ments simply by marshalling the cour-
age and determination to just say ‘‘no’’ 
by pulling the purse strings shut. If we 
fail to do so, I believe that we are al-
lowing our Nation to drift dangerously 
toward a constitutional crisis with 
grave implications to the rule of law 
and to the survival of American lib-
erty. 

f 

HONORING HABERSHAM ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I come from the Ninth District of 
Georgia, where it’s a pleasure to go 
back there to see the mountains and 
the rural nature of our district and 
also the many businesses that make up 
its economic engine, from agriculture 
to industries. They are the backbone of 
the Ninth District. 

This morning, I rise to honor one of 
those backbones of our economic devel-
opment, Habersham EMC, as it ap-
proaches an important milestone. This 
week, they mark the 75th anniversary 
of providing clean, reliable, affordable 
energy to homes and businesses in 
northeast Georgia. 

The Habersham EMC serves Hall, 
Lumpkin, White, Stephens, and Rabun 
Counties, as well as its namesake, 
Habersham County. Habersham EMC is 
a member-owned cooperative that pro-
vides power to more than 33,000 mem-
bers and maintains approximately 3,700 
miles of line. 

I had the pleasure of stopping by the 
Habersham EMC a few months ago to 
speak with the leadership of this great 
organization. Todd Pealock, his staff, 
and the board of directors are wonder-
ful examples of servant leadership that 
provides an invaluable service to their 
community. 

While I’m sorry to miss the 75th an-
niversary celebration, I want to extend 
my congratulations and best wishes to 
all the Habersham employees and 
members. I hope the next 75 years will 
bring even more innovation and contin-
ued success in providing the affordable 
energy needed to fuel our economy. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 37 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess. 

b 1200 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 

f 

PRAYER 

Dr. Shane Alexander, Northcrest 
Church of Christ, Mexia, Texas, offered 
the following prayer: 

Lord, our Lord, how majestic is Your 
name in all the Earth. When we con-
sider Your heavens, the work of Your 
fingers, who are we that You are mind-
ful of us? What is this country that it 
might know Your blessings? 

Yet You have blessed this land and 
this government for the people and by 
the people. 

For these Representatives who exer-
cise the people’s will, may they be also 
representatives of Your will. May they 
speak their consciences and convic-
tions and stand up for what they and 
their constituents believe. 

But give them courage also to speak 
truth to power and to seek justice for 
the victims of violence, oppression, and 
poverty. 

Please bless the proceedings of this 
legislative body today, that through 
them Your will might be exercised here 
on Earth as it is in Heaven. 

May Your unfailing love be with us, 
Lord, now and forevermore. 

Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings 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. Will the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. TITUS 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 

WELCOMING DR. SHANE 
ALEXANDER 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is 
recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 

given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States House of Representatives 
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is honored today to have Dr. Shane 
Alexander of Mexia, Texas, as the 
Guest Chaplain. Dr. Alexander is the 
minister of the North Crest Church of 
Christ in Mexia, Texas, and has pre-
viously preached in other Texas cities. 
He has been a resident chaplain in Lou-
isville, Kentucky, as well. 

He and his wife, Kara, met at Abilene 
Christian University where both re-
ceived numerous degrees. Shane has a 
B.A., a master’s, and a Doctor of Min-
istry from Abilene Christian Univer-
sity. 

They have three children: Elizabeth, 
Peyton, and Levi. They’re all here 
today, along with Shane’s parents, 
Karen and Barry, and my wife, Carol. 

Dr. Alexander is active in Mexia and 
its community, from coaching the girls 
softball team and boys T-ball, to fur-
thering the spiritual growth of central 
Texas. 

Dr. Alexander enhanced his life by 
marrying Kara, also Dr. Alexander, 
who is a professor at Baylor Univer-
sity. I say ‘‘enhanced his life’’ because 
his wife, Kara, is one of my four chil-
dren, and Shane is my son-in-law. 

We welcome them all to the United 
States House of Representatives today. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER). The Chair will now entertain 
15 further requests for 1-minute speech-
es on each side of the aisle. 

f 

JOBS AND THE ECONOMY 
(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the White 
House, this week, is dusting off the old 
talking points on jobs and the econ-
omy. Hopefully, they will undergo a 
few revisions. 

The President should strike all ref-
erences to stimulus because that cer-
tainly hasn’t worked to create jobs. 
Tax increases, EPA regulations, and 
any claims that ObamaCare will spur 
job growth should also be removed. 
Practical experience tells us those 
strategies are as empty as the promises 
used to sell them. 

Today’s Washington Post includes a 
sobering indictment of the President’s 
economic handling thus far: 

The only part of the Obama economy that 
has flourished because of Obama policy is 
Wall Street. 

What about Main Street? 
What about small businesses? 
What about working families? 
Working families want affordable 

health care. Working families don’t 
want the government regulating their 
jobs out of existence just because 
Washington looks down on their indus-
try. 

House Republicans have a plan for 
the economy that defends working 
families. The White House should con-
sider our ideas. 

MARKING THE 39TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE ILLEGAL TURKISH INVA-
SION OF CYPRUS 
(Ms. TITUS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
sadness today to mark the 39th anni-
versary of the illegal Turkish invasion 
of Cyprus. On July 20, 1974, Turkish 
troops invaded and began an unjust oc-
cupation of areas in northern Cyprus. 

Thousands of Cypriots were forced to 
leave homes where their families had 
lived for hundreds of years; and within 
just a few weeks, the Turks had up-
rooted centuries of culture, religion, 
and community. Over the years since 
then, the Turkish forces have com-
mitted unspeakable atrocities and de-
stroyed priceless relics, acts which 
have been condemned by the European 
Commission for Human Rights. 

So I’m proud to stand today with my 
fellow Hellenic Caucus members as we 
join together almost four decades after 
the illegal and immoral occupation of 
Cyprus to call, once again, on Turkey 
to act now and end the occupation. 

f 

LIVE WITHIN YOUR MEANS 
(Mr. MESSER asked and was given 

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

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, last 
week’s $19 billion bankruptcy by the 
city of Detroit should serve as a 
wakeup call for every American. Chi-
cago, with a reported $19 billion un-
funded pension liability, and Los Ange-
les, with an estimated $30 billion in 
debt, may not be far behind. 

Each of these communities practiced 
the failed tax-and-spend policies of 
President Obama and the Left. While 
many progressive policies sound great 
in theory, both history and current 
events show these policies don’t work 
in practice. 

As Margaret Thatcher said decades 
ago: 

The problem with socialism is that you 
eventually run out of other people’s money. 

We do it better in Indiana. It’s not al-
ways easy, but Hoosier leaders balance 
budgets and live within their means. 
To build a better future, our country 
needs to follow that example and not 
Detroit’s. 

f 

KEEP STUDENT LOAN INTEREST 
RATES LOW 

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

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
note that the gallery is filled with stu-
dents and their families. Due to this 
House’s failure to produce realistic bi-
partisan legislation, the interest rate 
of college loans has doubled from 3.4 to 
6.8 percent for more than 7.4 million 
students. 

We know investing in education is an 
investment in our Nation’s future and 
in our Nation’s economic strength. Not 

acting takes $1,000 per year out of grad-
uates’ pockets—$1,000 not going to sav-
ings, not going to buying new cars, not 
going to buying new homes. 

And at this time of historically low 
interest rates, it just doesn’t make any 
sense for us to further burden our 
youth. 

I call on Congress to keep our rates 
low so today’s youth can prosper like 
their parents and their grandparents 
did as well. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to not make ref-
erence to occupants of the gallery. 

f 

CREATING JOBS IS OUR PRIORITY 

(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, tomorrow the President will 
venture back on the campaign trail to 
explain his failed economic policies. 
For months, we have heard the Presi-
dent talk about infringing upon our 
Second Amendment rights, defending 
his administration from scandals, and 
promoting his unworkable, 
unaffordable care act. 

A crucial issue has not been ad-
dressed: creating jobs. As more dismal 
reports expose the sad reality of our 
weak economy, it is clear he is at-
tempting damage control. 

House Republicans have been focused 
on growing our economy for years. 
Last Congress we passed over 40 job- 
creating pieces of legislation. This year 
we voted to repeal ObamaCare and ap-
prove the Keystone pipeline, which 
would create jobs and give small busi-
nesses the certainty to begin hiring. 

I appreciate TeaParty.net promoting 
the truth. Actions speak louder than 
words. It’s time for the President to 
work with House Republicans to put 
American families back to work. 

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

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF LILLIAN KAWASAKI 

(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize and pay tribute to the life 
and legacy of Lillian Kawasaki, a vet-
eran public servant and tireless envi-
ronmental advocate who passed away, 
sadly, at the age of 62 last week. 

I had the honor of working with Lil-
lian during my time on the Los Ange-
les City Council on our Nation’s port, 
ensuring that it grew green and helped 
to prove that we can have clean air and 
good jobs at the same time. 

An environmental scientist by train-
ing, she was the first Asian American 
to head the Los Angeles Department of 
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Environmental Affairs and successfully 
led the Water Replenishment District 
of Southern California in its efforts to 
protect our air and water quality from 
pollution and contamination. 

Her devoted leadership and 
unyielding commitment to public serv-
ice and the people who live and work in 
Los Angeles were simply remarkable 
and will be sorely missed. 

We have lost a dear friend. She was 
my colleague. She was a gracious, tire-
less woman who was a role model to all 
of us who truly strive to make a dif-
ference in this Earth as long as we live. 

We’ll miss you, Lillian. 
f 

FIGHTING TO PROTECT MON-
TANANS FROM EPA OVERREACH 
(Mr. DAINES asked and was given 

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

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Speaker, Mon-
tanans tell me every day how the 
EPA’s ever-changing rules are pre-
venting them from hiring new workers 
or forcing them to foot the bill for un-
reasonable compliance costs. In fact, 
one Montanan said, you know, the EPA 
must stand for the Employment Pre-
vention Agency. 

The EPA’s out-of-control regulatory 
overreach costs hardworking American 
taxpayers billions of dollars and thou-
sands of jobs every year and all-too- 
often is put into place with a lack of 
oversight or public input. 

The Energy Consumers Relief Act is 
an important step in making the EPA 
accountable to the American people. 
This bill blocks the implementation of 
rules that harm the economy and en-
sures that before the EPA finalizes any 
rule costing more than $1 billion, it in-
forms Congress of the rule’s impact on 
the economy and on energy prices. 

Another important bill, the Coal Re-
siduals Reuse and Management Act, 
brings much-needed regulatory cer-
tainty to job creators and helps keep 
energy costs low by taking the power 
out of the EPA’s hands and returning it 
to the States where it belongs. 

These commonsense proposals will 
help keep energy costs low for Amer-
ican families, protect thousands of 
good-paying jobs, and ultimately en-
sure that the EPA’s accountable to the 
American people. 

f 

WE’RE IN THIS TOGETHER 
(Mr. PERLMUTTER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 
good afternoon. We’re in this together. 
We’re not on our own. We’re in this to-
gether. That’s how Americans think: 
we’re in this together. 

Except that the Tea Party ideology 
that’s running the Republican majority 
would have us revert to some time be-
fore the Civil War, when we’re on our 
own, we’re not in this together. They’d 
love to turn the clock back as far as it 
can go. 

Example: let’s have interest rates 
rise on our students. Forget about 
making sure that the best investment 
we could do in our students is to keep 
those interest rates low. 

Let’s talk about the farm bill. 
Couldn’t get it passed, except let’s jet-
tison a whole bunch of people whose 
nutrition is serious to all of us. Forget 
about food stamps. People have gotten 
rich overnight. Let’s get rid of those 
things. 

Energy and the environment. Let’s 
forget about the environment and let’s 
forget about the sun, the wind and 
biofuels. Just focus only on gas and 
coal. Those have got to be part of it, 
but let’s forget about things that have 
happened newly. 

We’re in this together. Abraham Lin-
coln said, of the people, by the people, 
for the people. We’re working for the 
people. We need to remember we’re all 
in this together. 

f 

b 1215 

HONORING MR. ROBERT DAVIES 

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

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize a brave Arizonan. 
Robert Davies, from Golden Valley, Ar-
izona, truly met the definition of 
‘‘hero’’ by coming to the aid of his el-
derly neighbor. Mr. Davies and his fel-
low neighbor, Paul Bissonette, re-
sponded to a neighbor whose home was 
on fire, saving the 92-year-old woman 
stuck inside. Mr. Davies risked his own 
safety by jumping through a broken 
window into the smoke and pulling the 
woman into position near the window 
where she could breathe. Receiving 
help from an off-duty fireman who ar-
rived on the scene, Mr. Davies was able 
to lift the woman through the window 
to safety seconds before the building 
was taken by the flames. 

Mr. Davies says this was something 
that anybody else would have done. 
But he actually did it. While I appre-
ciate his humility, I thank him for his 
display of bravery and courage in the 
face of danger. I am pleased to recog-
nize Mr. Robert Davies today, before 
this great body, for his act of heroism. 

f 

CLIMATE CHANGE IS REAL 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, as a member of the Safe Climate 
Caucus, I want to urge my colleagues 
not to bury their heads in the sand. 
Wake up. Climate change is real, and 
it’s already affecting the Earth in pro-
found ways. 

The scientific consensus is clear: 
human activity is causing our planet 
to warm to dangerous levels. 

Scientists agree that higher tempera-
tures are raising sea levels and driving 

severe weather patterns that threaten 
our economy and our way of life. Un-
predictable and destructive weather 
patterns are making it harder for farm-
ers to grow crops, while rising sea lev-
els threaten our coastal cities and 
beaches from sea to shining sea. 

Here in Congress, the majority re-
fuses to even acknowledge that we 
have a problem, while the rest of the 
world seems to understand that it’s the 
moral imperative of our time. 

I urge my colleagues to put politics 
aside, listen to the science, and come 
together and begin to help prevent the 
worst effects of climate change. 

f 

PROTECT SMALL BUSINESS JOBS 
ACT 

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

Mr. BENTIVOLIO. Mr. Speaker, for 
the 89 percent of employers in America 
with fewer than 20 employees, there’s 
an ever-present fear that they may be 
sanctioned or even put out of business 
for a violation of any one of the seem-
ingly endless array of Federal regula-
tions. 

The Protect Small Business Jobs Act 
offers a simple correction: if found to 
be in violation of a Federal regulation, 
a business is given a 6-month grace pe-
riod to correct the problem. If the 
problem is corrected at the end of the 
grace period, the sanction is waived. 
This way, no business is permitted to 
ignore regulations on an ongoing basis, 
but small companies are given a 
chance to become compliant without 
being hit by devastating fines. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense approach to regulatory 
relief and pass the Protect Small Busi-
ness Jobs Act. 

f 

RELEASE ALL PRISONERS OF 
CONSCIENCE 

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

Ms. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, across 
the world, people of certain faiths live 
in fear of government persecution 
every day. 

Saied Rezaei, a leader of the Baha’i 
religion, used to advocate for gender 
equality and universal education in 
Iran. In 2008, he was arrested on false 
charges for propaganda against the Ira-
nian regime and illegally establishing 
a Baha’i school. When Saied completes 
his 20-year sentence, his 16-year-old son 
will be a 31-year-old man. 

That same year, Alimujiang Yimiti, 
also a husband and father, had his busi-
ness shut down after Chinese officials 
accused him of preaching Christianity. 
He now faces 15 years in a Chinese pris-
on and can only speak to his wife every 
couple months. 

State-sponsored religious persecution 
will not be tolerated by the inter-
national community. Today, I join the 
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Defending Freedoms Project to call for 
the release of all prisoners of con-
science. 

f 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO SENATOR 
BOB DOLE 

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

Mr. YODER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate an American hero, a 
true public servant in every sense of 
the word, and a man with whom Kan-
sans are proud to share the Sunflower 
State as home. 

Senator Bob Dole, a Russell, Kansas, 
native and proud Jayhawk, celebrated 
his 90th birthday yesterday, and has 
spent his entire life giving to make his 
country a better place for future gen-
erations. After courageously serving 
his country in World War II, Senator 
Dole continued to fight for the future 
of his country by serving in Congress, 
the Senate, and as a Republican Presi-
dential nominee. 

Like many Americans, I’ve been in-
spired by his exceptional leadership, 
his encouraging and positive person-
ality, his quick wit, and his endless and 
selfless giving for his fellow man. 

Mr. Speaker, as we wish Senator Bob 
Dole happy birthday, we look ahead to-
ward many happy and healthy years 
with our great friend, and to a bright 
future in America because of the work 
of Senator Dole and the values and 
ideals he has personified and the quali-
ties he has instilled in so many of us. 

f 

CELEBRATING SENATOR DOLE’S 
90TH BIRTHDAY 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
want to join my colleague, Mr. YODER, 
in honoring Senator Bob Dole on his 
90th birthday. 

I call my colleagues’ attention to the 
fact that Senator Dole is really quite 
an extraordinary man and quite a leg-
islator. He understood the importance 
of bipartisanship. He reached across 
the aisle and worked with Senator 
George McGovern on strengthening our 
antihunger social safety net. They 
made Food Stamps a better program. 
They championed WIC and school 
meals. 

At a time when some of my col-
leagues are talking about destroying 
that bipartisan consensus on making 
sure that we combat hunger in this 
country, it is important to remember 
Senator Dole led, in a bipartisan way, 
to help the least among us. 

I want to wish him a happy birthday 
and many, many more. 

f 

U.S. ENERGY EQUALS JOBS 
(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
need for more homegrown American 
energy has never been greater. At 
home, our economy is still in a state of 
stagnation. Nearly 12 million of our fel-
low Americans are out of work. It’s 
even higher among returning veterans 
from Afghanistan and Iraq. Abroad, 
volatile situations continue to erupt 
around the world. 

We need an all-of-the-above, all- 
American energy strategy, not more 
red tape out of Washington, D.C. More 
American energy means lower energy 
costs for Americans and for all people 
in the United States, and that means 
more money left in your pocket. More 
American energy means a stronger 
economy as our energy sector is al-
lowed to grow and expand. Simply put, 
more American energy means more 
American jobs, period. 

Mr. Speaker, if we take care of our-
selves, we can make Middle Eastern 
politics turmoil, and energy irrelevant. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

f 

COLLEGE COSTS 

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

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. The 
National Journal today noted that bor-
rowing accounts for 18 percent of how 
the average family pays for college. 
They also noted that majors vary con-
siderably in terms of their cost, such as 
social science being about $28,000 and 
engineering around $25,000. 

What’s notable is the starting sala-
ries for a number of majors is so low 
that students cannot pay back their 
loans. 

What is also noteworthy is the cost 
of the actual tuition itself. Since the 
1970s, when data first began to be gath-
ered, college tuition costs have gone up 
1,120 percent, while inflation itself has 
gone up a little over 200 percent. 

As we’re talking about the cost of 
college, it is very important, Mr. 
Speaker, that we also call upon col-
leges themselves to be responsible for 
trimming costs and for guidance coun-
selors and colleges to also look at how 
they are advising students to move for-
ward in their careers. An important 
part of this argument is how students 
are saddled with a great deal of debt 
that they can’t repay because they 
simply are not in a major in which 
they can earn money, and how colleges 
spend so much on a number of amen-
ities that have little to do with edu-
cation. 

So I hope that universities, them-
selves, look at how they can trim their 
costs instead of continuing to raise tui-
tion on the students, who then are 
faced with a lifelong burden. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2397, DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2014; AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2610, TRANS-
PORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2014 
Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 312 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 312 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2397) making 
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2014, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. After general 
debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. The 
bill shall be considered as read through page 
157, line 2. Points of order against provisions 
in the bill for failure to comply with clause 
2 of rule XXI are waived. 

(b) No amendment shall be in order except 
those printed in the report of the Committee 
on Rules accompanying this resolution, the 
amendment described in section 2 of this res-
olution, and amendments en bloc described 
in section 3 of this resolution. All points of 
order against amendments printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules and against 
amendments en bloc described in section 3 of 
this resolution are waived. 

(c) Each amendment printed in the report 
of the Committee on Rules shall be consid-
ered only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time specified in 
the report equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, may be 
withdrawn by the proponent at any time be-
fore action thereon, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. 

SEC. 2. After disposition of amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution and 
amendments en bloc described in section 3 of 
this resolution, it shall be in order for the 
chair of the Committee on Appropriations or 
his designee to offer an amendment reducing 
funding levels in the bill. 

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for 
the chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions or his designee to offer amendments en 
bloc consisting of amendments printed in the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution not earlier disposed 
of. Amendments en bloc offered pursuant to 
this section shall be considered as read, shall 
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Appro-
priations or their respective designees, shall 
not be subject to amendment, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. The original proponent of an 
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amendment included in such amendments en 
bloc may insert a statement in the Congres-
sional Record immediately before the dis-
position of the amendments en bloc. 

SEC. 4. After the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, there shall 
be in order a final period of general debate, 
which shall not exceed 10 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

SEC. 5. When the committee rises and re-
ports the bill back to the House with a rec-
ommendation that the bill do pass, the pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

SEC. 6. At any time after the adoption of 
this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2610) making appro-
priations for the Departments of Transpor-
tation, and Housing and Urban Development, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2014, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. Points of order against provi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. During con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
chair of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an amendment 
has caused it to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
When the committee rises and reports the 
bill back to the House with a recommenda-
tion that the bill do pass, the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

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

b 1230 

Mr. NUGENT. For the purpose of de-
bate only, I yield the customary 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, House 

Resolution 312 provides for House con-
sideration of two separate pieces of leg-
islation. The first of these bills is H.R. 
2610, which is the appropriations bill to 

fund the Department of Transpor-
tation, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and other Federal agencies. The 
second bill is H.R. 2397, which is the 
bill that funds our military and our na-
tional security programs for the next 
year. In perfect honesty, I don’t think 
this is a perfect rule, but I know that 
it’s the right rule for what we’re doing 
today. 

When I came to the Rules Committee 
as a freshman a little over 21⁄2 years 
ago, one of our promises not only to 
the House but also to the American 
people was that we were going to re-
turn to regular order. We were going to 
make sure the House worked in an 
open and transparent process. 

We promised the American people 
they would see what was happening in 
the House and read bills before they 
came to the floor for a vote. We prom-
ised that all Members would have the 
opportunity to amend and improve leg-
islation. We also said we were going to 
have an open amendment process on 
appropriations bills. 

The rule provides for a true open rule 
on the Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development appropriations 
bill. However, we’re also taking up the 
Defense funding bill under a structured 
rule. While that may not be ideal, when 
I look at the alternatives, I know that 
this structured rule is the best way for-
ward. 

As Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, we have a duty to fulfill 
our core mission of the Federal Gov-
ernment. I can’t think of a single func-
tion of government more inherently 
Federal in nature than providing for 
the common defense of this great Na-
tion. 

At a time when our troops are 
stretched too thin, the Department of 
Defense has been cut repeatedly in the 
last few years, and the Pentagon is now 
facing sequestration head on. We can-
not let the new fiscal year begin with-
out passing a Defense appropriations 
bill. 

There isn’t anybody in this House 
who is more concerned about our Na-
tion’s involvement in Egypt and Syria 
or more upset about the allegations of 
the NSA spying on American citizens 
than I am. However, we cannot let 
these issues prevent us from beginning 
to debate on a bill that ensures our 
military has the funds it needs to get 
their job done. So if the choice is be-
tween a structured rule and never get-
ting the Defense appropriations bill 
passed, or a structured rule versus 
passing a Defense appropriations bill 
that actually makes our Nation less 
safe than we are today, then I will vote 
for a structured rule every time. That 
doesn’t mean I think it’s a perfect 
process, but the alternative is uncon-
scionable. 

The Department of Defense already is 
bearing the burden of half of the se-
questration cuts, which, in conjunction 
with cuts they’ve already sustained, 
will completely hollow out our mili-
tary. We need this Defense appropria-

tions bill if we’re going to restore flexi-
bility to our military. And that’s an 
issue that must come to the floor, even 
if it’s under a structured process. So I 
come here today with a compromise. 

Far and away, the vast majority of 
the amendments offered to the Rules 
Committee on H.R. 2397 will be allowed 
on the House floor. Our philosophy 
when considering amendments really is 
as simple as this: if it would have been 
allowed under an open rule, it will be 
allowed under this rule. 

There are only three exceptions to 
that general rule of thumb. Those ex-
ceptions were amendments dealing 
with Egypt, Syria, and the NSA. And 
even then, these issues are in no way 
being swept under the rug. I wouldn’t 
stand for that. I wouldn’t allow it. 

The rule provides for extended debate 
time on amendments dealing with both 
Egypt and Syria. Additionally, the rule 
provides debate on two amendments 
getting at the issue of NSA—including 
one amendment that I personally of-
fered. My amendment would strike a 
balance between making sure our gov-
ernment has all the necessary tools to 
keep our citizens safe and protecting 
American civil liberties. Both of the 
NSA amendments will get extended de-
bate time. 

In total, this structured rule allows 
for debate on 100 amendments. In com-
parison, the Defense Appropriations 
Act of fiscal year 2010 also came up 
under a structured rule. Back then, 
however, only 16 amendments made it 
to the House floor. 

As I said, it’s not a perfect world. I 
wish we didn’t need to deal with choos-
ing between an unlimited debate on 
these issues and making sure that our 
troops have the tools they need to pro-
tect themselves and our Nation. But 
that’s the nature of the world we live 
in today. And when it comes down to 
it, the Defense appropriations bill isn’t 
the right place to be having some of 
these debates. 

I am downright furious over what 
NSA has been doing. And the more I 
learn about the programs, the more 
outraged I get as it relates to tram-
pling on our rights as citizens of this 
great Nation. But to try to change 
these programs on the DOD appropria-
tions bill, where we can’t legislate, 
isn’t the right way to go about fixing 
something that’s broken. 

I’ll be the first one to say that we 
need to have a long and serious discus-
sion and debate about the current law 
as it stands. Frankly, it seems to me 
that we need to fix that law—clearly. 
That’s why I’m a cosponsor of stand- 
alone legislation to do just that. The 
fact is that it’s impossible to make the 
real, substantive changes by amending 
this bill. 

Appropriation amendments are blunt 
tools. If there ever was an issue that 
needed thoughtfulness and finesse, it’s 
when we’re looking at programs that 
are used to keep our Nation and its 
citizens safe. So today, I offer you an 
open rule—the rule for the Transpor-
tation appropriations bill—and one 
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that is as close to open as we could get 
while still ensuring that the House 
votes on and hopefully passes a bill 
this week that keeps our troops funded, 
our Pentagon open, and our citizens 
safe from harm. It’s not perfect, but 
it’s as good as we can get in an imper-
fect world, and I’m proud to bring it 
today to the floor of this House. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the rule, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. NUGENT), my friend, for yielding 
me the customary 30 minutes. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, we’re 
here today to consider one rule for two 
appropriations bills, the Department of 
Defense appropriations bill and the 
Transportation, Housing and Urban De-
velopment appropriations bill. 

While the T-HUD bill will be consid-
ered under an open rule—that is, if it’s 
ever considered in this House at all— 
the Defense appropriations bill is an-
other story. That’s because the FY 2014 
Defense appropriations bill is not an 
open rule. This bill is structured. Many 
good amendments were denied. The 
Rules Committee cherry-picked 
amendments that could be considered 
and prevented many germane amend-
ments from being considered today. In 
fact, Mr. Speaker, last month, Speaker 
BOEHNER touted Republican use of open 
rules for appropriations bills. But now, 
just 1 month later, this Tea Party-run 
House is limiting debate on the Defense 
bill just to avoid taking some tough 
votes. 

My colleague said that they made ex-
ceptions and limited amendments with 
regard to Egypt, Syria, and the NSA. 
Those were the only three areas, he 
said, that they purposefully made ex-
ceptions. Well, those are the three 
most important areas before us. Those 
are the things that our constituents 
want to make sure that we are debat-
ing and deliberating on. 

Let me note another area where this 
structured rule inhibits having a ro-
bust debate on a critical issue, namely, 
the debate on the need for greater 
transparency and oversight of NSA col-
lection of telephone and email records 
from people who are not under any sus-
picion or investigation whatsoever. 

I’m grateful that a couple of amend-
ments were made in order on this sub-
ject, but they were only given 15 min-
utes of debate apiece. That’s it. This is 
a pretty big issue. We all want to pro-
vide our law enforcement officials with 
the tools they need to safeguard our 
country from potential terrorist at-
tacks. But we also want to protect the 
basic rights and liberties guaranteed to 
all Americans from unwanted and un-
warranted searches and invasion of pri-
vacy by government agencies. 

Issues of transparency, account-
ability and oversight are critical duties 

and responsibilities not just of the ex-
ecutive branch but of Congress. Who is 
providing the necessary oversight of all 
of this massive data collection? Who is 
watching the watchers? Isn’t it time 
for Congress to take a serious review of 
how the law is being implemented, how 
it is touching and affecting all Ameri-
cans, and whether any of those laws 
and their implementation now require 
changes? I, for one, welcome such a de-
bate, which I hope will occur at least in 
a limited fashion on the amendments 
that were made in order under this 
structured rule. 

I believe a far better debate would 
have occurred under an open rule, 
where all Members could have voiced 
their concerns and outlined proposals 
for change. Regrettably, this will not 
happen under the time restrictions of 
this structured rule. 

Turning to the T-HUD appropriations 
bill, I am disappointed and concerned 
with the committee’s proposed funding 
level for the Community Development 
Block Grant program, known as CDBG. 
The bill cuts CDBG from $3.071 billion 
in FY13 to $1.637 billion in FY14, al-
most halving the program and bringing 
it to a historic low in terms of funding. 
CDBG funds are working in neighbor-
hoods throughout our country, and this 
proposed reduction will negatively im-
pact local economies and economic de-
velopment projects all over the coun-
try. 

Mr. Speaker, I will insert into the 
RECORD a bipartisan letter signed by 
101 Members of the House of Represent-
atives expressing support for effective 
CDBG funding levels. If this bill is ac-
tually considered by this body before 
the end of the fiscal year, I hope there 
will be an attempt to restore funding 
for this critically important program. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, June 25, 2013. 

Hon. TOM LATHAM, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation, 

Housing and Urban Development, and Re-
lated Agencies, Washington, DC. 

Hon. ED PASTOR, 
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Transpor-

tation Housing and Urban Development, 
and Related Agencies, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LATHAM AND RANKING 
MEMBER PASTOR: We write to share our con-
cern about the impact the proposed funding 
levels for the Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) program in House 
Transportation, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Subcommittee-passed bill would have 
on redevelopment authorities and local mu-
nicipalities. While we understand the dif-
ficult fiscal decisions we must make in 
Washington, the proposed bill reduces CDBG 
formula grants by nearly 50 percent, from 
$3.071 billion in FY2013 to $1.637 billion in 
FY2014. This proposed funding level also 
marks an historic low since the program’s 
beginnings in the 1970s. 

As you know, 144 Members signed a bipar-
tisan letter in April for your review in devel-
oping FY2014 legislation. The letter sup-
ported maintaining the funding levels that 
the subcommittee recommended last year. 
The now proposed, substantial reduction—es-
sentially halving the program—would im-
pact local economies, threaten the program’s 
national scope, curtail on-the-ground lead- 
abatement projects helping to revitalize our 

older cities, and reduce ongoing capabilities 
to aid veterans and other workforce training 
services. 

We are concerned about the implications of 
this reduction, especially as the program’s 
funds have already fallen substantially—by 
nearly $1 billion since FY2010. As you know, 
CDBG is largely managed by local munici-
palities, providing flexibility and tailored 
needs in our local economies and remains a 
lifeline for families and communities. For 
example, HUD reports that between FY2007 
and FY2011, CDBG helped over 174,000 busi-
nesses expand economic opportunities and 
over the last decade, CDBG programs have 
rehabilitated more than 1.4 million homes 
for low- and moderate-income homeowners 
and renters. As a proven program with an ef-
fective track record, it serves an ongoing, 
continual need that not only impacts lives, 
but provides a documented return on its in-
vestment to leverage local dollars: Every 
$1.00 of CDBG leverages an additional $3.55 in 
non-CDBG funding, according to the U.S. De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD). 

The pressing need in the current economy 
for these funds remains critical. We look for-
ward to working with you to maintain effec-
tive funding levels for this work. If we can 
provide any further information, please con-
tact Kate Ostrander, Legislative Director of 
the Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coali-
tion, at 6–6106 or kate.ostrander@mail 
.house.gov. Thank you for your consider-
ation and support. 

Sincerely, 
Mike Kelly; Michael R. Turner; Robert A. 

Brady; Lou Barletta; Peter T. King; David B. 
McKinley; James P. McGovern; Chaka 
Fattah; Christopher P. Gibson; Emanuel 
Cleaver; Niki Tsongas; Jim Gerlach; Stevan 
Pearce; Marcia L. Fudge; Peter Welch; Elijah 
E. Cummings; John K. Delaney; Tony 
Cárdenas; Matt A. Cartwright; Gregorio 
Kilili Camacho Sablan. 

Colleen W. Hanabusa; Nick J. Rahall, II; 
Wm. Lacy Clay; John D. Dingell; Henry C. 
‘‘Hank’’ Johnson, Jr.; Chris Van Hollen; 
Juan Vargas; Mark Takano; Robert C. 
‘‘Bobby’’ Scott; Mike Doyle; Ann M. Kuster; 
William R. Keating; Danny K. Davis; Jim 
Matheson; Bobby L. Rush; Carolyn McCar-
thy; Alcee L. Hastings; Janice D. Scha-
kowsky; Linda T. Sánchez; Doris O. Matsui. 

Brian Higgins; Louise McIntosh Slaughter; 
Eliot L. Engel; Rubén Hinojosa; Albio Sires; 
Yvette D. Clarke; Charles B. Rangel; Diana 
DeGette; John Conyers, Jr.; Richard M. 
Nolan; Paul Tonko; Gene Green; James A. 
Himes; Anna G. Eshoo; Suzan K. DelBene; 
Sander M. Levin; Ron Kind; David Loebsack; 
Grace F. Napolitano; Michael H. Michaud. 

Corrine Brown; John F. Tierney; Lloyd 
Doggett; Bradley S. Schneider; Joyce 
Beatty; Steven A. Horsford; Judy Chu; Carol 
Shea-Porter; Gloria Negrete McLeod; Jerrold 
Nadler; Louis Capps, Gwen Moore; Tammy 
Duckworth; David N. Cicilline; John A. Yar-
muth; Cedric L. Richmond; Pete P. Gallego; 
Suzanne Bonamici; Theodore E. Deutch; Lo-
retta Sanchez. 

Michael E. Capuano; Donna M. 
Christensen; Debbie Wasserman Schultz; Ann 
Kirpatrick; Janice Hahn; Gerald E. Connolly; 
Filemon Vela; Julia Brownley; Timothy J. 
Walz; Jim Costa; Joe Garcia; Raúl M. Gri-
jalva; Stephen F. Lynch; Earl Blumenauer; 
Jared Huffman; Xavier Becerra; Maxine 
Waters; Bill Pascrell, Jr.; Eleanor Holmes 
Norton; Jared Polis; Patrick Murphy. 

Now, as for the Department of De-
fense appropriations bill, everyone in 
this House on both sides of the aisle 
supports our men and women in uni-
form. We want to make sure that they 
have the equipment, the training, and 
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the logistical support they need to 
carry out their duties and missions, 
and that they have peace of mind that 
their families are being taken care of 
when they’re deployed to perilous 
places abroad. 

We want the most effective and effi-
cient modern military in the world. 
There is no argument and no debate 
over these priorities in this House. 
However, that doesn’t mean we should 
just throw money at the Pentagon, 
which is infamous for wasting tens of 
billions of taxpayer dollars each and 
every year for as long as I can remem-
ber. 

In these tough budget times, we need 
to be smart with our money, and that 
includes with our defense dollars. I 
strongly believe that we could make 
better choices if the Republican major-
ity would recognize that we need to ne-
gotiate a balanced approach to our na-
tional budget in order to get rid of the 
harsh and indiscriminate cuts caused 
by sequestration and I appeal to them 
to appoint conferees so that we can 
begin negotiations with the Senate on 
the budget. Now, I thought that was a 
priority for the House Republican lead-
ership, but clearly I was wrong, as they 
have let budget negotiations languish 
for months. 

Now, in the absence of a balanced ap-
proach to the budget, which would 
have provided greater clarity to our de-
fense priorities, I have several concerns 
about the fiscal year 2014 Defense ap-
propriations bill. 

First, the bill neither reflects the 
current levels of defense spending that 
are the result of the current sequestra-
tion, nor does it reflect the next round 
of potential sequestration cuts that 
will go into effect for FY 2014. This 
would be easier to understand if the 
Republican majority showed any incli-
nation to go to conference with the 
Senate on the budget resolution or re-
turn to serious negotiations with the 
White House on an overarching budget 
agreement. But the Republican leader-
ship has stated clearly, time and again, 
that it will not negotiate a balanced 
and comprehensive solution to resolve 
our overall budget spending, revenue 
and deficit issues. 

While critical domestic priorities are 
facing deep cuts in other appropria-
tions bills, and the Appropriations 
Committee is demanding sequestration 
cuts be included in these bills, the De-
fense bill sails on through relatively 
untouched. In reality, it’s those painful 
and draconian cuts in the other appro-
priations bills that allow this Defense 
bill to emerge relatively unscathed. 

So let me share with my House col-
leagues a few words from the State-
ment of Administration Policy on the 
Defense appropriations bill: 

Enacting H.R. 2397—while adhering to the 
overall spending limits in the House budget’s 
top-line discretionary level for fiscal year 
2014—would hurt our economy and require 
draconian cuts to middle class priorities. 
These cuts could result in hundreds of thou-
sands of low-income children losing access to 
Head Start programs, tens of thousands of 

children with disabilities losing Federal 
funding for their special education teachers 
and aides, thousands of Federal agents who 
cannot enforce drug laws, combat violent 
crime, or apprehend fugitives, and thousands 
of scientists without medical grants, which 
would slow research that could lead to new 
treatments and cures for diseases like cancer 
and Alzheimer’s, and hurt America’s eco-
nomic competitiveness. 
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The statement goes on to say: 
Unless this bill passes the Congress in the 

context of an overall budget framework that 
supports our recovery and enables sufficient 
investments in education, infrastructure, in-
novation, and national security for our econ-
omy to compete in the future, the Presi-
dent’s senior advisers would recommend that 
he veto H.R. 2397 and any other legislation 
that implements the House Republican 
Budget framework. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert 
into the RECORD the Statement of Ad-
ministration Policy on H.R. 2397. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, July 22, 2013. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 2397—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

APPROPRIATIONS ACT 2014 
(Rep. Rogers, R–KY) 

The President is committed to our na-
tional defense and funding other important 
priorities within a budget framework that 
strengthens our economy and advances mid-
dle-class priorities. The Administration be-
lieves H.R. 2397, making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2014, and for other pur-
poses, funds critical priorities, and looks for-
ward to working on its provisions as part of 
an acceptable budget framework. 

However, enacting H.R. 2397, while adher-
ing to the overall spending limits in the 
House Budget’s topline discretionary level 
for fiscal year (FY) 2014, would hurt our 
economy and require draconian cuts to mid-
dle-class priorities. These cuts could result 
in hundreds of thousands of low-income chil-
dren losing access to Head Start programs, 
tens of thousands of children with disabil-
ities losing Federal funding for their special 
education teachers and aides, thousands of 
Federal agents who cannot enforce drug 
laws, combat violent crime or apprehend fu-
gitives, and thousands of scientists without 
medical grants, which would slow research 
that could lead to new treatments and cures 
for diseases like cancer and Alzheimer’s, and 
hurt America’s economic competitiveness. 

More than three months have passed since 
the deadline for action and the Congress has 
yet to appoint conferees and agree on a budg-
et resolution. Prior to consideration of ap-
propriations bills the Congress should com-
plete an appropriate framework for all the 
appropriations bills. 

Unless this bill passes the Congress in the 
context of an overall budget framework that 
supports our recovery and enables sufficient 
investments in education, infrastructure, in-
novation and national security for our econ-
omy to compete in the future, the Presi-
dent’s senior advisors would recommend that 
he veto H.R. 2397 and any other legislation 
that implements the House Republican 
Budget framework. 

The Administration would like to take this 
opportunity to share additional views re-
garding the Committee’s version of the bill. 

Sexual Assault Prevention and Response. 
The Administration appreciates the support 

of the Committee in working to eliminate 
the threat that sexual assault in the mili-
tary presents to our Service members and 
our national security. 

Detainee Matters. The Administration 
strongly objects to the provisions of sections 
8107 and 8108 that limit the use of funds to 
transfer detainees and otherwise restrict de-
tainee transfers, which, in certain cir-
cumstances, would violate constitutional 
separation of powers principles. Section 8107 
undermines national security and this un-
necessarily constrains the Nation’s counter-
terrorism efforts, particularly where Federal 
courts are the best—or even the only—option 
for incapacitating dangerous terrorists. For 
decades, presidents of both political parties 
have leveraged the flexibility and strength of 
this country’s Federal courts to incapacitate 
dangerous terrorists and gather critical in-
telligence. The continued prosecution of ter-
rorists in Federal court is an essential ele-
ment of counterterrorism efforts—a powerful 
tool that must remain an available option. 
Additionally, the restrictions in section 8108 
on the transfer of detainees to the United 
States and to the custody or effective con-
trol of foreign countries or entities in the 
context of an ongoing armed conflict may 
interfere with the Executive Branch’s ability 
to determine the appropriate disposition of 
detainees and to make important foreign 
policy and national security determinations 
regarding whether and under what cir-
cumstances such transfers should occur. 

In addition, the Administration strongly 
opposes section 8109, which would prohibit 
the use of funds to construct, acquire, or 
modify a detention facility in the United 
States to house individuals held in the de-
tention facility at Guantanamo Bay. This 
would constrain the flexibility that the Na-
tion’s Armed Forces and counterterrorism 
professionals need to deal with evolving 
threats, intruding upon the Executive 
Branch’s ability to carry out its mission. 

Topline Funding Levels. The Administra-
tion strongly objects to unrequested Over-
seas Contingency Operations (OCO) funding 
in the bill and the reduction of base budget 
funding relative to the President’s request. 
The FY 2014 Budget carefully aligns program 
priorities and resources based on the Presi-
dent’s strategic guidance, and it fully funds 
OCO requirements. 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC). 
The Administration strongly urges the Con-
gress to provide BRAC authorization and 
funding as requested so that the Department 
of Defense (DOD) can right-size its infra-
structure while providing appropriate transi-
tion assistance to affected communities. 
Without a new round of BRAC, DOD cannot 
properly align the military’s infrastructure 
with the needs of its evolving force struc-
ture, a critical tool for ensuring that limited 
resources are available to the highest prior-
ities of the warfighter and national security. 

TRICARE Fees and Co-Payments. The Ad-
ministration strongly urges the Congress to 
support its proposed TRICARE fee increases, 
because military retirees deserve an excel-
lent, sustainable health care benefit. The Ad-
ministration is disappointed that the Com-
mittee has consistently failed to support re-
quested TRICARE fee initiatives that seek 
to control DOD’s spiraling health care costs 
while keeping retired beneficiaries’ share of 
these costs well below the levels experienced 
when the TRICARE program was imple-
mented in the mid-1990s. While the bill re-
stores the projected FY 2014 TRICARE sav-
ings associated with the initiatives, the De-
partment will be forced to make deeper re-
ductions to troop levels, readiness and mod-
ernization accounts in order to offset higher 
health care costs of over $8 billion through 
FY 2018. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:34 Oct 04, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\JUL2013\H23JY3.REC H23JY3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4870 July 23, 2013 
Military Pay. The Administration strongly 

urges the Congress to include the proposal to 
set the military pay raise growth at 1.0 per-
cent in FY 2014. Consistent with the views of 
the uniformed military leadership, the Presi-
dent’s Budget requests a 1.0 percent increase 
to basic pay, a 4.2 percent increase in the 
Basic Allowance for Housing, and a 3.4 per-
cent increase in Basic Allowance for Subsist-
ence. This total compensation level recog-
nizes the sacrifices made by the men and 
women in our Armed Forces, while adhering 
to the current budget constraints faced by 
DOD. The bill provides $580 million in addi-
tional appropriations to fund the pay raise in 
FY 2014, but it would increase costs by a 
total of $3.5 billion from FY 2014 through FY 
2018. After FY 2014, these future costs would 
need to be offset by deeper reductions to 
troop levels, readiness and modernization ac-
counts at a time when statutory spending 
caps require defense reductions. 

Building Partner Capacity. The Adminis-
tration strongly objects to reductions in 
funds for programs to build partner capacity, 
which would limit the Department’s ability 
to address current and emerging threats to 
our national security. The bill provides $83 
million less than the $358 million requested 
for the Global Train and Equip program and 
does not fund the request for $75 million for 
the Global Security Contingency Fund. 

National Intelligence Program Consolida-
tion. The Administration strongly objects to 
section 8105 because the provision’s prohibi-
tions would impinge on the President’s pre-
rogatives to seek efficient budget structures 
and unduly constrain the President in future 
budget decisions. 

Unrequested Funding. The Administration 
is concerned about the billions of dollars pro-
vided for items DOD did not request and does 
not need, such as Light Utility Helicopters, 
National Guard High Mobility Multipurpose 
Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWV), additional med-
ical research, and the modernization of seven 
cruisers and two amphibious ships. The Ad-
ministration is also concerned that the bill 
makes spending on these and other unneces-
sary items statutorily required, diverting 
scarce resources from more important de-
fense programs and limiting the Secretary’s 
flexibility to manage the Department effi-
ciently. 

C–130 Avionics Modernization Program (C– 
130 AMP). The Administration objects to the 
$47 million in unrequested funding provided 
for the C–130 AMP, which would start initial 
production of C–130 AMP kits for the mod-
ernization of earlier generation C–130 airlift 
aircraft. The President’s FY 2013 Budget can-
celed the C–130 AMP because of its high total 
program cost of $2.7 billion, and because the 
aircraft would still be able to perform their 
missions with less expensive upgrades. In ad-
dition, as required by the FY 2013 National 
Defense Authorization Act, DOD is con-
ducting an independent cost-benefit analysis 
of the C–130 AMP, and it would be premature 
to reinstate the program before that study is 
complete. 

Advanced Innovative Technologies. The 
Administration objects to the $115 million 
cut for Advanced Innovative Technologies, 
an 88 percent reduction from the President’s 
request, which funds on-going research and 
development efforts that support the new 
Defense Strategy and the rebalance to the 
Asia Pacific. Specifically, this program sup-
ports initiatives that would provide cost-ef-
fective and cost-imposing capabilities that 
are critical for meeting the Combatant Com-
mander’s objectives in the region. This capa-
bility is needed to address real world threats 
and full funding is required to research, de-
velop and test performance of the Electro-
magnetic Railgun system. 

Joint Urgent Operational Needs Fund 
(JUONF). The Administration objects to the 

elimination of funding requested for the 
JUONF. This funding is critical to DOD’s 
ability to quickly respond to urgent oper-
ational needs of Combatant Commanders. 
Elimination of funding may delay fielding of 
important capabilities that help accomplish 
critical missions. 

Science, Technology, Engineering and 
Mathematics (STEM) Programs. The Admin-
istration objects to the restoration of fund-
ing for the STARBASE program, which 
would perpetuate the Federal Government’s 
fragmented approach to STEM education, 
whereby more than 220 programs are scat-
tered across 13 agencies. The Administra-
tion’s proposed reorganization of STEM pro-
grams would improve STEM education qual-
ity and outcomes across the Federal Govern-
ment. 

Defense Acquisition Workforce Develop-
ment Fund (DAWDF). The Administration 
opposes the reduction of $205 million from 
the FY 2014 Budget request for the DAWDF. 
Failure to provide the full request would re-
quire DOD to collect the shortfall between 
the appropriation and the statutory min-
imum for DAWDF from other budget ac-
counts. In addition, the Administration op-
poses appropriations language that would 
not allow use of prior year expired funds for 
the FY 2014 DAWDF collection. Components 
should be allowed to use these funds per the 
authority provided in current law. 

Civilian Pay Raise. The Administration 
urges the Congress to support the proposed 
1.0 percent pay increase for Federal civilian 
employees. As the President stated in his FY 
2014 Budget, a permanent pay freeze is nei-
ther sustainable nor desirable. 

Missile Defense. The Administration ap-
preciates the support for DOD’s air and mis-
sile defense programs, as well as support for 
the government of Israel’s Iron Dome rocket 
system. 

Afghanistan Security Forces Fund. The 
Administration appreciates the Committee’s 
continued strong support for U.S. efforts to 
build and develop the security forces of Af-
ghanistan. However, the Administration 
strongly urges the Congress to make $2.6 bil-
lion of the $7.7 billion request contingent 
upon pending policy decisions and the 
progress made by the Afghan National Secu-
rity Forces during FY 2014, as requested in 
the President’s Budget. 

Limitation on Funds Available to Procure 
Equipment. The Administration appreciates 
the support of the Committee for a respon-
sive and flexible program to train and equip 
the security forces of Afghanistan. However, 
the Administration is concerned that some 
of the limitations proposed in section 8119 
will prevent the Department from meeting 
critical equipment requirements and deliv-
ery timelines for the Afghan National Secu-
rity Forces and will unnecessarily increase 
costs for the U.S. taxpayer. The Administra-
tion urges the Congress to work with the De-
partment to develop an alternative ap-
proach. 

The Administration looks forward to work-
ing with the Congress as the FY 2014 appro-
priations process moves forward. 

Finally, and most importantly, Mr. 
Speaker, this bill not only continues 
funding for the war in Afghanistan; it 
also increases the Overseas Contin-
gency Operations account, adding $5 
billion more above the Pentagon’s re-
quest, for a total of $85.8 billion. 

Now, let me see if I understand this 
correctly, Mr. Speaker. During the 
time period when the United States is 
significantly reducing the size of our 
forces in Afghanistan, and when we are 
withdrawing from the war, this bill ac-

tually adds $5.1 billion to the OCO ac-
count above and beyond what the Pen-
tagon asked for. 

That is simply crazy, Mr. Speaker. 
Maybe those extra billions will pay the 
$70-plus million exit tax that Afghani-
stan is demanding of the United States 
to pull out our military equipment. 
That’s not fuzzy math, Mr. Speaker. 
The word for that is ‘‘extortion.’’ 

My colleague from Vermont (Mr. 
WELCH) had an amendment that simply 
said that the American taxpayers 
aren’t going to pay this extortion tax 
that Mr. Karzai is demanding. His 
amendment wasn’t even made in order. 
It was germane, but it wasn’t even 
made in order. 

While I appreciate the language in 
the bill that none of these funds can be 
used for President Karzai’s personal 
benefit, since we found out earlier this 
year that he was lining his pockets 
from a U.S. taxpayer-dollar slush fund, 
it certainly won’t stop Karzai’s govern-
ment from squeezing every last dollar 
it can from the United States to carry 
out the military drawdown over the 
next 15 months. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sick and I am tired 
of asking our brave servicemen and 
-women to fight and die for this cor-
rupt government. While I hope to be 
surprised, I really have little faith that 
next year’s parliamentary and presi-
dential elections in Afghanistan will be 
free and fair, let alone usher in a new 
order committed to eliminating cor-
ruption and cronyism. 

I am sick and tired of U.S. tax dollars 
being wasted in Afghanistan on mili-
tary headquarters that will never be 
used, only to see them built and torn 
down. 

I am sick and tired of building roads 
to nowhere or having our convoys pay 
a tax to transport troops and much- 
needed supplies to provinces outside of 
Kabul. 

In brief, just like the overwhelming 
majority of the American people, I 
want to see this war brought to an end 
and our troops safely home, reunited 
with their families and loved ones, and 
contributing to home communities 
right here in the United States. 

Let us be clear, Mr. Speaker: the 
$85.8 billion total for the OCO account 
is still designated ‘‘emergency fund-
ing.’’ That means it is all put on the 
national credit card. Not a penny of 
the hundreds of billions of dollars for 
this war has ever been paid for or offset 
or balanced with revenues from some-
place else in the national budget. 

We certainly do not need to add even 
more billions to the OCO account. 
What we need to do is to end this war 
as quickly as possible and bring our 
troops home. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN). 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for the time and 
rise in support of his rule and the un-
derlying Department of Defense appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 2014. 
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First of all, I congratulate my chair-

man, Mr. ROGERS, and also Defense 
chairman, Mr. YOUNG, as well as Mr. 
VISCLOSKY and Mrs. LOWEY, for their 
hard work and leadership getting this 
legislation forward. 

Mr. Speaker, as we are all keenly 
aware, the budget of the Department of 
Defense is under severe stress. We are 
already seeing the effects of the Presi-
dent’s budget cuts and the sequester on 
military readiness. 

To fight effectively, our Armed 
Forces must be staffed, equipped, and 
trained to operate under dangerous, 
complex, and uncertain conditions, 
often with little or no warning. They 
require the right personnel using the 
right equipment and the right training. 

But if history teaches us anything, it 
teaches us that the future is highly un-
predictable. Unanticipated events often 
catch us by surprise. We constantly 
ask our military to be prepared for any 
contingency. Yet today we have bur-
dened them with new levels of budg-
etary uncertainty hampering mod-
ernization, planning, and training. 

Mr. Speaker, our men and women in 
uniform need this Defense appropria-
tions process to move forward. We 
should not force them to contemplate 
another inefficient continuing resolu-
tion on top of additional crippling se-
quester cuts. That is what will happen 
if this House cannot find a way to pass 
this important legislation: more delay, 
more uncertainty, diminished readi-
ness, more risk for the men and women 
we ask to go into harm’s way. 

Is this a perfect rule, this structured 
rule? Absolutely not. The committee 
always prefers open rules and regular 
order. 

At the same time, I urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and the un-
derlying bill so that we can work with 
the Senate to fulfill our most basic 
mission under the constitutional 
duty—to provide for the common de-
fense. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just remind my colleagues again why 
these are tough budgetary times. This 
Defense bill is being treated differently 
than appropriations bills that actually 
fund needs right here in the United 
States. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
national defense also includes what 
happens here in the United States— 
whether people have housing, whether 
people have food, whether or not people 
have good health care, whether or not 
we have good roads and good bridges, 
whether or not we have jobs. All these 
domestic needs are being ignored. In 
fact, they are being obliterated by the 
Republican numbers in the appropria-
tions process. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would 
like to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH). 

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman. 
I also thank my colleague from Flor-
ida. I appreciate the courtesy that the 
Rules Committee extended to Mr. GIB-
SON and me last evening when we of-
fered our amendment on Syria. 

Mr. Speaker, my moment here is to 
discuss this fundamental question 
about whether America is going to be 
taking military action in Syria with-
out any congressional debate. We have 
a responsibility under the Constitu-
tion. 

Article I, section 8, clause 11 gives 
Congress the power to declare war and 
raise and support the Armed Forces. 
My colleague from Florida rightly said 
that we have an obligation to support 
the military men and women. They 
will do anything that we ask them to 
do. 

But this is the moment when we face 
our responsibility or shirk it—to give 
them a policy worthy of their willing-
ness to sacrifice. The idea that we 
would take military action, and arm-
ing the Syrian rebels is military ac-
tion, it is intended very specifically to 
take down the Government of Syria— 
and I want Assad to go, and we all do— 
but I don’t want this Congress to back 
into a policy, stumble ahead, where we 
find ourselves engaged in military con-
flict where we haven’t even met our 
basic responsibility to have a debate 
about it. 

We have to decide: Are we going to be 
men and women of Congress, are we 
going to do our jobs, are we going to be 
Congressmen and -women, or are we 
going to be cowards? It is the coward’s 
path to avoid taking responsibility for 
a momentous decision that we know at 
this moment is upon us. 

Vote ‘‘yes’’ or vote ‘‘no.’’ But to have 
no debate, to actually once again stum-
ble into a military action, have we 
learned nothing from Iraq and Afghani-
stan? Iraq right now is supporting 
Assad; it is supporting Iran. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. WELCH. Afghanistan is now, 
after 11 years, ripping us off as we try 
to bring our material home. Does any-
body on the either side of the aisle sup-
port this? Why don’t we have a debate? 

I admire Speaker BOEHNER for saying 
he wants to have this House work its 
will. But I say to Speaker BOEHNER: 
give us a vote, let us debate, let us 
meet our responsibility. There will be 
men and women that will go into 
harm’s way, stumble ahead, because we 
did not stand up and take responsi-
bility. We are accountable to the peo-
ple who elect us. 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the privilege of 
serving on both the Armed Services 
Committee, as well as the House Depot 
Caucus. Our U.S. military has its own 
defense, repair, and sustainment capa-
bilities, precisely because the govern-
ment needs to guarantee that soldiers 
in the field will be sustained and sup-
ported in times of war. They will guar-
antee that needed equipment will be 

there in working order when and where 
it is needed because their lives and our 
freedom depend on it. 

That is why I object to the current 
furlough policy of some of our DOD ci-
vilian workers. I have great sympathy 
for the Department of Defense. Unlike 
every other budget of the Federal Gov-
ernment, they did not receive an in-
crease of appropriations before seques-
tration. In fact, the military is the 
only area where in this administration 
they received two cuts in their funding 
before sequestration hit, which was the 
third cut. Our defense has been hit dis-
proportionately because of sequestra-
tion. 

The Department of Defense’s ap-
proach is to have everyone sharing in 
the burden or the pain of it. That is ac-
tually a political decision, and I don’t 
use that in a pejorative sense. But Con-
gresses have understood the work of 
our sustainment sector for decades, 
passing title I, sections 129 and 2472, 
which deal with working capital funds, 
and we have five such working capital 
funds. 

These are revolving funds that are 
self-sustaining, which means by law if 
you have a workload and you have the 
funds, then these employees should not 
be thrown under the bus with a fur-
lough. It is silly to think that the 
workload would be there. The funds are 
actually there, but the workload will 
be sitting in depots and the technicians 
and mechanics working on those will 
be forced to take off days without pay. 
It will increase our delay; it will in-
crease our cost. The furlough working 
fund that funds employees does not 
save the government any kind of 
money, but it hurts delay. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma will 
have an amendment, which I hope the 
House will take seriously, which will 
look at these working capital funds, 
and realize the unique situation they 
have within our system and will hope-
fully solve this problem going forward 
in the future. 

It has been said that we have a for-
eign policy which we will fund. Actu-
ally, the book I read said, ‘‘The foreign 
policy for which we will pay for.’’ I just 
didn’t want to end in a preposition. 

Our foreign policy is funded here in 
the Defense Department appropria-
tions. This is what gives us the flexi-
bility diplomatically to do things not 
now, but 5 years from now and 10 years 
from now and 15 years from now. 

We are truly looking at our future 
with this particular fund, and it must 
be taken seriously. We are living since 
the Cold War ended in a much less se-
cure world than we were while we were 
in the Cold War, not just because of 
what is being done by our traditional 
adversaries in Russia and China, but in 
the Rim countries, Third World coun-
ties, which have used new technology 
to create what is called ‘‘technological 
claustrophobia,’’ as their efforts are 
now compressed together and we are 
having to respond to that. 
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There are many issues in this par-

ticular bill which help us move for-
ward, not only in defense of our mili-
tary, but in our foreign policy opportu-
nities. There are a few amendments out 
there that actually do harm to that. I 
hope we look at it very carefully. It is 
a well-crafted rule with a whole lot of 
amendments—perhaps far too many 
amendments made in order—and it will 
provide for a logical debate. I hope 
when we come out of it, we realize the 
significance of this, not just funding 
our military, but also funding our dip-
lomatic future. 

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

I want to build on something that 
Mr. WELCH of Vermont said here on the 
House floor about the lack of debate on 
Syria. As somebody who was here when 
the Afghanistan war began and when 
the Iraq war began, I believe that both 
of those wars were unnecessary. We 
ended up getting Osama bin Laden not 
in Afghanistan with 100,000 troops, but 
with a small well-trained group of 
Navy SEALs in Pakistan. 

This notion that somehow our 
strength can only be measured by the 
number of troops we have overseas or 
the number of weapons that we send 
overseas I think is just crazy. I think 
the amount that we have spent on 
these wars that have been added to our 
debt have weakened our security. I 
think the fact that we have lost so 
many incredibly brave men and women 
to these conflicts is a tragedy. 

What the gentleman from Vermont 
raised was the issue that I think is on 
a lot of our constituents’ minds, and 
that is what is going to happen in 
Syria. The real problem with this rule, 
Mr. Speaker, can be seen in the debate 
surrounding Syria. There is a real split 
when it comes to Syria. There are some 
who don’t believe we should get in-
volved at all; and there are others, like 
Senator MCCAIN, leading the Repub-
licans over in the Senate, saying we 
ought to do more, we ought to get 
more involved in Syria. 
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Yet this rule denies any real sub-
stantive debate on one of the most im-
portant issues facing our military. The 
Republicans, despite making 100 
amendments in order, ducked this issue 
entirely. The rule makes in order one 
amendment on Syria, and that amend-
ment simply reiterates current law. 
Despite the sheer number of amend-
ments made in order, the Republican 
leadership has ducked a real important 
debate when it comes to Syria, and I 
hope that a few years down the road we 
don’t look back on the fact that we 
avoided a debate on Syria and express 
regret that somehow we got sucked 
into this war without a real debate. I 
mean, that’s what we’re here for. 

So, when people say, ‘‘Oh, these are 
tough issues,’’ I’m sorry. We can’t duck 
every tough issue. Maybe that has been 
the problem with a lot of our overseas 

policies—that we haven’t talked about 
what needs to be done, that we haven’t 
debated these issues. Sometimes we’ve 
gotten involved in wars that we’ve 
found are more complicated than origi-
nally thought. There is nothing wrong 
with debate, and it is incredibly impor-
tant. In the people’s House of Rep-
resentatives, we ought to have a debate 
on this issue. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. NUGENT. I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for yielding to 
me. 

I want to also thank our ranking 
member of the Defense Subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), as well as to thank our mu-
tual friend and colleague from Florida, 
Chairman BILL YOUNG, for their hard 
work on this bill, which will benefit 
our Nation, our men and women in uni-
form, our Armed Forces, and all of 
those who are touched by what is con-
tained in this legislation. 

Within the limits provided and de-
spite severe cuts, this bill has been 
written in a bipartisan way by our sub-
committee. I thank the members for 
working so collaboratively together. It 
is a model for this House and our com-
mittee on how to do the work nec-
essary to meet the needs of the Amer-
ican people. 

The bill includes $125 million above 
the President’s request for funding 
health research for traumatic brain in-
juries and posttraumatic stress condi-
tions—the signature wounds of the 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The bill 
also includes $544 million for cancer re-
search, including breast cancer, pros-
tate cancer, ovarian cancer, and lung 
cancer research, which are endured at a 
much higher percentage among our 
troops than among the population at 
large. 

The bill also contains continuing 
support for our NATO responsibilities, 
including continuing joint operations 
related to the Newly Independent 
States. The bill includes the requested 
amount in the budget for the Iron 
Dome missile defense partnership with 
Israel. 

The bill also includes $1.5 billion 
above the request for the National 
Guard and Reserve Equipment account 
to fund equipment requirements of the 
National Guard and Reserve compo-
nents. During the last decade of war, 
our National Guard and Reserve units 
have proven themselves as the stra-
tegic partners for our Nation. Our sub-
committee continues to provide the 
funding necessary for our Guard and 
Reserve units to continue their mis-
sions, which they do extremely well 
and much more cost-effectively than in 
the active forces. 

This legislation also continues the 
military’s commitment to lead our Na-

tion toward energy independence. The 
Pentagon, which is the largest petro-
leum user in the world, must lead our 
Nation forward toward energy inde-
pendence. No challenge could be more 
vital to our national security and eco-
nomic security than energy independ-
ence. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Congress-
man MCGOVERN. 

High fuel costs are an enormous bur-
den on America’s families and our mili-
tary. It is also a burden on every 
branch of the service in which it costs 
us $400 a gallon to deliver 1 gallon of 
gasoline—fully costed—to the troops at 
the front line. 

Thank you again to Chairman BILL 
YOUNG and to Ranking Member VIS-
CLOSKY for their leadership and to our 
ranking member on the full com-
mittee, the gentlelady from New York 
(Mrs. LOWEY), and to the gentleman 
from Kentucky, Chairman ROGERS, for 
working with all of our members in 
order to meet the needs of our Nation 
and of our Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
and Air Force—those who serve the 
American people every day so nobly. 

Mr. NUGENT. As to the thoughts of 
the gentlelady from Ohio, I appreciate 
her comments and her support for the 
military. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to urge people to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the previous question. If we defeat the 
previous question, I will offer an 
amendment to the rule that will allow 
the House to consider the Van Hollen 
resolution, which calls on Speaker 
BOEHNER to proceed to a conference on 
the budget. It is time for the majority 
to follow regular order by immediately 
appointing conferees to negotiate the 
2014 budget conference agreement with 
the Senate. 

To discuss that proposal, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished ranking 
member of the Budget Committee, the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank my friend 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. Speaker, at the outset, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. WELCH regard-
ing the importance of this body’s hav-
ing a debate and a vote on whether or 
not we should be sending U.S. taxpayer 
dollars to engage and support the 
rebels in the civil war in Syria. After 
all, this budget supports the Defense 
Department, and it also supports the 
intelligence agency. So this is the time 
and place to have the debate about tax-
payer dollars going to a civil war in 
Syria. 

It is also the time and high time that 
we get on with passing a Federal budg-
et. We’ve heard a lot of talk on the 
floor today about the importance of 
supporting our military—absolutely 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:34 Oct 04, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\JUL2013\H23JY3.REC H23JY3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4873 July 23, 2013 
true—but this legislation does nothing 
to turn off the sequester. So, unless the 
Congress comes together on a bipar-
tisan and a bicameral basis to resolve 
the budget, this Defense appropriations 
bill is going to be cut by about $48 bil-
lion, just as the non-defense parts of 
the budget will be cut as a result of se-
questration. 

I don’t think the American people 
recognize that as of today—even 
though we’re working on these spend-
ing bills—that the United States Con-
gress has not passed a budget. There is 
no Federal budget in place today. 

Now, we’ve heard a lot from our Re-
publican colleagues over the last cou-
ple of years about how the Senate was 
derelict in its duty for not having a 
budget. Guess what? The Senate passed 
a budget. It passed a budget 122 days 
ago. Ever since that time, we’ve said to 
our Republican colleagues, Let’s take 
the next step in the process—let’s have 
a conference. Senate, House, let’s get 
together to work out those differences. 

In fact, Senator MURRAY, who is the 
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, has asked now 17 times for 
unanimous consent in the Senate to 
begin negotiations. We have called 
upon the Speaker of the House to ap-
point conferees to negotiate on the 
budget. He has refused. This motion is 
very simple. I’m just going to read the 
Resolved clause: 

It is the sense of the House of Representa-
tives that the Speaker should follow regular 
House procedure and immediately request a 
conference and appoint conferees to nego-
tiate the fiscal year 2014 budget resolution. 

Very simple. It’s calling for exactly 
what our Republican colleagues have 
called for for the last 3 years. We’ve 
heard from you many times ‘‘no budg-
et, no pay.’’ We don’t have a budget, 
but Members of Congress are getting 
paid. 

Now, Senator MCCAIN and a lot of Re-
publican Senators have made the point 
that it’s insane not to go to conference 
on the budget. Here is what he said, 
Senator MCCAIN: 

I think it’s insane for Republicans who 
complain for 4 years about Harry Reid not 
having a budget, and now we’re not going to 
agree to conferees? That is beyond com-
prehension for me. 

That sentiment was seconded by lots 
of other Republican Senators. In fact, I 
think my colleagues know that I’ve 
heard, quietly, from a lot of our House 
Republican colleagues, saying, frankly, 
that they’re embarrassed at the fact 
that the House Republicans have re-
fused to appoint conferees and take the 
next step in the budget process. 

Why is it important? We’ve got to get 
our economy moving in full gear. The 
Congressional Budget Office has told us 
that, as a result of the sequester, we’re 
going to have 700,000 fewer jobs in this 
country by the end of this calendar 
year and that it’s going to reduce our 
economic growth by one-third. The 
budget conference is where we work 
out our differences and try and remove 
the uncertainty in the economy. 

By not going to budget conference, 
let’s be clear what our Republican col-
leagues are doing. They want to take 
us right up to the cliff of a government 
shutdown in the beginning of October, 
the next fiscal year. They are talking 
about, once again, rolling the dice and 
playing a game of chicken as to wheth-
er or not the United States pays its 
bills on time. That is no way for the 
Federal Government to conduct itself. 

I would ask my colleagues to put 
aside all of the gamesmanship and to 
simply, today, appoint conferees so 
that we can begin to work out these 
issues on the budget. Right now, as we 
head into the next school year, the 
kids of our soldiers who are at Fort 
Bragg are going to miss 5 days of 
school this fall because their teachers 
are going to be sequestered. Because of 
the sequester, they are going to be fur-
loughed for 5 days this fall. These are 
the kids of men and women who are 
fighting to defend this country. That is 
wrong. 

Let’s get on with replacing the se-
quester in a smart way, but we can’t do 
that unless we get on with the budget 
conference. So I ask my colleagues to 
defeat the previous question so we can 
go to conference. 

Mr. NUGENT. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s always great to 
hear from Mr. VAN HOLLEN. He has 
been in front of the Rules Committee, 
I think, a half a dozen times on this 
particular issue, but that’s not the 
issue we’re talking about today. Today, 
we are talking about a rule to bring 
forward two bills. One is the appropria-
tions bill for the defense of this coun-
try. 

I appreciate his comments, but he 
also forgets to mention that, in the 
last Congress, this House passed two 
pieces of legislation to actually do 
what he was talking about doing. And 
guess what? It went over to that place 
where they have rocking chairs—where 
they do nothing. They didn’t discuss it; 
they didn’t debate it; they didn’t even 
send it back to us, because they just 
didn’t have the time to do it in their 
busy schedule, and I understand that. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. NUGENT. I would be glad to 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Maryland. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Look, Mr. Speak-
er, as the gentleman notes, we’re in a 
new Congress right now. In the new 
Congress, the law requires that we pass 
a Federal budget by April 15. We are 
obviously way overdue. It is indis-
putable that the Senate has passed a 
budget. Why not go to conference? 

Mr. NUGENT. In reclaiming my 
time, regarding shutting the govern-
ment down, those are the gentleman’s 
words, not ours. I don’t think you’ve 
heard that at all from this side. It’s not 
about shutting the government down; 
it’s about passing 12 appropriations 
bills. That’s really what we are sup-
posed to be doing, and we are com-

mitted to doing that. We don’t want to 
see a government shutdown, and I 
think our bringing appropriations bills 
to this House floor shows, in fact, that 
that’s not the intent and that that’s 
not the desire. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, just to build on what 
my colleague Mr. VAN HOLLEN was 
talking about, the reason we are so 
frustrated over here is that it seems 
that the Republican leadership is hell-
bent on doing nothing—on stopping ev-
erything. We have 16 legislative days 
left until the end of the fiscal year. 

You’ve only passed three appropria-
tions bills. Notwithstanding the fact 
that the House passed a budget and the 
Senate passed a budget, there has been 
no conference on the budget. We have a 
debt limit looming, and I hear rumors 
that you’re trying to figure out what 
pound of flesh you can obtain in order 
to avoid our defaulting on our financial 
obligations. This is not the way to run 
a government. 

I would just plead with my colleagues 
on the other side that you need to get 
serious about sitting down and negoti-
ating our differences. One of the things 
about a conference is you don’t get ev-
erything you want, and they don’t get 
everything they want. 

As to these appropriations bills that 
you are bringing to the floor, their al-
locations are so low that they are 
unamendable on the House floor, and 
they would do great damage to our 
economy. This THUD bill I don’t think 
will ever see the light of day any more 
than I think the Ag approps bill, which 
we gave a rule to, will ever see the 
light of day. Within that THUD bill are 
cuts in the Community Development 
Block Grants, which you cut in half. 
The devastation on cities all across 
this country and communities all 
across this country would be so bad. 
People are going to lose jobs. The gen-
tleman from Maryland talked about 
the furloughs and about people losing 
their jobs because of the sequester, and 
you sit back and say, Oh, it’s not our 
fault. 

This is the body that voted for it. I 
mean, the people of this House voted 
for it. I didn’t, but the majority of my 
friends on the other side voted for se-
quester. It is now the law of the land. 
That’s part of what Congress did. Con-
gress has to change the law so we get 
our economy back on the right track, 
and one way to begin is to do what 
you’re supposed to do and go to con-
ference with the Senate on the budget. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind all the Members of 
an essential rule of decorum in the 
House. Under clause I of rule XVII, 
Members are to direct their remarks to 
the Chair and not to other Members in 
the second person. 

Mr. NUGENT. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. MCGOVERN. May ask the gen-

tleman how many more speakers he 
has? 

Mr. NUGENT. I have none. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Massachusetts has 31⁄2 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Florida has 16 minutes remaining. 

b 1315 

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

I don’t have a problem with what’s in 
this rule; I have a problem with what’s 
being left out of the rule. 

We have some serious issues to dis-
cuss: the NSA surveillance program, 
limited debate in this rule. We need to 
talk about Syria and whether we’re 
going to get sucked into another war. 
Multiple amendments were offered. All 
of them were denied, except one that 
basically reinstates current law. 

There are issues about Egypt that 
ought to be discussed on the floor. And 
when I hear my colleagues say these 
are sensitive issues, we shouldn’t talk 
about them on the floor, then where 
should we talk about them? This is the 
appropriate bill to talk about those 
things; yet many of these amendments 
were not made in order. That’s why an 
open rule would have been more appro-
priate. 

In terms of debate, I don’t know why 
we have to limit debate on the NSA 
down to 15 minutes a piece. Everybody 
is concerned about this. 

I will just close, Mr. Speaker, by 
again urging my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ and defeat the previous question 
so that we can offer an amendment to 
allow Mr. VAN HOLLEN’s language to be 
made in order that the Republican 
leadership agree to go to conference 
with the Senate over the budget. 

This sequester and these budget num-
bers that you are bringing to the floor 
on these various appropriation bills are 
destructive. My colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are hurting this econ-
omy. This gamesmanship that my 
friends on the other side are playing is 
doing great damage to this country. 

We have to stop this. We have to be 
grownups here and do what we’re sup-
posed to do. The most important thing 
that can happen right now, given the 
fact there’s only 16 legislative days left 
to the end of this fiscal year, is for my 
friends on the other side of the aisle to 
go to conference on the budget and 
work out a deal so that we don’t have 
these devastating cuts that will impact 
every city and town in this country, 
that will throw tens of thousands, if 
not hundreds of thousands, of people 
out of work, that will do further dam-
age to our infrastructure. 

National security means the quality 
of life that people have here in the 
United States. It means whether they 
can have good health care or good edu-
cation, whether they have good and 
safe roads to drive on. It means wheth-
er they have a job. National security 

begins right here at home; and the 
numbers that my Republican friends 
have been bringing to the floor, in 
terms of allocations for these appro-
priation bills on domestic spending, 
would be devastating to this economy. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
and defeat the previous question, and I 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this rule. We 
should have an open rule where we can 
talk about all these major issues that 
are confronting our Nation and the 
world. 

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

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

I do appreciate the comments my 
friend from Massachusetts has made in 
a lot of areas, particularly as it relates 
to the open rule. 

I do want to remind him—and I 
wasn’t here in 2010—but the Rules Com-
mittee that my good friend sat on 
made a determination in regards to a 
structured rule, and that structured 
rule only allowed for 16 amendments to 
come to the House floor. That struc-
tured rule locked out a lot of folks’ 
ideas in regards to how to better the 
appropriation bill for the Department 
of Defense 2011 fiscal year. 

I agree with my good friend that this 
rule is not perfect, but I do want to 
point out that it does make over 100 
amendments in order that are going to 
be debated here on this floor: an 
amendment on Syria; an amendment 
on Egypt; two amendments on the 
NSA, which are appropriate to have a 
debate here. And as we talk about au-
thorization, particularly as we look at 
the NSA, that debate is going to come 
up in a very robust way because I truly 
believe that we need to have that. 

As it relates to Syria, I have three 
sons that currently serve in the United 
States military. The last thing I want 
to do is see us arm rebels where my 
sons may have to face those arms at 
some point in time. I’ve had sons de-
ployed to Iraq and Afghanistan; and as 
a Member of this House, there are very 
few of us that have served in the mili-
tary in the same way as it relates to 
having our family members serve in 
harm’s way. So I take it right to heart 
that we want to make sure that we 
don’t put our sons or daughters in any 
jeopardy, particularly as it relates to 
arming those that we have no idea who 
they are. 

I think I’ve said enough, but my posi-
tion on arming the Syrian rebels, those 
that we don’t even know who they are 
or what we’re doing in Egypt or what’s 
going on within the NSA as it relates 
to our civil liberties here in the United 
States as American citizens, we cer-
tainly are going to address those issues 
as we move forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule, and 
I encourage my colleagues to do so, as 
well. As a father of three sons in the 
military, I’m disappointed that we’ve 
gotten to this point where ideological 
factions have divided this House so 
deeply that we’re forced to put a struc-

tured rule in place in order to simply 
consider a bill that funds our Depart-
ment of Defense. 

Just to note, 2 years ago when we 
were having this discussion, I got a call 
from one of my sons who was deployed 
to Iraq, worried that his troopers were 
not going to get paid because that’s 
what they were being told, because of 
actions of this House. 

The last thing is that when our sons 
and daughters go off to fight, the last 
thing they should have to worry about 
is how they’re going to take care of the 
car payment or feed their children 
back here at home. They should have 
one focus, and that’s the fight ahead of 
them and returning back to their fami-
lies and loved ones in the best possible 
condition they can be. 

To me it’s about as pathetic as it 
gets when these men and women are 
putting their lives on the line each day 
and we’re playing politics with our na-
tional defense and we can’t put dif-
ferences aside long enough not to even 
agree to a funding bill, but just to 
agree that we should debate the fund-
ing bill at all. 

I wish we could have an open rule on 
both of these appropriation measures. 
You know I do. But when it comes to 
funding the Pentagon and when it 
comes to funding our military, the 
issue at hand is too important to leave 
this subject to the political whims of 
select Members who could tie up the 
debate for days and end with irrespon-
sible amendments that might ulti-
mately put this Nation and its citizens 
at risk. That’s why we’re here. That’s 
why we’ve taken the three most hot- 
button politicized issues and selected 
specific amendments to address each of 
these concerns while still making in 
order every other amendment that 
would not otherwise be subject to a 
point of order. 

I welcome debate on how we need to 
change the laws of this land. I’m an ac-
tive proponent in having it. Millions of 
Americans, including me, are ques-
tioning many of the laws right now, es-
pecially when it comes to the use of 
military force and the powers given to 
the NSA under the PATRIOT Act. It’s 
clear that those are conversations that 
must happen in this forum here, but we 
can’t let it derail the basic funding of 
our troops. That’s what it comes down 
to. 

This bill cannot possibly give the 
issues at hand the justice they deserve. 
It’s an imperfect tool, and with only 10 
minutes per debate per amendment, it 
would cut short the conversations that 
we have. That is why, although it is a 
departure from the normal appropria-
tion process, this resolution brings up 
H.R. 2397 under a structured rule. 

That said, the second half of House 
Resolution 312 is proof that this House 
is still dedicated to the open process. 
We fulfill our promise to both our con-
stituents and ourselves by providing an 
open rule on Transportation and Hous-
ing appropriations. It’s a reminder to 
us that the Defense bill is an example 
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of extraordinary times calling for ex-
traordinary measures. At the end of 
the day, what’s most important is that 
we fulfill our core mission. As anybody 
in the military will tell you, some-
times we have to adapt. 

It’s not perfect, but we can’t let the 
perfect be the enemy of the good, espe-
cially when we’re talking about keep-
ing our troops and our citizens safe. 
For that reason, I’m proud to support 
the rule, and I encourage all my col-
leagues to do the same. 

When the Committee on Rules filed its re-
port (H. Rept. 113–170) to accompany House 
Resolution 312 the summary of amendment 
numbered 43 was inadvertently omitted. The 
summary of amendments should have in-
cluded the following: 

43. COLE (OK), KILMER (WA), MCCARTHY, 
KEVIN (CA), BISHOP, ROB (UT), JONES (NC), 
LOEBSACK (IA), MCCOLLUM (MN), SCOTT, AUS-
TIN (GA): Provides that none of the funds ap-
propriated by this Act shall be available to im-
plement a furlough of Department of Defense 
federal employees who are paid from the 
Working Capital Fund (WCF) Account, which 
is a revolving fund and does not receive direct 
funding from Congressional appropriations to 
finance its operations. (10 minutes) 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 312 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS 

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

SEC. 7. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the resolution (H. Res. 174) express-
ing the sense of the House of Representatives 
that the Speaker should immediately re-
quest a conference and appoint conferees to 
complete work on a fiscal year 2014 budget 
resolution with the Senate. The first reading 
of the resolution shall be dispensed with. 
General debate shall be confined to the reso-
lution and shall not exceed one hour equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
the Budget. After general debate the resolu-
tion shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the resolution for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the resolution to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the resolution and preamble to 
adoption without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the resolution, then on the next 
legislative day the House shall, immediately 
after the third daily order of business under 
clause 1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Com-
mittee of the Whole for further consideration 
of the resolution. 

SEC. 8. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of the resolution 
specified in section 7 of this resolution. 
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 Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote abut 
what the House should be debating. 

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.’’ 

The Republican majority may 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. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

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

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 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 24 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1340 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. YODER) at 1 o’clock and 
40 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. Votes will be taken in the 
following order: 

Ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 312; and adoption of 
House Resolution 312, if ordered. 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re-
maining electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 5-minute vote. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2397, DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2014; AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2610, TRANS-
PORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2014 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 312) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2397) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2014, and for other pur-
poses; and providing for consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 2610) making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation and Housing and Urban 
Development, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2014, 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. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays 
190, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 377] 

YEAS—229 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 

Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 

Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
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Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 

Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 

Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—190 

Andrews 
Barrow (GA) 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 

Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 

Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 

Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matheson 

Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Campbell 
Coble 
DeGette 
Grimm 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
Keating 
Kuster 
McCarthy (NY) 

Miller, Gary 
Schweikert 
Tsongas 
Yarmuth 

b 1406 

Mr. PITTS changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Ms. KUSTER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

377, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

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 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 226, noes 194, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 378] 

AYES—226 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 

Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 

Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 

Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 

Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 

Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—194 

Andrews 
Barrow (GA) 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 

Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 

Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
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Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 

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

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 

NOT VOTING—13 

Campbell 
Coble 
DeGette 
Grimm 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
Joyce 
McCarthy (NY) 
Miller, Gary 

Neugebauer 
Tsongas 
Yarmuth 

Mr. PAYNE changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

b 1414 

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 

REPORT ON H.R. 2787, COMMERCE, 
JUSTICE, SCIENCE, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2014 

Mr. WOLF, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, submitted a privileged 
report (Rept. No. 113–171) on the bill 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce and Justice, 
Science, and Related Agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014, 
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

REPORT ON H.R. 2786, FINANCIAL 
SERVICES AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2014 

Mr. CRENSHAW, from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 113–172) on 
the bill making appropriations for fi-
nancial services and general govern-
ment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Union Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 1012 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 1012, a bill originally intro-
duced by Representative MARKEY of 
Massachusetts, for the purposes of add-
ing cosponsors and requesting re- 
printings pursuant to clause 7 of rule 
XII. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2014 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the consideration of H.R. 2397, and 
that I may include tabular material on 
the same. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 312 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2397. 

The Chair appoints the gentlewoman 
from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) to pre-
side over the Committee of the Whole. 

b 1418 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2397) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2014, and for other 
purposes, with Mrs. MILLER in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 

YOUNG) and the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Madam Chairman, the subcommittee 
has produced this bill after months of 
bipartisan cooperation, months of 
hearings, and months of classified 
briefings. We present a bill today that 
includes a base funding of $512.5 bil-
lion—$3.4 billion below the CBO esti-
mate of the President’s request and ap-
proximately $28.1 billion above the es-
timated fiscal year 2013 sequestration 
level. For Overseas Contingencies Op-
erations, OCO, the bill includes $85.8 
billion, which is $1.5 billion below last 
year’s level. 

We have worked closely with all par-
ties. Mr. VISCLOSKY has been involved 
in every step of the way on producing 
this legislation. Our committee staff is 
unrivaled anywhere in this Congress, 
and they have done a tremendous job 
for the subcommittee. 

These are some highlights of the bill: 
There is $580 million to fully fund the 

authorized military pay raise; $536 mil-
lion to fully fund the anticipated fuel 
costs; $950 million to fully fund the 2nd 
Virginia class submarine; $922 million 
to restore Facility Sustainment, Mod-
ernization and Restoration funding; 
and $692 million for military medical 
research, including $246 million for 
cancer research and $125 million for 
traumatic brain injury research. 

During the next couple of days we are 
going to consider 100 amendments. So 
everybody be prepared: it’s going to be 
a long day and a long night. And 
Madam Chair, to get us started off on 
the right track, I’m going to reserve 
the balance of my time. 
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Chair, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I would like to begin by expressing 
my appreciation to Chairman YOUNG, 
and to congratulate him on the bipar-
tisan and transparent manner in which 
he has crafted the fiscal year 2014 De-
fense bill. 

I also want to express my gratitude 
to Chairman ROGERS, Ranking Member 
LOWEY, and all of the members of the 
Defense Subcommittee for their ef-
forts. We would not be here today but 
for their outstanding effort. 

I would also note that this will be the 
last Defense appropriations bill we 
bring to the floor with the membership 
of Mr. BONNER from Alabama. With his 
leaving this institution, we are losing a 
very serious and thoughtful Member 
who has worked assiduously every day 
to leave the world better, and I cer-
tainly want to recognize his individual 
contribution. 

The bill also could not have been 
written without the dedication, hard 
work, and sound judgment of the staff 
that Mr. YOUNG has already referenced. 
I do want to thank Tom McLemore, 
Sherry Young, Tim Prince, Jennifer 
Miller, Walter Hearne, Paul Terry, BG 
Wright, Brooke Boyer, Ann Reese, 
Adrienne Ramsey, Megan Rosenbusch, 
Maureen Holohan, Paul Juola, Rebecca 
Leggieri, Kent Clark, Michael Rigney, 
and Joe DeVooght. 

The bill at hand is fundamentally 
aimed at restoring readiness and train-
ing for the services to areas that have 
suffered greatly in the budgetary upset 
of the current year. 

While Chairman YOUNG has noted 
that the bill’s $212 billion in funding is 
approximately $28 billion more than 
the fiscal year 2013 post-sequestration 
level, it does contain a number of sig-
nificant reductions. The bill cuts $617.8 
million from the Joint Strike Fighter 
program to address unjustified cost 
growth and unjustified concurrency es-
timates for the program. It cuts an-
other $112 million due to an overstate-
ment of Army travel requirements. The 
bill rescinds $443 million for C–27–J air-
craft. 

The bill and report contain a signifi-
cant amount of language and robust 
funding for initiatives to respond to 
sexual assault in the armed services. 
Sexual assault in any circumstance is 
unacceptable and maddening. The fact 
that it is prevalent within the military 
is even more so because of the standard 
to which our men and women in uni-
form hold themselves. These are indi-
viduals who are committed to give 
their ‘‘last full measure of devotion’’ to 
our Nation, who, in order to be effec-
tive, need to unconditionally trust 
each other. Sexual assault undermines 
all of this. 

Though I strongly support the efforts 
contained in this bill, they are aimed 
mainly at offender accountability and 
caring for victims. Even though the 
comprehensive solution to this issue 
lies outside the services, it is impera-

tive that the proper attitudes and 
training start during the recruitment 
process for the officers and enlisted and 
continue throughout each servicemem-
bers’ career. 

I would also note that the bill in-
cludes $20 million above the request for 
suicide prevention and outreach, con-
sistent with the funding level of the 
past 2 years. Suicides are another dis-
heartening problem within the serv-
ices, especially given the emphasis 
that the Department and Congress 
have placed on the issue over the past 
few years. But money is not the only 
solution. We need to spend the appro-
priated dollars as wisely and as effec-
tively as possible. 

I was taken aback in a hearing ear-
lier this year to learn that the Navy 
has a collection of 123 programs aimed 
at addressing suicide and resiliency. 
While I am sure that each one of these 
programs is well-intentioned, the sheer 
number spreads resources too thin and 
creates confusion. To their credit, the 
Navy is in the process of implementing 
task force recommendations to dedi-
cate more resources to the programs 
that truly work. 

Additionally, I would like to express 
my support for a solution that benefits 
all future users of the Integrated Elec-
tronic Health Record program. I am 
proud of the efforts of our sub-
committee and of the Military Con-
struction-Veterans Affairs Sub-
committee to effectuate this long- 
awaited improvement to medical care 
for our still-serving military members 
and our veterans. Additionally, the co-
operation between our subcommittees 
and with our corresponding authoriza-
tion committees demonstrates the im-
portance Congress places on the issue. 

I am pleased that the bill report con-
tains provisions that enhance oversight 
at the Department. The Office of the 
Inspector General is funded at $347 mil-
lion, which is nearly $35 million above 
the administration’s request. This of-
fice plays a vital role in moving the 
Department towards auditable finan-
cial statements, which are long over-
due and which I attach great impor-
tance to. 

Also, while the committee increased 
funding relative to the budget request 
for environmental cleanup at Formerly 
Used Defense Sites, this increase is ac-
companied by additional reporting re-
quirements. In the same vein as my 
prior comments, the money in this pro-
gram must be spent more effectively 
going forward to ensure that we com-
plete cleanup projects, not just con-
tinue them. 

Regarding missile defense, the bill 
increases advance procurement funding 
for additional Ground-Based Intercep-
tors. This funding is accompanied by a 
requirement to document the adequacy 
of the testing plan for the Ground- 
Based Interceptors. 

In light of the program’s recent test 
failure, I continue to be very concerned 
about the concurrency of this program. 
I believe it is essential to maintain rig-

orous standards to ensure that the 
weapons we pursue are fully developed 
before we begin fielding them, and once 
fielded, that these weapons effectively 
perform their missions. 

Further, should the review to deter-
mine the cause of the latest test failure 
reveal significant problems, and if we 
understand that this program needs to 
be changed, we should reevaluate our 
position in conference. 

While I support the bill, there are a 
few provisions that I have concerns 
with, in particular, the three general 
provisions regarding detainees at 
Guantanamo Bay. 

I believe that the continued oper-
ation of Guantanamo Bay reduces our 
Nation’s credibility and weakens our 
national security by providing ter-
rorist organizations with recruitment 
material. I do regret that this bill and 
other relevant appropriations bills con-
tinue to thwart any attempts to close 
Guantanamo by prohibiting viable al-
ternatives. 

Further, I am concerned that the bill 
essentially prohibits a pay raise for ci-
vilian employees at the Department of 
Defense. We rely on the Department of 
Defense civilians working side by side 
with our military personnel to provide 
medical care for our troops, to perform 
vital logistics, maintenance and acqui-
sition services, and to provide many 
other essential services within the De-
partment. Even a modest raise that 
maintains pay equity between civilian 
and military personnel sends a critical 
message of support to these employees. 

Looking ahead, I am concerned that 
if the shadows of the future remain 
unaltered, we will experience serious 
problems ensuring the continued de-
fense of our Nation. 

b 1430 
As Todd Harrison of the Center for 

Strategic and Budgetary Assessments 
has noted: 

Rather than getting larger and more ex-
pensive over the past decade, the military 
just grew more expensive. 

This reality makes our future choices 
even more difficult, and it is impera-
tive that Congress join with the De-
partment in working through these de-
cisions at arm’s length and also as a 
partner. 

The Department of Defense did rec-
ommend some very difficult reductions 
in the budget submitted to us earlier 
this year, as they have done in pre-
vious years. We, as legislators, can no 
longer afford to reflexively reject those 
recommendations because they affect a 
specific company, a specific region of 
the country, or are simply not the 
most politic of choices to be made. 

Our military is at a familiar cross-
road, one they have been at before as 
the end of combat operations nears. 
The additions and subtractions to De-
fense funding made today must be car-
ried out with an eye to the future, with 
a sense of the strategic impact on 
America’s future ability to muster a 
force of successfully defending and pro-
tecting our country. 
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In closing, I again want to reiterate 

my appreciation to Chairman YOUNG 
for his cooperation and assistance in 
addressing the interests we have ex-
pressed. He and his staff have ensured 
that the subcommittee continues its 
long tradition of operating collabo-
ratively and effectively and trans-
parently. I am pleased that we are fi-
nally considering this bill on the floor 
and look forward to the debate. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairman, first, I would like to thank 
Mr. VISCLOSKY for his much more de-
tailed description of this legislation. 

I would now yield 5 minutes to the 
chairman of the full Committee on Ap-
propriations, who has strongly com-
mitted to making sure that we pass all 
of our appropriations bills, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding this 
time. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
this, the DOD appropriations bill. 

This bill provides more than $512 bil-
lion in base funding for our national se-
curity and military efforts, and $85.8 
billion in Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations war funding. This is a base fund-
ing decrease of $5.1 billion below fiscal 
2013, but is about $28.1 billion above the 
current level caused by automatic se-
questration spending cuts. 

This total reflects an appropriate, 
thorough analysis of what is needed to 
keep this country safe. Freedom isn’t 
free. Our liberties, our rights, our prop-
erty are preserved by our national de-
fense, but at a cost. 

Sufficient funding for the Pentagon 
and our military is of the utmost im-
portance to the continued prosperity of 
the United States of America. It is, and 
should be, our top priority. 

We have already seen the distressing 
toll that the heavy-handed, indiscrimi-
nate cuts of sequestration have taken 
on our military—from grounded planes, 
to reduced training time, to postponed 
maintenance—all of which contribute 
to the loss of readiness of our troops. 

As we saw all this month as Depart-
ment of Defense civilian furloughs 
began, our economy is also taking a 
significant hit. 

The funding level in this bill strikes 
a balance between fiscal responsibility 
and sufficient support for our military. 
Within this total, we prioritize funding 
to advance our missions abroad, to pre-
pare and equip our troops, and to en-
sure the readiness and effectiveness of 
our military. This includes adequate 
funding to purchase the equipment, 
weapons, and vehicles needed to keep 
our military protected, at the ready, 
and able to conduct successful oper-
ations. 

The bill also provides funding for on-
going operations and maintenance of 
military facilities, equipment, and 
bases—fundamental to the successful 
missions of our Armed Forces. Essen-
tial funding is proposed to develop new 
defense technologies, to advance the 

success of current military operations, 
and to plan for whatever new threats 
may arise in the future. 

A well-equipped military is not as ef-
fective without strong and well-pre-
pared troops. This funding supports 
readiness programs that prepare our 
troops for both combat and peacetime 
missions, giving them flight time and 
battle training. 

In addition, the bill funds the author-
ized 1.8 percent pay raise for the mili-
tary—above the 1 percent the President 
requested. To keep our troops healthy 
before and after battle, the Defense 
Health Program receives an increase 
above last year’s level, funding medical 
facility upgrades, traumatic brain in-
jury and psychological health research, 
and suicide prevention outreach. 

The bill also addresses what has been 
a black mark on our military, Madam 
Chairman—the problem with sexual as-
sault. The legislation fully funds Sex-
ual Assault Prevention and Response 
programs and adds $25 million in fund-
ing for sexual assault victim assistance 
to preserve trust in our military and 
ensure that members of our Armed 
Forces are not sacrificing more than 
they already have to serve this Nation. 

But a balanced budget—one that does 
not put us into massive debt to other 
governments or threaten our economic 
stability—is also paramount to our na-
tional security. Even these critical na-
tional security programs cannot spend 
precious tax dollars unchecked. 

The bill has implemented common-
sense reductions wherever possible, in-
cluding rescinding unused, prior-year 
funding, nixing a proposed civilian pay 
raise, and saving $1 billion in antici-
pated excess funding. We have also pro-
hibited funding to modify facilities in 
the U.S. to house Guantanamo detain-
ees or to allow their transfer into the 
U.S. or its territories. 

When all is said and done, this bill 
cuts more than $5 billion below last 
year’s enacted level; but I must empha-
size that these reductions will in no 
way harm or negatively affect our na-
tional defense or the troops that fight 
to protect this great country. 

Madam Chairman, some will com-
plain that the bill breaks the cap 
placed on Defense spending under the 
sequester level for fiscal year 2014 put 
into place by the Budget Control Act. 
To this I say, of course it does. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. The mas-
sive, irresponsible, dangerous reduc-
tions to Defense spending under the se-
questration cap is completely beyond 
the pale. 

For example, if nothing is done to 
cancel the next round of sequestration 
cuts that are scheduled to take effect 
when this Congress adjourns, this bill 
would be cut to a total of $468 billion. 

Before I close, Madam Chairman, I 
would like to take this time to thank 
the venerable chairman of the sub-

committee, BILL YOUNG. He is a na-
tional asset. He has shown again the 
skill that he has in putting together a 
great bill. 

To Mr. VISCLOSKY, thank you for 
being a great partner to our chairman 
throughout this process. 

To the staff and the entire sub-
committee members, without your 
hard work we would not have this bill 
on the floor. I salute you and endorse 
this bill wholeheartedly. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Chair, I 
would yield such time as she may con-
sume to the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chair, I thank 
Chairman YOUNG, Ranking Member 
VISCLOSKY, and Chairman ROGERS for 
working across the aisle on the bill be-
fore us today in keeping with the De-
fense Subcommittee’s long bipartisan 
tradition. I also want to recognize and 
thank the Defense Subcommittee staff 
for working tirelessly on the nuts and 
bolts of this bill. 

Sadly, however, the appropriations 
process has become a quandary that 
could easily have been avoided with 
good old-fashioned compromise. In-
stead, we have disparate House and 
Senate allocations. House bills follow 
the Ryan budget, which endorses se-
questration and is unrealistic, unwork-
able, and economically misguided, 
while the Senate and White House 
budgets are based on the higher level 
agreed upon in the Budget Control Act. 
With only 18 days of session left in the 
House before the end of the fiscal year, 
we are racing toward a government 
shutdown that is irresponsible. 

Assuming the sequester is turned off, 
this is a good bill. It includes addi-
tional funding and tougher penalties to 
address the epidemic of sexual assault 
plaguing our military, an increase for 
Active Duty pay by 1.8 percent, en-
hancements to embassy security by in-
creasing the presence of Marine Corps 
security guards, substantial invest-
ments in health services and suicide 
prevention, maintenance of all the Na-
tional Guard weapons of mass destruc-
tion/civil support teams, and continued 
support for the Israeli Cooperative Pro-
gram. 

However, the bill also contains seri-
ous shortcomings. On July 8, I was at 
Camp Smith in my district in New 
York where 48 of the more than 600,000 
Defense civilian employees nationwide 
are being furloughed. Each will lose 
$2,706, a 20 percent reduction to their 
fourth-quarter earnings, on top of 3 
years without a pay increase. Yet this 
bill does nothing to fix the pay freeze 
or furloughs resulting from the seques-
ter. 

In fact, the majority simply ignores 
sequestration when it suits their pur-
pose, including in the spending alloca-
tions for MilCon-VA, Homeland Secu-
rity, and Defense bills. While the Re-
publicans are steadfast in sticking to 
the post-sequester overall discre-
tionary allocation they included in the 
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Ryan budget, they are comfortable 
breaking the Budget Control Act’s cap 
on Defense spending by $47.7 billion. 

Of course, they may not tell you 
that, unless we end the sequester, on 
January 15 those funds will be lost, cre-
ating a gaping hole in the Defense 
budget. They don’t have the courage of 
their convictions to admit that break-
ing the Defense cap further short-
changes vital domestic priorities like 
medical research, Head Start, teachers 
for military families, energy efficiency, 
disaster preparedness, and other vital 
investments, all of which create jobs. 

We have already achieved $2.5 trillion 
in deficit reduction since 2011, includ-
ing $1.5 trillion in discretionary cuts. 
It is time for Congress to buckle down 
to reach a bipartisan agreement to re-
place sequestration with a balanced ap-
proach that protects critical services 
and investments. 

As I did for MilCon-VA and Homeland 
Security, I support the overall funding 
level in Defense because it was written 
as though Congress will turn off se-
questration, as we should. 

But on the remaining bills, as with 
the Energy and Water bill, I will not 
support slashing investments in our 
families and workforce. If we are to re-
main a global leader, we need a strong 
national defense and a strong economy. 

I thank you again to the chairman 
and the ranking member, who have 
worked so hard in a bipartisan way, 
maintaining the tradition of this com-
mittee. As we move forward, I do hope 
that we can go to conference and work 
together with the Senate to come up 
with a bill that can really pass and se-
questration be eliminated. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 4 
minutes to an important member of 
our subcommittee, the very distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN). 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, thank you for yielding me the 
time. 

Madam Chair, I rise in strong support 
of our Defense appropriations bill. 
Under Chairman YOUNG’s leadership 
and collaboration and strong support 
from Mr. VISCLOSKY, our committee 
held a lengthy series of hearings exam-
ining varied topics: our operations in 
Afghanistan, the so-called pivot to the 
Asia-Pacific, the Army and Air Force’s 
need for modernization, Navy ship-
building, marine end strength, military 
health care, acquisition reform, sexual 
assaults, among other important 
issues, and, of course, the impact of the 
sequester, the negative impact. 

b 1445 

Most of our hearings related to re-
ducing risk in the defense budget and 
the new strategic guidance from the 
Department of Defense—protecting our 
gains as well as preparing for current 
and future threats—China’s growing 
military capability; continued uncer-
tainty in North Korea and that penin-
sula; the destabilizing civil war in 

Syria; Iran’s race to develop a nuclear 
weapons capability and their threat to 
close the Straits of Hormuz, among 
others. 

Our goal throughout this bill is to 
provide the resources to support our 
warfighters now and in the future, 
whenever the next crisis arises. 

Madam Chairman, our subcommittee, 
like other Appropriations subcommit-
tees, clearly recognizes the Nation’s 
debt and deficit and found areas and 
programs where reductions are possible 
without adversely impacting our 
Armed Forces and our modernization 
efforts. Frankly, it is important that 
we find savings without harming readi-
ness or increasing the risks incurred by 
our warfighters. 

Under Chairman YOUNG’s leadership, 
our committee has had a close exam-
ination of military needs and very nec-
essary oversight, so our legislation be-
fore us includes funding for critical na-
tional security and intelligence needs 
based on a very strong hearing process. 
In addition, the bill provides essential 
funding for health and quality of life 
programs for all of our men and women 
in uniform—all volunteers—and their 
families. They deserve nothing less. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for their leader-
ship, and I strongly support the bill. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Chair, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. FARR) for the pur-
pose of entering into a colloquy. 

Mr. FARR. Madam Chairman, I wish 
to engage in a colloquy with the chair-
man and the gentleman from Indiana 
on an issue regarding timeliness, accu-
racy, and the review of security clear-
ance processing. 

As the chairman is aware, security 
clearances are necessary to protect our 
national security and are required for 
thousands of jobs. However, the length 
of time it takes to conduct the inves-
tigations, the quality of the investiga-
tions, and the continuous review of ap-
proved security clearances are three 
areas that could be improved. I believe 
that there is a solution to all three of 
these concerns, and it involves the 
leveraging of automated investigation 
tools already in existence. 

The Defense Department has within 
its subordinate activities the Defense 
Personnel Security Research Center, 
known as PERSEREC. It has re-
searched and developed a number of 
automated toolsets that can reduce the 
time it takes to adjudicate investiga-
tions, to grade the quality of the inves-
tigations, to measure human error, and 
to provide a way to monitor and reaf-
firm granted clearances based on an 
analysis of human behavior. 

These computer programs could dra-
matically increase the quality of the 
investigations while at the same time 
saving money and shortening the time 
it takes to both approve and reinves-
tigate security clearances. These tools 
are already available today, but they 
have not been leveraged. Instead, the 

majority of security clearances is 
being investigated by an antiquated 
analog adjudication process that just 
doesn’t reflect the best research and 
development readily available to the 
Department of Defense by PERSEREC. 

I greatly appreciate that the chair-
man and ranking member of the De-
fense Subcommittee have included re-
port language encouraging the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Office of Per-
sonnel Management to use these auto-
mated tools and systems readily avail-
able for the security clearance process. 

Would my colleagues agree that the 
security clearance process should in-
corporate proven tools that ensure in-
creased efficiency and quality? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would note to the 
gentleman from California that, with 
the recent concerns regarding security 
clearance processes for the Department 
of Defense and intelligence commu-
nities, I appreciate his bringing to our 
attention that the Department can in-
crease the timeliness and quality of in-
vestigations and reinvestigations by 
using the Defense Personnel Security 
Research Center tools. 

Mr. FARR. I thank the gentleman for 
his response. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman from Indiana yield? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 
I am aware of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia’s deep interest, and I appreciate 
his proposed solution in finding ways 
to address this issue. 

Like my good friend from Indiana, I 
agree that we should work with our 
friend Mr. FARR to ensure that the De-
partment of Defense and the Director 
of National Intelligence leverage the 
security clearance research at 
PERSEREC in order to improve the 
precision and speed of investigations, 
and that is exactly why we included it 
in our report. 

Mr. FARR. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield to the gen-

tleman from California. 
Mr. FARR. I thank both of you for 

your friendship, your leadership, and 
your cooperation. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER) for the 
purpose of engaging in a colloquy. 

Mr. TURNER. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s commitment to enter into a 
colloquy. 

Madam Chair, I rise to speak about 
the Abrams tank. The Appropriations 
Committee has wisely included funding 
in the last 2 years for continuing to up-
grade the Abrams tank. That action 
kept the Abrams production line warm 
and preserved a critical industrial ca-
pability. However, there is no funding, 
as I understand it, in the FY 2014 De-
fense appropriations bill for additional 
tank upgrades. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 
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Mr. TURNER. I yield to the gen-

tleman. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairman, the gentleman is correct. 
The administration’s budget request 
for fiscal year 2014 includes no funds 
for the production of Abrams tanks, 
and the committee bill provides none. 
The Army is only now addressing the 
funds added for fiscal year ’13, and pro-
duction of the M1A2s will actually con-
tinue until December of 2014. 

Mr. TURNER. Madam Chair, in re-
claiming my time, I understand that, 
earlier in the year, both the adminis-
tration and others believed that for-
eign military sales alone may be suffi-
cient to keep this production line run-
ning. Those sales have not yet mate-
rialized, and I remain concerned that 
we are risking a critical national asset 
based solely on the anticipation of for-
eign sales. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. TURNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Foreign mili-
tary sales have helped sustain a warm 
tank production line. Despite the 
delays and uncertainties in the FMS 
process, it is very likely that FMS 
sales will continue to play an impor-
tant part in sustaining the tank line. 

Mr. TURNER. In reclaiming my 
time, I understand that the committee 
intends to wait until the Army an-
nounces its force structure changes and 
then will assess the need for additional 
upgraded tanks. While I respect that 
position, I think that, with whatever 
changes the Army makes, we will still 
need to keep that smaller force as ef-
fective as possible. The way to ensure 
that is to provide all remaining Ar-
mored Brigade Combat Teams with 
M1A2 SEP tanks. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. TURNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I appreciate the points 
raised by my colleague. 

We will continue to monitor the 
overall requirement for tanks in both 
the active Army and the Army Na-
tional Guard. We intend to relook at 
the issue of additional Abrams up-
grades as we move forward in the ap-
propriations process. We will have the 
benefit of more complete information 
on foreign military sales and of the 
Army’s force structure analysis. Pro-
tecting the industrial base will remain 
a critical issue. 

Mr. TURNER. In reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, I thank the chair-
man for his continued interest and for 
his support in this matter. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP) for the 
purpose of a colloquy. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
I know my friend from Florida shares 

my concerns regarding our Nation’s 
nuclear deterrents and specifically in 
preserving the sea-based leg of the Nu-
clear Triad in the Trident II D5 sub-
marine launched ballistic missiles, 
which are carried on the Ohio-class 
submarine. 

The current fleet of ballistic missile 
submarines is planned for service 
through the year 2042, and the D5 mis-
sile they carry is expected to remain 
viable much longer and will see service 
on the replacement platform. I hope 
the chairman agrees. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I do agree and 
the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. In reclaiming 
my time, the original design life of the 
D5 missile rocket motors was 25 years. 
Some of the currently deployed motors 
are reaching that age, and the missiles 
require a life extension to maintain vi-
ability. 

Does the chairman agree that the life 
extension program for the D5 missile is 
critical to ensure the missile will re-
main the highest level of reliability for 
as long as our Nation requires it? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I will tell the 
gentleman that I do agree. I would add 
that the ending of the Space Shuttle 
Program has also exacerbated the 
hardships of the industrial base, and I 
agree that the Navy’s D5 program is 
now the cornerstone of the Nation’s 
solid rocket motor production. 

I feel that it is essential that the 
Navy sustain a steady production rate 
of 12 rocket motors per year as the 
minimum level to ensure that replace-
ment motors are available to replace 
aged-out motors as well as to keep this 
unique and highly skilled engineering 
and workforce viable into the future. 
The industrial base has done a Hercu-
lean effort in downsizing and in becom-
ing more efficient in the face of the de-
clining workload as enhanced by the 
attractive pricing they provided the 
Navy on a recent motor contract. 

I will work to ensure that the Navy 
has sufficient funding to maintain at 
least the minimum production required 
to sustain this critical industrial base. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. In reclaiming 
my time, I thank the chairman and 
compliment him on his great work on 
this issue. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. As we have no fur-

ther speakers, Madam Chair, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I am happy to yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule, and the bill shall be con-
sidered read through page 157, line 2. 

The text of that portion of the bill is 
as follows: 

H.R. 2397 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014, for 
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Army on active duty, (except 
members of reserve components provided for 
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$40,908,919,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Navy on active duty (except 
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$27,671,555,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Marine Corps on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for 
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to 
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$12,826,857,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; for members of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps; and for payments pursuant 
to section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the De-
partment of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund, $28,382,963,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
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performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $4,483,343,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty 
under section 10211 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while serving on active duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve 
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and expenses authorized by sec-
tion 16131 of title 10, United States Code; and 
for payments to the Department of Defense 
Military Retirement Fund, $1,875,536,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on ac-
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, 
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going reserve training, or while performing 
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of 
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $665,499,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $1,745,579,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army National Guard while 
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of 
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United 
States Code, or while serving on duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of 
title 32, United States Code, in connection 
with performing duty specified in section 
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $7,958,568,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty 
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, 
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or 

equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses 
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$3,130,361,000. 

TITLE II 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not 
to exceed $12,478,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes, 
$35,183,796,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $15,055,000 can 
be used for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and 
payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes, 
$40,127,402,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law, 
$6,298,757,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and 
not to exceed $7,699,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 
may be made on his certificate of necessity 
for confidential military purposes, 
$37,438,701,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law, $32,301,685,000: 
Provided, That not more than $25,000,000 may 
be used for the Combatant Commander Ini-
tiative Fund authorized under section 166a of 
title 10, United States Code: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $36,000,000 can be used for 
emergencies and extraordinary expenses, to 
be expended on the approval or authority of 
the Secretary of Defense, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not less than $36,262,000 shall be 
made available for the Procurement Tech-
nical Assistance Cooperative Agreement 
Program, of which not less than $3,600,000 
shall be available for centers defined in 10 
U.S.C. 2411(1)(D): Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this Act may be used to plan or 
implement the consolidation of a budget or 
appropriations liaison office of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the office of the 
Secretary of a military department, or the 
service headquarters of one of the Armed 
Forces into a legislative affairs or legislative 
liaison office: Provided further, That 
$8,721,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, is available only for expenses relat-
ing to certain classified activities, and may 
be transferred as necessary by the Secretary 
of Defense to operation and maintenance ap-
propriations or research, development, test 

and evaluation appropriations, to be merged 
with and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That any ceiling on 
the investment item unit cost of items that 
may be purchased with operation and main-
tenance funds shall not apply to the funds 
described in the preceding proviso: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $3,199,151,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $1,200,283,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; 
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications, $266,561,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment; 
and communications, $3,149,046,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other 
than mileage), as authorized by law for 
Army personnel on active duty, for Army 
National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units 
in compliance with National Guard Bureau 
regulations when specifically authorized by 
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying 
and equipping the Army National Guard as 
authorized by law; and expenses of repair, 
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft), 
$7,102,113,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 
For expenses of training, organizing, and 

administering the Air National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; transportation of 
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things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plying and equipping the Air National 
Guard, as authorized by law; expenses for re-
pair, modification, maintenance, and issue of 
supplies and equipment, including those fur-
nished from stocks under the control of 
agencies of the Department of Defense; trav-
el expenses (other than mileage) on the same 
basis as authorized by law for Air National 
Guard personnel on active Federal duty, for 
Air National Guard commanders while in-
specting units in compliance with National 
Guard Bureau regulations when specifically 
authorized by the Chief, National Guard Bu-
reau, $6,675,999,000. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 
ARMED FORCES 

For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces, $13,606,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 may be used for official represen-
tation purposes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Army, 
$298,815,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Army, 
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds 
made available by this appropriation to 
other appropriations made available to the 
Department of the Army, to be merged with 
and to be available for the same purposes 
and for the same time period as the appro-
priations to which transferred: Provided fur-
ther, That upon a determination that all or 
part of the funds transferred from this appro-
priation are not necessary for the purposes 
provided herein, such amounts may be trans-
ferred back to this appropriation: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Navy, 
$316,103,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Navy shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or 
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Air Force, 
$439,820,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Air Force shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Air 
Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the 
funds made available by this appropriation 

to other appropriations made available to 
the Department of the Air Force, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That upon a determination that all 
or part of the funds transferred from this ap-
propriation are not necessary for the pur-
poses provided herein, such amounts may be 
transferred back to this appropriation: Pro-
vided further, That the transfer authority 
provided under this heading is in addition to 
any other transfer authority provided else-
where in this Act. 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the Department of Defense, $10,757,000, 

to remain available until transferred: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
upon determining that such funds are re-
quired for environmental restoration, reduc-
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re-
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the 
Department of Defense, or for similar pur-
poses, transfer the funds made available by 
this appropriation to other appropriations 
made available to the Department of De-
fense, to be merged with and to be available 
for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter-
mination that all or part of the funds trans-
ferred from this appropriation are not nec-
essary for the purposes provided herein, such 
amounts may be transferred back to this ap-
propriation: Provided further, That the trans-
fer authority provided under this heading is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
provided elsewhere in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY 
USED DEFENSE SITES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the Department of the Army, 

$262,443,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris at sites formerly used by the De-
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 
CIVIC AID 

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (con-
sisting of the programs provided under sec-
tions 401, 402, 404, 407, 2557, and 2561 of title 
10, United States Code), $109,500,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2015. 

COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION ACCOUNT 
For assistance to the republics of the 

former Soviet Union and, with appropriate 
authorization by the Department of Defense 
and Department of State, to countries out-
side of the former Soviet Union, including 
assistance provided by contract or by grants, 
for facilitating the elimination and the safe 
and secure transportation and storage of nu-
clear, chemical and other weapons; for estab-
lishing programs to prevent the proliferation 

of weapons, weapons components, and weap-
on-related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of 
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components and weapons technology and 
expertise, and for defense and military con-
tacts, $528,455,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2016. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACQUISITION 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUND 

For the Department of Defense Acquisition 
Workforce Development Fund, $51,031,000. 

TITLE III 
PROCUREMENT 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground 
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $5,236,653,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2016. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, equipment, including ordnance, 
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,628,083,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2016. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training 
devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to 
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes, 
$1,545,560,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2016. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
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and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,465,937,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2016. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, and modification of vehicles, including 
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat 
vehicles; the purchase of passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; communications 
and electronic equipment; other support 
equipment; spare parts, ordnance, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $6,467,751,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2016. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away, $17,092,784,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2016. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway, $3,017,646,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2016. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $544,116,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2016. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
For expenses necessary for the construc-

tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as 
authorized by law, including armor and ar-

mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; procurement of critical, 
long lead time components and designs for 
vessels to be constructed or converted in the 
future; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be 
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title, as follows: 

Carrier Replacement Program (AP), 
$944,866,000; 

Virginia Class Submarine, $3,880,704,000; 
Virginia Class Submarine (AP), 

$2,354,612,000; 
CVN Refuelings, $1,609,324,000; 
CVN Refuelings (AP), $245,793,000; 
DDG–1000 Program, $231,694,000; 
DDG–51 Destroyer, $1,615,564,000; 
DDG–51 Destroyer (AP), $388,551,000; 
Littoral Combat Ship, $1,793,014,000; 
Afloat Forward Staging Base (AP), 

$562,000,000; 
Joint High Speed Vessel, $10,332,000; 
Moored Training Ship, $207,300,000; 
LCAC Service Life Extension Program, 

$80,987,000; 
For Outfitting, post delivery, conversions, 

and first destination transportation, 
$450,163,000; and 

For Completion of Prior Year Shipbuilding 
Programs, $625,800,000. 

In all: $15,000,704,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2018: Pro-
vided, That additional obligations may be in-
curred after September 30, 2018, for engineer-
ing services, tests, evaluations, and other 
such budgeted work that must be performed 
in the final stage of ship construction: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds provided 
under this heading for the construction or 
conversion of any naval vessel to be con-
structed in shipyards in the United States 
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the 
construction of major components of such 
vessel: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided under this heading shall be 
used for the construction of any naval vessel 
in foreign shipyards. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For procurement, production, and mod-

ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new 
ships, and ships authorized for conversion); 
the purchase of passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there-
in, may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away, $6,824,824,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2016. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For expenses necessary for the procure-

ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; and expansion of public and 
private plants, including land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there-
in, may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title, 
$1,271,311,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2016. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aircraft and equipment, including 
armor and armament, specialized ground 
handling equipment, and training devices, 
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment 
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land, 
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands 
and interests therein, may be acquired, and 
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the 
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things, $10,860,606,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2016. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and 
related equipment, including spare parts and 
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $5,267,119,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2016. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $743,442,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2016. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For procurement and modification of 
equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and communication equipment), 
and supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; lease of passenger motor ve-
hicles; and expansion of public and private 
plants, Government-owned equipment and 
installation thereof in such plants, erection 
of structures, and acquisition of land, for the 
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon, prior to approval of 
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$16,791,497,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2016. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts 
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therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, equipment, and installation 
thereof in such plants, erection of struc-
tures, and acquisition of land for the fore-
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$4,522,990,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2016. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES 

For activities by the Department of De-
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093), 
$75,135,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

TITLE IV 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $7,961,486,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2015. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $15,368,352,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2015: Provided, That funds appropriated in 
this paragraph which are available for the V- 
22 may be used to meet unique operational 
requirements of the Special Operations 
Forces: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated in this paragraph shall be available 
for the Cobra Judy program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $24,947,354,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2015. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), necessary for basic 
and applied scientific research, development, 
test and evaluation; advanced research 
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant 
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, 
and operation of facilities and equipment, 
$17,885,538,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2015: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para-
graph, $250,000,000 for the Defense Rapid In-
novation Program shall only be available for 
expenses, not otherwise provided for, to in-
clude program management and oversight, 
to conduct research, development, test and 
evaluation to include proof of concept dem-
onstration; engineering, testing, and valida-
tion; and transition to full-scale production: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
fense may transfer funds provided herein for 
the Defense Rapid Innovation Program to 
appropriations for research, development, 
test and evaluation to accomplish the pur-

pose provided herein: Provided further, That 
this transfer authority is in addition to any 
other transfer authority available to the De-
partment of Defense: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of Defense shall, not fewer 
than 30 days prior to making transfers from 
this appropriation, notify the congressional 
defense committees in writing of the details 
of any such transfer. 

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the independent activities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion, in the direction and supervision of 
operational test and evaluation, including 
initial operational test and evaluation which 
is conducted prior to, and in support of, pro-
duction decisions; joint operational testing 
and evaluation; and administrative expenses 
in connection therewith, $246,800,000, to re-
main available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2015. 

TITLE V 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 
For the Defense Working Capital Funds, 

$1,545,827,000. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex-
penses of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1744), and for the necessary expenses to 
maintain and preserve a U.S.-flag merchant 
fleet to serve the national security needs of 
the United States, $595,700,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided in this paragraph 
shall be used to award a new contract that 
provides for the acquisition of any of the fol-
lowing major components unless such com-
ponents are manufactured in the United 
States: auxiliary equipment, including 
pumps, for all shipboard services; propulsion 
system components (engines, reduction 
gears, and propellers); shipboard cranes; and 
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur-
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con-
tract awarded through the obligation of pre-
viously appropriated funds shall not be con-
sidered to be the award of a new contract: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive the restrictions in 
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic 
supplies are not available to meet Depart-
ment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes. 

TITLE VI 
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

PROGRAMS 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
for medical and health care programs of the 
Department of Defense as authorized by law, 
$33,573,582,000; of which $31,566,688,000 shall be 
for operation and maintenance, of which not 
to exceed one percent shall remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2015 and of 
which up to $15,969,816,000 may be available 
for contracts entered into under the 
TRICARE program; of which $671,181,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2016, shall be for procurement; and 
of which $1,335,713,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2015, shall 
be for research, development, test and eval-
uation: Provided, That, notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, of the amount made 
available under this heading for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation, not less than 
$8,000,000 shall be available for HIV preven-
tion educational activities undertaken in 
connection with United States military 
training, exercises, and humanitarian assist-
ance activities conducted primarily in Afri-
can nations: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this Act for re-
search, development, test and evaluation, 
procurement, or operation and maintenance 
for the Defense Health Agency, not more 
than 25 percent may be used until the date 
on which the program plan for the oversight 
and execution of the integrated electronic 
health record program required by subtitle C 
of title VII of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 is submitted 
to Congress. 

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the destruction of the United 
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 
1521), and for the destruction of other chem-
ical warfare materials that are not in the 
chemical weapon stockpile, $1,057,123,000, of 
which $451,572,000 shall be for operation and 
maintenance, of which no less than 
$51,217,000 shall be for the Chemical Stock-
pile Emergency Preparedness Program, con-
sisting of $21,489,000 for activities on mili-
tary installations and $29,728,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2015, to assist 
State and local governments; $1,368,000 shall 
be for procurement, to remain available 
until September 30, 2016, of which $1,368,000 
shall be for the Chemical Stockpile Emer-
gency Preparedness Program to assist State 
and local governments; and $604,183,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2015, 
shall be for research, development, test and 
evaluation, of which $584,238,000 shall only be 
for the Assembled Chemical Weapons Alter-
natives (ACWA) program. 

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-

tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
transfer to appropriations available to the 
Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel of the reserve components serving 
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32, 
United States Code; for operation and main-
tenance; for procurement; and for research, 
development, test and evaluation, 
$1,007,762,000: Provided, That the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available 
for obligation for the same time period and 
for the same purpose as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For expenses and activities of the Office of 

the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, $347,000,000, of which 
$346,000,000 shall be for operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is 
available for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen-
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential 
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military purposes; and of which $1,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2016, 
shall be for procurement. 

TITLE VII 
RELATED AGENCIES 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 

For payment to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System 
Fund, to maintain the proper funding level 
for continuing the operation of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, $514,000,000. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 
ACCOUNT 

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence 
Community Management Account, 
$552,535,000. 

TITLE VIII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year, 
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of 
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall 
not apply to personnel of the Department of 
Defense: Provided, That salary increases 
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign 
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a 
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by 
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national 
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited 
for obligation during the current fiscal year 
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to obligations for support of 
active duty training of reserve components 
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-

retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with 
the approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget, transfer not to exceed 
$4,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military 
construction) between such appropriations 
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes, and for the same time period, as 
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to 
transfer may not be used unless for higher 
priority items, based on unforeseen military 
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the 
item for which funds are requested has been 
denied by the Congress: Provided further, 

That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other au-
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able to prepare or present a request to the 
Committees on Appropriations for re-
programming of funds, unless for higher pri-
ority items, based on unforeseen military re-
quirements, than those for which originally 
appropriated and in no case where the item 
for which reprogramming is requested has 
been denied by the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That a request for multiple 
reprogrammings of funds using authority 
provided in this section shall be made prior 
to June 30, 2014: Provided further, That trans-
fers among military personnel appropria-
tions shall not be taken into account for pur-
poses of the limitation on the amount of 
funds that may be transferred under this sec-
tion. 

SEC. 8006. (a) With regard to the list of spe-
cific programs, projects, and activities (and 
the dollar amounts and adjustments to budg-
et activities corresponding to such programs, 
projects, and activities) contained in the ta-
bles titled ‘‘Explanation of Project Level Ad-
justments’’ in the explanatory statement re-
garding this Act the obligation and expendi-
ture of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available in this Act for those pro-
grams, projects, and activities for which the 
amounts appropriated exceed the amounts 
requested are hereby required by law to be 
carried out in the manner provided by such 
tables to the same extent as if the tables 
were included in the text of this Act. 

(b) Amounts specified in the referenced ta-
bles described in subsection (a) shall not be 
treated as subdivisions of appropriations for 
purposes of section 8005 of this Act: Provided, 
That section 8005 shall apply when transfers 
of the amounts described in subsection (a) 
occur between appropriation accounts. 

SEC. 8007. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Department of 
Defense shall submit a report to the congres-
sional defense committees to establish the 
baseline for application of reprogramming 
and transfer authorities for fiscal year 2014: 
Provided, That the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con-
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis-
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en-
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap-
propriation both by budget activity and pro-
gram, project, and activity as detailed in the 
Budget Appendix; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 8005 of this 
Act, none of the funds provided in this Act 
shall be available for reprogramming or 
transfer until the report identified in sub-
section (a) is submitted to the congressional 
defense committees, unless the Secretary of 
Defense certifies in writing to the congres-
sional defense committees that such re-
programming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8008. During the current fiscal year, 

cash balances in working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense established pursuant 
to section 2208 of title 10, United States 
Code, may be maintained in only such 
amounts as are necessary at any time for 
cash disbursements to be made from such 
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made 
between such funds: Provided further, That 
transfers may be made between working cap-
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Defense’’ appropriation and the 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance’’ appropriation 
accounts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the Office of Management and 
Budget, except that such transfers may not 
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has 
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts 
appropriated to working capital funds in this 
Act, no obligations may be made against a 
working capital fund to procure or increase 
the value of war reserve material inventory, 
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified 
the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8009. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access 
program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in advance to the congressional 
defense committees. 

SEC. 8010. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year of the contract or 
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil-
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract 
for advance procurement leading to a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year, unless the con-
gressional defense committees have been no-
tified at least 30 days in advance of the pro-
posed contract award: Provided, That no part 
of any appropriation contained in this Act 
shall be available to initiate a multiyear 
contract for which the economic order quan-
tity advance procurement is not funded at 
least to the limits of the Government’s li-
ability: Provided further, That no part of any 
appropriation contained in this Act shall be 
available to initiate multiyear procurement 
contracts for any systems or component 
thereof if the value of the multiyear con-
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi-
cally provided in this Act: Provided further, 
That no multiyear procurement contract can 
be terminated without 10-day prior notifica-
tion to the congressional defense commit-
tees: Provided further, That the execution of 
multiyear authority shall require the use of 
a present value analysis to determine lowest 
cost compared to an annual procurement: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used for a 
multiyear contract executed after the date 
of the enactment of this Act unless in the 
case of any such contract— 

(1) the Secretary of Defense has submitted 
to Congress a budget request for full funding 
of units to be procured through the contract 
and, in the case of a contract for procure-
ment of aircraft, that includes, for any air-
craft unit to be procured through the con-
tract for which procurement funds are re-
quested in that budget request for produc-
tion beyond advance procurement activities 
in the fiscal year covered by the budget, full 
funding of procurement of such unit in that 
fiscal year; 

(2) cancellation provisions in the contract 
do not include consideration of recurring 
manufacturing costs of the contractor asso-
ciated with the production of unfunded units 
to be delivered under the contract; 

(3) the contract provides that payments to 
the contractor under the contract shall not 
be made in advance of incurred costs on 
funded units; and 

(4) the contract does not provide for a price 
adjustment based on a failure to award a fol-
low-on contract. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act 
may be used for a multiyear procurement 
contract as follows: 

E–2D Advanced Hawkeye, SSN 774 Virginia 
class submarine, KC-130J, C-130J, HC-130J, 
MC-130J, AC-130J aircraft, Ground-Based 
Midcourse Defense System Ground-Based 
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Interceptors, and government furnished 
equipment. 

SEC. 8011. Within the funds appropriated 
for the operation and maintenance of the 
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code. Such funds may also be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in 
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United 
States Code, and these obligations shall be 
reported as required by section 401(d) of title 
10, United States Code: Provided, That funds 
available for operation and maintenance 
shall be available for providing humani-
tarian and similar assistance by using Civic 
Action Teams in the Trust Territories of the 
Pacific Islands and freely associated states 
of Micronesia, pursuant to the Compact of 
Free Association as authorized by Public 
Law 99–239: Provided further, That upon a de-
termination by the Secretary of the Army 
that such action is beneficial for graduate 
medical education programs conducted at 
Army medical facilities located in Hawaii, 
the Secretary of the Army may authorize 
the provision of medical services at such fa-
cilities and transportation to such facilities, 
on a nonreimbursable basis, for civilian pa-
tients from American Samoa, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Mi-
cronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

SEC. 8012. (a) During fiscal year 2014, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of 
any end-strength, and the management of 
such personnel during that fiscal year shall 
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed 
on the last day of such fiscal year. 

(b) The fiscal year 2015 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2015 Department of 
Defense budget request shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress as if subsections 
(a) and (c) of this provision were effective 
with regard to fiscal year 2015. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians. 

SEC. 8013. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly 
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress. 

SEC. 8014. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for the basic 
pay and allowances of any member of the 
Army participating as a full-time student 
and receiving benefits paid by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs from the Department of 
Defense Education Benefits Fund when time 
spent as a full-time student is credited to-
ward completion of a service commitment: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
those members who have reenlisted with this 
option prior to October 1, 1987: Provided fur-
ther, That this section applies only to active 
components of the Army. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8015. Funds appropriated in title III of 

this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred 
to any other appropriation contained in this 
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a 
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 
U.S.C. 2302 note), as amended, under the au-
thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8016. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments 
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and 
under unless the anchor and mooring chain 
are manufactured in the United States from 
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That 
for the purpose of this section, the term 
‘‘manufactured’’ shall include cutting, heat 
treating, quality control, testing of chain 
and welding (including the forging and shot 
blasting process): Provided further, That for 
the purpose of this section substantially all 
of the components of anchor and mooring 
chain shall be considered to be produced or 
manufactured in the United States if the ag-
gregate cost of the components produced or 
manufactured in the United States exceeds 
the aggregate cost of the components pro-
duced or manufactured outside the United 
States: Provided further, That when adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis, the Secretary of the Service re-
sponsible for the procurement may waive 
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes. 

SEC. 8017. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense in the current fis-
cal year and any fiscal year thereafter may 
be used to demilitarize or dispose of M–1 Car-
bines, M–1 Garand rifles, M–14 rifles, .22 cal-
iber rifles, .30 caliber rifles, or M–1911 pistols, 
or to demilitarize or destroy small arms am-
munition or ammunition components that 
are not otherwise prohibited from commer-
cial sale under Federal law, unless the small 
arms ammunition or ammunition compo-
nents are certified by the Secretary of the 
Army or designee as unserviceable or unsafe 
for further use. 

SEC. 8018. No more than $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated or made available in this 
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year 
for any single relocation of an organization, 
unit, activity or function of the Department 
of Defense into or within the National Cap-
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
congressional defense committees that such 
a relocation is required in the best interest 
of the Government. 

SEC. 8019. In addition to the funds provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $15,000,000 is appro-
priated only for incentive payments author-
ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing 
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That a 
prime contractor or a subcontractor at any 
tier that makes a subcontract award to any 
subcontractor or supplier as defined in sec-
tion 1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec-
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code, 
shall be considered a contractor for the pur-
poses of being allowed additional compensa-
tion under section 504 of the Indian Financ-
ing Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544) whenever the 
prime contract or subcontract amount is 
over $500,000 and involves the expenditure of 
funds appropriated by an Act making Appro-
priations for the Department of Defense with 
respect to any fiscal year: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding section 1906 of title 41, 
United States Code, this section shall be ap-
plicable to any Department of Defense acqui-
sition of supplies or services, including any 
contract and any subcontract at any tier for 
acquisition of commercial items produced or 
manufactured, in whole or in part, by any 
subcontractor or supplier defined in section 
1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 

small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec-
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code. 

SEC. 8020. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for the Defense Media Activity shall not be 
used for any national or international polit-
ical or psychological activities. 

SEC. 8021. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense is authorized to 
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of 
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation 
of receipt of contributions, only from the 
Government of Kuwait, under that section: 
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall 
be credited to the appropriations or fund 
which incurred such obligations. 

SEC. 8022. (a) Of the funds made available 
in this Act, not less than $39,532,000 shall be 
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora-
tion, of which— 

(1) $28,400,000 shall be available from ‘‘Op-
eration and Maintenance, Air Force’’ to sup-
port Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation 
and maintenance, readiness, counterdrug ac-
tivities, and drug demand reduction activi-
ties involving youth programs; 

(2) $10,200,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force’’; and 

(3) $932,000 shall be available from ‘‘Other 
Procurement, Air Force’’ for vehicle pro-
curement. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force should 
waive reimbursement for any funds used by 
the Civil Air Patrol for counter-drug activi-
ties in support of Federal, State, and local 
government agencies. 

SEC. 8023. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish 
a new Department of Defense (department) 
federally funded research and development 
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as 
a separate entity administrated by an orga-
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a 
nonprofit membership corporation con-
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and 
other nonprofit entities. 

(b) No member of a Board of Directors, 
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special 
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any 
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no 
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex-
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca-
pacity, may be compensated for his or her 
services as a member of such entity, or as a 
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in 
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any 
such entity referred to previously in this 
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses 
and per diem as authorized under the Federal 
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in 
the performance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the de-
partment from any source during fiscal year 
2014 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, 
for construction of new buildings, for pay-
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by 
Government grants, for absorption of con-
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con-
tributions, not to include employee partici-
pation in community service and/or develop-
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds available to the department 
during fiscal year 2014, not more than 5,750 
staff years of technical effort (staff years) 
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That of the specific amount referred to pre-
viously in this subsection, not more than 
1,125 staff years may be funded for the de-
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs: Provided 
further, That this subsection shall not apply 
to staff years funded in the National Intel-
ligence Program (NIP) and the Military In-
telligence Program (MIP). 
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(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the 

submission of the department’s fiscal year 
2015 budget request, submit a report pre-
senting the specific amounts of staff years of 
technical effort to be allocated for each de-
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year and the 
associated budget estimates. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the total amount appropriated in 
this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by 
$40,000,000. 

SEC. 8024. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
procure carbon, alloy, or armor steel plate 
for use in any Government-owned facility or 
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and 
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions 
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply 
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and 
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy, or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply 
to contracts which are in being as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 8025. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’ 
means the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives. 

SEC. 8026. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense may acquire the 
modification, depot maintenance and repair 
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the 
production of components and other Defense- 
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided, 
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the 
military department or Defense Agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable 
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for 
both public and private bids: Provided further, 
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A–76 shall not apply to competitions 
conducted under this section. 

SEC. 8027. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States 
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement 
described in paragraph (2) has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against certain types of products produced in 
the United States that are covered by the 
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the 
Buy American Act with respect to such 
types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement 
memorandum of understanding, between the 
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has 
prospectively waived the Buy American Act 
for certain products in that country. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the amount of 
Department of Defense purchases from for-

eign entities in fiscal year 2014. Such report 
shall separately indicate the dollar value of 
items for which the Buy American Act was 
waived pursuant to any agreement described 
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘‘Buy American Act’’ means chapter 83 of 
title 41, United States Code. 

SEC. 8028. During the current fiscal year, 
amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account established by section 
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note) shall be available until expended 
for the payments specified by section 
2921(c)(2) of that Act. 

SEC. 8029. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may convey at no cost to the Air 
Force, without consideration, to Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or-
egon, Minnesota, and Washington 
relocatable military housing units located at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, Malmstrom Air 
Force Base, Mountain Home Air Force Base, 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, and Minot Air 
Force Base that are excess to the needs of 
the Air Force. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force shall 
convey, at no cost to the Air Force, military 
housing units under subsection (a) in accord-
ance with the request for such units that are 
submitted to the Secretary by the Operation 
Walking Shield Program on behalf of Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or-
egon, Minnesota, and Washington. Any such 
conveyance shall be subject to the condition 
that the housing units shall be removed 
within a reasonable period of time, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(c) The Operation Walking Shield Program 
shall resolve any conflicts among requests of 
Indian tribes for housing units under sub-
section (a) before submitting requests to the 
Secretary of the Air Force under subsection 
(b). 

(d) In this section, the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
means any recognized Indian tribe included 
on the current list published by the Sec-
retary of the Interior under section 104 of the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103–454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 
U.S.C. 479a–1). 

SEC. 8030. During the current fiscal year, 
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $250,000. 

SEC. 8031. (a) During the current fiscal 
year, none of the appropriations or funds 
available to the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the 
purchase of an investment item for the pur-
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for 
sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus-
tomers of the Department of Defense Work-
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not 
have been chargeable to the Department of 
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis-
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an 
investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement. 

(b) The fiscal year 2015 budget request for 
the Department of Defense, as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2015 Department of 
Defense budget, shall be prepared and sub-
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any 

equipment which was classified as an end 
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted 
for in a proposed fiscal year 2015 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the supply 
management business area or any other area 
or category of the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds. 

SEC. 8032. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve 
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2015: Provided, That 
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise 
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur-
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That any funds appropriated 
or transferred to the Central Intelligence 
Agency for advanced research and develop-
ment acquisition, for agent operations, and 
for covert action programs authorized by the 
President under section 503 of the National 
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3093) shall re-
main available until September 30, 2015. 

SEC. 8033. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this 
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may 
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence 
Program intelligence communications and 
intelligence information systems for the 
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands. 

SEC. 8034. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense under the heading 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, not less than $12,000,000 shall be made 
available only for the mitigation of environ-
mental impacts, including training and tech-
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis-
trative support, the gathering of informa-
tion, documenting of environmental damage, 
and developing a system for prioritization of 
mitigation and cost to complete estimates 
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting 
from Department of Defense activities. 

SEC. 8035. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an 
entity of the Department of Defense unless 
the entity, in expending the funds, complies 
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American 
Act’’ means chapter 83 of title 41, United 
States Code. 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America’’ inscription to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of 
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting 
with the Department of Defense. 

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and 
products, provided that American-made 
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality competitive, and available in a 
timely fashion. 

SEC. 8036. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for a contract 
for studies, analysis, or consulting services 
entered into without competition on the 
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the 
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines— 

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work; 
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(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore 

an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and 
was submitted in confidence by one source; 
or 

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take 
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern, 
or to insure that a new product or idea of a 
specific concern is given financial support: 
Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to contracts in an amount of less than 
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of 
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has 
been confirmed by the Senate, determines 
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense. 

SEC. 8037. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used— 

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or 
(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the 

Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de-
partment who is transferred or reassigned 
from a headquarters activity if the member 
or employee’s place of duty remains at the 
location of that headquarters. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary 
of a military department may waive the lim-
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case 
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate that the granting of the waiver will re-
duce the personnel requirements or the fi-
nancial requirements of the department. 

(c) This section does not apply to— 
(1) field operating agencies funded within 

the National Intelligence Program; 
(2) an Army field operating agency estab-

lished to eliminate, mitigate, or counter the 
effects of improvised explosive devices, and, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Army, 
other similar threats; or 

(3) an Army field operating agency estab-
lished to improve the effectiveness and effi-
ciencies of biometric activities and to inte-
grate common biometric technologies 
throughout the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8038. The Secretary of Defense, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, act-
ing through the Office of Economic Adjust-
ment of the Department of Defense, may use 
funds made available in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide’’ to make grants and supplement 
other Federal funds in accordance with the 
guidance provided in the explanatory state-
ment accompanying this Act. 

SEC. 8039. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act shall be available to con-
vert to contractor performance an activity 
or function of the Department of Defense 
that, on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, is performed by Department of De-
fense civilian employees unless— 

(1) the conversion is based on the result of 
a public-private competition that includes a 
most efficient and cost effective organiza-
tion plan developed by such activity or func-
tion; 

(2) the Competitive Sourcing Official deter-
mines that, over all performance periods 
stated in the solicitation of offers for per-
formance of the activity or function, the 
cost of performance of the activity or func-
tion by a contractor would be less costly to 
the Department of Defense by an amount 
that equals or exceeds the lesser of— 

(A) 10 percent of the most efficient organi-
zation’s personnel-related costs for perform-
ance of that activity or function by Federal 
employees; or 

(B) $10,000,000; and 

(3) the contractor does not receive an ad-
vantage for a proposal that would reduce 
costs for the Department of Defense by— 

(A) not making an employer-sponsored 
health insurance plan available to the work-
ers who are to be employed in the perform-
ance of that activity or function under the 
contract; or 

(B) offering to such workers an employer- 
sponsored health benefits plan that requires 
the employer to contribute less towards the 
premium or subscription share than the 
amount that is paid by the Department of 
Defense for health benefits for civilian em-
ployees under chapter 89 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b)(1) The Department of Defense, without 
regard to subsection (a) of this section or 
subsection (a), (b), or (c) of section 2461 of 
title 10, United States Code, and notwith-
standing any administrative regulation, re-
quirement, or policy to the contrary shall 
have full authority to enter into a contract 
for the performance of any commercial or in-
dustrial type function of the Department of 
Defense that— 

(A) is included on the procurement list es-
tablished pursuant to section 2 of the Javits- 
Wagner-O’Day Act (section 8503 of title 41, 
United States Code); 

(B) is planned to be converted to perform-
ance by a qualified nonprofit agency for the 
blind or by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
other severely handicapped individuals in ac-
cordance with that Act; or 

(C) is planned to be converted to perform-
ance by a qualified firm under at least 51 per-
cent ownership by an Indian tribe, as defined 
in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)), or a Native Hawaiian Organization, 
as defined in section 8(a)(15) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)(15)). 

(2) This section shall not apply to depot 
contracts or contracts for depot mainte-
nance as provided in sections 2469 and 2474 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(c) The conversion of any activity or func-
tion of the Department of Defense under the 
authority provided by this section shall be 
credited toward any competitive or out-
sourcing goal, target, or measurement that 
may be established by statute, regulation, or 
policy and is deemed to be awarded under the 
authority of, and in compliance with, sub-
section (h) of section 2304 of title 10, United 
States Code, for the competition or out-
sourcing of commercial activities. 

(RESCISSIONS) 
SEC. 8040. Of the funds appropriated in De-

partment of Defense Appropriations Acts, 
the following funds are hereby rescinded 
from the following accounts and programs in 
the specified amounts: 

‘‘National Defense Sealift Fund, 2011/ 
XXXX’’, $28,000,000; 

‘‘National Defense Sealift Fund, 2012/ 
XXXX’’, $14,000,000; 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2012/2014’’, 
$30,000,000; 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 2012/ 
2014’’, $443,000,000; 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 2012/ 
2014’’, $10,000,000; 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2013/2015’’, 
$85,000,000; 

‘‘Weapons Procurement, Navy, 2013/2015’’, 
$5,000,000; 

‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 2013/ 
2017’’: CVN-71, $68,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Navy, 2013/2015’’, 
$3,553,000; 

‘‘Procurement, Marine Corps, 2013/2015’’, 
$12,650,000; 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 2013/ 
2015’’, $60,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force, 2013/2015’’, 
$38,900,000; 

‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide, 2013/2015’’, 
$72,776,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Army, 2013/2014’’, $380,861,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Navy, 2013/2014’’, $49,331,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, 2013/2014’’, $115,000,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense-Wide, 2013/2014’’, $213,000,000; 

‘‘Ship Modernization Operations and 
Sustainment Fund, 2013/2014’’, $1,414,500,000. 

SEC. 8041. None of the funds available in 
this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military technicians (dual 
status) of the Army National Guard, Air Na-
tional Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force 
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-
ministratively imposed civilian personnel 
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military tech-
nicians (dual status), unless such reductions 
are a direct result of a reduction in military 
force structure. 

SEC. 8042. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for assistance to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
unless specifically appropriated for that pur-
pose. 

SEC. 8043. Funds appropriated in this Act 
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Combatant Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for 
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other 
expenses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National 
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve provide intel-
ligence or counterintelligence support to 
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the 
activities and programs included within the 
National Intelligence Program and the Mili-
tary Intelligence Program: Provided, That 
nothing in this section authorizes deviation 
from established Reserve and National Guard 
personnel and training procedures. 

SEC. 8044. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds appropriated in this Act 
may be used to reduce the civilian medical 
and medical support personnel assigned to 
military treatment facilities below the Sep-
tember 30, 2003, level: Provided, That the 
Service Surgeons General may waive this 
section by certifying to the congressional de-
fense committees that the beneficiary popu-
lation is declining in some catchment areas 
and civilian strength reductions may be con-
sistent with responsible resource steward-
ship and capitation-based budgeting. 

SEC. 8045. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug 
activities may be transferred to any other 
department or agency of the United States 
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year 
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities may be transferred to any other de-
partment or agency of the United States ex-
cept as specifically provided in an appropria-
tions law. 

SEC. 8046. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used for the procurement 
of ball and roller bearings other than those 
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such 
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an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses: Provided further, That this restriction 
shall not apply to the purchase of ‘‘commer-
cial items’’, as defined by section 4(12) of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, 
except that the restriction shall apply to 
ball or roller bearings purchased as end 
items. 

SEC. 8047. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to purchase any supercomputer 
which is not manufactured in the United 
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from 
United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8048. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act may be used to pay 
the salary of any officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense who approves or im-
plements the transfer of administrative re-
sponsibilities or budgetary resources of any 
program, project, or activity financed by 
this Act to the jurisdiction of another Fed-
eral agency not financed by this Act without 
the express authorization of Congress: Pro-
vided, That this limitation shall not apply to 
transfers of funds expressly provided for in 
Defense Appropriations Acts, or provisions of 
Acts providing supplemental appropriations 
for the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8049. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, none of the funds available 
to the Department of Defense for the current 
fiscal year may be obligated or expended to 
transfer to another nation or an inter-
national organization any defense articles or 
services (other than intelligence services) for 
use in the activities described in subsection 
(b) unless the congressional defense commit-
tees, the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
are notified 15 days in advance of such trans-
fer. 

(b) This section applies to— 
(1) any international peacekeeping or 

peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter under the authority 
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and 

(2) any other international peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation. 

(c) A notice under subsection (a) shall in-
clude the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of 
equipment or supplies— 

(A) a statement of whether the inventory 
requirements of all elements of the Armed 
Forces (including the reserve components) 
for the type of equipment or supplies to be 
transferred have been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes 
to provide funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8050. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense under this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid 
by the contractor to an employee when— 

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8051. During the current fiscal year, 

no more than $30,000,000 of appropriations 

made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may 
be transferred to appropriations available for 
the pay of military personnel, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, to be used in support of such per-
sonnel in connection with support and serv-
ices for eligible organizations and activities 
outside the Department of Defense pursuant 
to section 2012 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 8052. During the current fiscal year, in 
the case of an appropriation account of the 
Department of Defense for which the period 
of availability for obligation has expired or 
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and 
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any 
current appropriation account for the same 
purpose as the expired or closed account if— 

(1) the obligation would have been properly 
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the 
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count; 

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly 
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and 

(3) in the case of an expired account, the 
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense 
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That 
in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that 
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated 
or unexpended balance in the account, any 
charge to a current account under the au-
thority of this section shall be reversed and 
recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged 
to a current appropriation under this section 
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the total appropriation for that account. 

SEC. 8053. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip-
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn-
ing Project by any person or entity on a 
space-available, reimbursable basis. The 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es-
tablish the amount of reimbursement for 
such use on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a) 
shall be credited to funds available for the 
National Guard Distance Learning Project 
and be available to defray the costs associ-
ated with the use of equipment of the project 
under that subsection. Such funds shall be 
available for such purposes without fiscal 
year limitation. 

SEC. 8054. Using funds made available by 
this Act or any other Act, the Secretary of 
the Air Force, pursuant to a determination 
under section 2690 of title 10, United States 
Code, may implement cost-effective agree-
ments for required heating facility mod-
ernization in the Kaiserslautern Military 
Community in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many: Provided, That in the City of 
Kaiserslautern and at the Rhine Ordnance 
Barracks area, such agreements will include 
the use of United States anthracite as the 
base load energy for municipal district heat 
to the United States Defense installations: 
Provided further, That at Landstuhl Army 
Regional Medical Center and Ramstein Air 
Base, furnished heat may be obtained from 
private, regional or municipal services, if 
provisions are included for the consideration 
of United States coal as an energy source. 

SEC. 8055. None of the funds appropriated in 
title IV of this Act may be used to procure 

end-items for delivery to military forces for 
operational training, operational use or in-
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to end-items used in 
development, prototyping, and test activi-
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for 
operational use: Provided further, That this 
restriction does not apply to programs fund-
ed within the National Intelligence Program: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that it is 
in the national security interest to do so. 

SEC. 8056. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re-
spect to a foreign country each limitation on 
the procurement of defense items from for-
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary 
determines that the application of the limi-
tation with respect to that country would in-
validate cooperative programs entered into 
between the Department of Defense and the 
foreign country, or would invalidate recip-
rocal trade agreements for the procurement 
of defense items entered into under section 
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the 
country does not discriminate against the 
same or similar defense items produced in 
the United States for that country. 

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to— 
(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into 

on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) options for the procurement of items 
that are exercised after such date under con-
tracts that are entered into before such date 
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea-
son other than the application of a waiver 
granted under subsection (a). 

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi-
tation regarding construction of public ves-
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth-
ing or textile materials as defined by section 
11 (chapters 50–65) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule and products classified under head-
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505, 
7019, 7218 through 7229, 7304.41 through 
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108, 
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404. 

SEC. 8057. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to support any 
training program involving a unit of the se-
curity forces or police of a foreign country if 
the Secretary of Defense has received cred-
ible information from the Department of 
State that the unit has committed a gross 
violation of human rights, unless all nec-
essary corrective steps have been taken. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, shall en-
sure that prior to a decision to conduct any 
training program referred to in subsection 
(a), full consideration is given to all credible 
information available to the Department of 
State relating to human rights violations by 
foreign security forces. 

(c) The Secretary of Defense, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of State, may 
waive the prohibition in subsection (a) if he 
determines that such waiver is required by 
extraordinary circumstances. 

(d) Not more than 15 days after the exer-
cise of any waiver under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to 
the congressional defense committees de-
scribing the extraordinary circumstances, 
the purpose and duration of the training pro-
gram, the United States forces and the for-
eign security forces involved in the training 
program, and the information relating to 
human rights violations that necessitates 
the waiver. 

SEC. 8058. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or other 
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated or expended for the purpose 
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of performing repairs or maintenance to 
military family housing units of the Depart-
ment of Defense, including areas in such 
military family housing units that may be 
used for the purpose of conducting official 
Department of Defense business. 

SEC. 8059. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’ for any 
new start advanced concept technology dem-
onstration project or joint capability dem-
onstration project may only be obligated 45 
days after a report, including a description 
of the project, the planned acquisition and 
transition strategy and its estimated annual 
and total cost, has been provided in writing 
to the congressional defense committees: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying to the congressional defense 
committees that it is in the national inter-
est to do so. 

SEC. 8060. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide a classified quarterly report begin-
ning 30 days after enactment of this Act, to 
the House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees, Subcommittees on Defense on cer-
tain matters as directed in the classified 
annex accompanying this Act. 

SEC. 8061. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup-
port to another department or agency of the 
United States if such department or agency 
is more than 90 days in arrears in making 
payment to the Department of Defense for 
goods or services previously provided to such 
department or agency on a reimbursable 
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply if the department is authorized by 
law to provide support to such department or 
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is 
providing the requested support pursuant to 
such authority: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that it is in the national security 
interest to do so. 

SEC. 8062. Notwithstanding section 12310(b) 
of title 10, United States Code, a Reserve 
who is a member of the National Guard serv-
ing on full-time National Guard duty under 
section 502(f) of title 32, United States Code, 
may perform duties in support of the ground- 
based elements of the National Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense System. 

SEC. 8063. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to transfer to any non-
governmental entity ammunition held by 
the Department of Defense that has a center- 
fire cartridge and a United States military 
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene-
trator’’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor 
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc-
ing incendiary tracer (API-T)’’, except to an 
entity performing demilitarization services 
for the Department of Defense under a con-
tract that requires the entity to dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart-
ment of Defense that armor piercing projec-
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of 
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2) 
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant 
to a contract with the Department of De-
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for 
export pursuant to a License for Permanent 
Export of Unclassified Military Articles 
issued by the Department of State. 

SEC. 8064. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive 
payment of all or part of the consideration 
that otherwise would be required under sec-
tion 2667 of title 10, United States Code, in 
the case of a lease of personal property for a 

period not in excess of 1 year to any organi-
zation specified in section 508(d) of title 32, 
United States Code, or any other youth, so-
cial, or fraternal nonprofit organization as 
may be approved by the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by- 
case basis. 

SEC. 8065. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used for the support of 
any nonappropriated funds activity of the 
Department of Defense that procures malt 
beverages and wine with nonappropriated 
funds for resale (including such alcoholic 
beverages sold by the drink) on a military 
installation located in the United States un-
less such malt beverages and wine are pro-
cured within that State, or in the case of the 
District of Columbia, within the District of 
Columbia, in which the military installation 
is located: Provided, That in a case in which 
the military installation is located in more 
than one State, purchases may be made in 
any State in which the installation is lo-
cated: Provided further, That such local pro-
curement requirements for malt beverages 
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev-
erages only for military installations in 
States which are not contiguous with an-
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic 
beverages other than wine and malt bev-
erages, in contiguous States and the District 
of Columbia shall be procured from the most 
competitive source, price and other factors 
considered. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8066. Of the amounts appropriated in 

this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army’’, $108,725,800 shall re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to transfer such funds to other activities of 
the Federal Government: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to enter into and carry out contracts for the 
acquisition of real property, construction, 
personal services, and operations related to 
projects carrying out the purposes of this 
section: Provided further, That contracts en-
tered into under the authority of this section 
may provide for such indemnification as the 
Secretary determines to be necessary: Pro-
vided further, That projects authorized by 
this section shall comply with applicable 
Federal, State, and local law to the max-
imum extent consistent with the national se-
curity, as determined by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

SEC. 8067. Section 8106 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I 
through VIII of the matter under subsection 
101(b) of Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 3009– 
111; 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef-
fect to apply to disbursements that are made 
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 
2014. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8068. During the current fiscal year, 

not to exceed $200,000,000 from funds avail-
able under ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide’’ may be transferred to the De-
partment of State ‘‘Global Security Contin-
gency Fund’’: Provided, That this transfer 
authority is in addition to any other transfer 
authority available to the Department of De-
fense: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Defense shall, not fewer than 30 days prior to 
making transfers to the Department of State 
‘‘Global Security Contingency Fund’’, notify 
the congressional defense committees in 
writing with the source of funds and a de-
tailed justification, execution plan, and 
timeline for each proposed project. 

SEC. 8069. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $4,000,000 is hereby ap-
propriated to the Department of Defense, to 
remain available for obligation until ex-

pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, that upon the deter-
mination of the Secretary of Defense that it 
shall serve the national interest, these funds 
shall be available only for a grant to the 
Fisher House Foundation, Inc., only for the 
construction and furnishing of additional 
Fisher Houses to meet the needs of military 
family members when confronted with the 
illness or hospitalization of an eligible mili-
tary beneficiary. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8070. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the headings ‘‘Procurement, 
Defense-Wide’’ and ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’, 
$489,091,000 shall be for the Israeli Coopera-
tive Programs: Provided, That of this 
amount, $220,309,000 shall be for the Sec-
retary of Defense to provide to the Govern-
ment of Israel for the procurement of the 
Iron Dome defense system to counter short- 
range rocket threats; $149,712,000 shall be for 
the Short Range Ballistic Missile Defense 
(SRBMD) program, including cruise missile 
defense research and development under the 
SRBMD program, of which $15,000,000 shall 
be for production activities of SRBMD mis-
siles in the United States and in Israel to 
meet Israel’s defense requirements con-
sistent with each nation’s laws, regulations, 
and procedures; $74,707,000 shall be available 
for an upper-tier component to the Israeli 
Missile Defense Architecture, and $44,363,000 
shall be available for the Arrow System Im-
provement Program including development 
of a long range, ground and airborne, detec-
tion suite: Provided further, That funds made 
available under this provision for production 
of missiles and missile components may be 
transferred to appropriations available for 
the procurement of weapons and equipment, 
to be merged with and to be available for the 
same time period and the same purposes as 
the appropriation to which transferred: Pro-
vided further, That the transfer authority 
provided under this provision is in addition 
to any other transfer authority provided in 
this Act. 

SEC. 8071. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be obligated 
to modify command and control relation-
ships to give Fleet Forces Command oper-
ational and administrative control of U.S. 
Navy forces assigned to the Pacific fleet. 

(b) None of the funds available to the De-
partment of Defense may be obligated to 
modify command and control relationships 
to give United States Transportation Com-
mand operational and administrative control 
of C–130 and KC–135 forces assigned to the 
Pacific and European Air Force Commands. 

(c) The command and control relationships 
in subsections (a) and (b) which existed on 
March 13, 2011, shall remain in force unless 
changes are specifically authorized in a sub-
sequent Act. 

(d) This subsection does not apply to ad-
ministrative control of Navy Air and Missile 
Defense Command. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8072. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding 
and Conversion, Navy’’, $625,800,000 shall be 
available until September 30, 2014, to fund 
prior year shipbuilding cost increases: Pro-
vided, That upon enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Navy shall transfer funds to 
the following appropriations in the amounts 
specified: Provided further, That the amounts 
transferred shall be merged with and be 
available for the same purposes as the appro-
priations to which transferred to: 

(1) Under the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and 
Conversion, Navy, 2007/2014’’: LHA Replace-
ment Program $37,700,000; and 
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(2) Under the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and 

Conversion, Navy, 2008/2014’’: Carrier Re-
placement Program $588,100,000. 

SEC. 8073. Funds appropriated by this Act, 
or made available by the transfer of funds in 
this Act, for intelligence activities are 
deemed to be specifically authorized by the 
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3094) 
during fiscal year 2014 until the enactment of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2014. 

SEC. 8074. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds that creates or initiates a new pro-
gram, project, or activity unless such pro-
gram, project, or activity must be under-
taken immediately in the interest of na-
tional security and only after written prior 
notification to the congressional defense 
committees. 

SEC. 8075. The budget of the President for 
fiscal year 2015 submitted to the Congress 
pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall include separate budget 
justification documents for costs of United 
States Armed Forces’ participation in con-
tingency operations for the Military Per-
sonnel accounts, the Operation and Mainte-
nance accounts, and the Procurement ac-
counts: Provided, That these documents shall 
include a description of the funding re-
quested for each contingency operation, for 
each military service, to include all Active 
and Reserve components, and for each appro-
priations account: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include estimated 
costs for each element of expense or object 
class, a reconciliation of increases and de-
creases for each contingency operation, and 
programmatic data including, but not lim-
ited to, troop strength for each Active and 
Reserve component, and estimates of the 
major weapons systems deployed in support 
of each contingency: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include budget exhib-
its OP–5 and OP–32 (as defined in the Depart-
ment of Defense Financial Management Reg-
ulation) for all contingency operations for 
the budget year and the two preceding fiscal 
years. 

SEC. 8076. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used for research, development, test, 
evaluation, procurement, or deployment of 
nuclear armed interceptors of a missile de-
fense system. 

SEC. 8077. In addition to the amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act, $44,000,000 is hereby appro-
priated to the Department of Defense: Pro-
vided, That upon the determination of the 
Secretary of Defense that it shall serve the 
national interest, he shall make grants in 
the amounts specified as follows: $20,000,000 
to the United Service Organizations and 
$24,000,000 to the Red Cross. 

SEC. 8078. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
reduce or disestablish the operation of the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of 
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would 
reduce the WC–130 Weather Reconnaissance 
mission below the levels funded in this Act: 
Provided, That the Air Force shall allow the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron to 
perform other missions in support of na-
tional defense requirements during the non- 
hurricane season. 

SEC. 8079. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for integration of 
foreign intelligence information unless the 
information has been lawfully collected and 
processed during the conduct of authorized 
foreign intelligence activities: Provided, That 
information pertaining to United States per-
sons shall only be handled in accordance 
with protections provided in the Fourth 

Amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion as implemented through Executive 
Order No. 12333. 

SEC. 8080. (a) At the time members of re-
serve components of the Armed Forces are 
called or ordered to active duty under sec-
tion 12302(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
each member shall be notified in writing of 
the expected period during which the mem-
ber will be mobilized. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirements of subsection (a) in any 
case in which the Secretary determines that 
it is necessary to do so to respond to a na-
tional security emergency or to meet dire 
operational requirements of the Armed 
Forces. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8081. The Secretary of Defense may 

transfer funds from any available Depart-
ment of the Navy appropriation to any avail-
able Navy ship construction appropriation 
for the purpose of liquidating necessary 
changes resulting from inflation, market 
fluctuations, or rate adjustments for any 
ship construction program appropriated in 
law: Provided, That the Secretary may trans-
fer not to exceed $100,000,000 under the au-
thority provided by this section: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may not transfer 
any funds until 30 days after the proposed 
transfer has been reported to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate, unless a re-
sponse from the Committees is received 
sooner: Provided further, That any funds 
transferred pursuant to this section shall re-
tain the same period of availability as when 
originally appropriated: Provided further, 
That the transfer authority provided by this 
section is in addition to any other transfer 
authority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

SEC. 8082. For purposes of section 7108 of 
title 41, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made under the heading 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ that is 
not closed at the time reimbursement is 
made shall be available to reimburse the 
Judgment Fund and shall be considered for 
the same purposes as any subdivision under 
the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy’’ appropriations in the current fiscal 
year or any prior fiscal year. 

SEC. 8083. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act may be used to transfer 
research and development, acquisition, or 
other program authority relating to current 
tactical unmanned aerial vehicles (TUAVs) 
from the Army. 

(b) The Army shall retain responsibility 
for and operational control of the MQ–1C 
Gray Eagle Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) 
in order to support the Secretary of Defense 
in matters relating to the employment of un-
manned aerial vehicles. 

SEC. 8084. Up to $15,000,000 of the funds ap-
propriated under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Navy’’ may be made available 
for the Asia Pacific Regional Initiative Pro-
gram for the purpose of enabling the Pacific 
Command to execute Theater Security Co-
operation activities such as humanitarian 
assistance, and payment of incremental and 
personnel costs of training and exercising 
with foreign security forces: Provided, That 
funds made available for this purpose may be 
used, notwithstanding any other funding au-
thorities for humanitarian assistance, secu-
rity assistance or combined exercise ex-
penses: Provided further, That funds may not 
be obligated to provide assistance to any for-
eign country that is otherwise prohibited 
from receiving such type of assistance under 
any other provision of law. 

SEC. 8085. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence shall re-

main available for obligation beyond the 
current fiscal year, except for funds appro-
priated for research and technology, which 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2015. 

SEC. 8086. For purposes of section 1553(b) of 
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same 
purpose as any subdivision under the heading 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior fiscal year, and the 1 
percent limitation shall apply to the total 
amount of the appropriation. 

SEC. 8087. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence shall submit a 
report to the congressional intelligence com-
mittees to establish the baseline for applica-
tion of reprogramming and transfer authori-
ties for fiscal year 2014: Provided, That the 
report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con-
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis-
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en-
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap-
propriation by Expenditure Center and 
project; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) None of the funds provided for the Na-
tional Intelligence Program in this Act shall 
be available for reprogramming or transfer 
until the report identified in subsection (a) is 
submitted to the congressional intelligence 
committees, unless the Director of National 
Intelligence certifies in writing to the con-
gressional intelligence committees that such 
reprogramming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8088. Of the funds appropriated in the 

Intelligence Community Management Ac-
count for the Program Manager for the In-
formation Sharing Environment, $20,000,000 
is available for transfer by the Director of 
National Intelligence to other departments 
and agencies for purposes of Government- 
wide information sharing activities: Pro-
vided, That funds transferred under this pro-
vision are to be merged with and available 
for the same purposes and time period as the 
appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Office of Management and 
Budget must approve any transfers made 
under this provision. 

SEC. 8089. (a) None of the funds provided for 
the National Intelligence Program in this or 
any prior appropriations Act shall be avail-
able for obligation or expenditure through a 
reprogramming or transfer of funds in ac-
cordance with section 102A(d) of the National 
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3024(d)) that— 

(1) creates a new start effort; 
(2) terminates a program with appropriated 

funding of $10,000,000 or more; 
(3) transfers funding into or out of the Na-

tional Intelligence Program; or 
(4) transfers funding between appropria-

tions, 
unless the congressional intelligence com-
mittees are notified 30 days in advance of 
such reprogramming of funds; this notifica-
tion period may be reduced for urgent na-
tional security requirements. 

(b) None of the funds provided for the Na-
tional Intelligence Program in this or any 
prior appropriations Act shall be available 
for obligation or expenditure through a re-
programming or transfer of funds in accord-
ance with section 102A(d) of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3024(d)) that re-
sults in a cumulative increase or decrease of 
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the levels specified in the classified annex 
accompanying this Act unless the congres-
sional intelligence committees are notified 
30 days in advance of such reprogramming of 
funds; this notification period may be re-
duced for urgent national security require-
ments. 

SEC. 8090. The Director of National Intel-
ligence shall submit to Congress each year, 
at or about the time that the President’s 
budget is submitted to Congress that year 
under section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, a future-years intelligence pro-
gram (including associated annexes) reflect-
ing the estimated expenditures and proposed 
appropriations included in that budget. Any 
such future-years intelligence program shall 
cover the fiscal year with respect to which 
the budget is submitted and at least the four 
succeeding fiscal years. 

SEC. 8091. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional intelligence commit-
tees’’ means the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate, the Subcommittee on 
Defense of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Subcommittee on Defense of the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate. 

SEC. 8092. The Department of Defense shall 
continue to report incremental contingency 
operations costs for Operation Enduring 
Freedom, or any other named operations in 
the U.S. Central Command area of operation 
on a monthly basis in the Cost of War Execu-
tion Report as prescribed in the Department 
of Defense Financial Management Regula-
tion Department of Defense Instruction 
7000.14, Volume 12, Chapter 23 ‘‘Contingency 
Operations’’, Annex 1, dated September 2005. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8093. During the current fiscal year, 

not to exceed $11,000,000 from each of the ap-
propriations made in title II of this Act for 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’, ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, and ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Air Force’’ may be 
transferred by the military department con-
cerned to its central fund established for 
Fisher Houses and Suites pursuant to section 
2493(d) of title 10, United States Code. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8094. Funds appropriated by this Act 

may be available for the purpose of making 
remittances and transfers to the Defense Ac-
quisition Workforce Development Fund in 
accordance with the requirements of section 
1705 of title 10, United States Code. 

SEC. 8095. (a) Any agency receiving funds 
made available in this Act, shall, subject to 
subsections (b) and (c), post on the public 
website of that agency any report required 
to be submitted by the Congress in this or 
any other Act, upon the determination by 
the head of the agency that it shall serve the 
national interest. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a re-
port if— 

(1) the public posting of the report com-
promises national security; or 

(2) the report contains proprietary infor-
mation. 

(c) The head of the agency posting such re-
port shall do so only after such report has 
been made available to the requesting Com-
mittee or Committees of Congress for no less 
than 45 days. 

SEC. 8096. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act may be expended for any Federal con-
tract for an amount in excess of $1,000,000, 
unless the contractor agrees not to— 

(1) enter into any agreement with any of 
its employees or independent contractors 
that requires, as a condition of employment, 
that the employee or independent contractor 

agree to resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention; 
or 

(2) take any action to enforce any provi-
sion of an existing agreement with an em-
ployee or independent contractor that man-
dates that the employee or independent con-
tractor resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act may be ex-
pended for any Federal contract unless the 
contractor certifies that it requires each 
covered subcontractor to agree not to enter 
into, and not to take any action to enforce 
any provision of, any agreement as described 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a), 
with respect to any employee or independent 
contractor performing work related to such 
subcontract. For purposes of this subsection, 
a ‘‘covered subcontractor’’ is an entity that 
has a subcontract in excess of $1,000,000 on a 
contract subject to subsection (a). 

(c) The prohibitions in this section do not 
apply with respect to a contractor’s or sub-
contractor’s agreements with employees or 
independent contractors that may not be en-
forced in a court of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the application of subsection (a) or (b) to a 
particular contractor or subcontractor for 
the purposes of a particular contract or sub-
contract if the Secretary or the Deputy Sec-
retary personally determines that the waiver 
is necessary to avoid harm to national secu-
rity interests of the United States, and that 
the term of the contract or subcontract is 
not longer than necessary to avoid such 
harm. The determination shall set forth with 
specificity the grounds for the waiver and for 
the contract or subcontract term selected, 
and shall state any alternatives considered 
in lieu of a waiver and the reasons each such 
alternative would not avoid harm to na-
tional security interests of the United 
States. The Secretary of Defense shall trans-
mit to Congress, and simultaneously make 
public, any determination under this sub-
section not less than 15 business days before 
the contract or subcontract addressed in the 
determination may be awarded. 

SEC. 8097. None of the funds made available 
under this Act may be distributed to the As-
sociation of Community Organizations for 
Reform Now (ACORN) or its subsidiaries. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8098. From within the funds appro-

priated for operation and maintenance for 
the Defense Health Program in this Act, up 
to $143,087,000, shall be available for transfer 
to the Joint Department of Defense-Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Facility 
Demonstration Fund in accordance with the 
provisions of section 1704 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, 
Public Law 111–84: Provided, That for pur-
poses of section 1704(b), the facility oper-
ations funded are operations of the inte-
grated Captain James A. Lovell Federal 
Health Care Center, consisting of the North 
Chicago Veterans Affairs Medical Center, the 
Navy Ambulatory Care Center, and sup-
porting facilities designated as a combined 
Federal medical facility as described by sec-
tion 706 of Public Law 110–417: Provided fur-
ther, That additional funds may be trans-
ferred from funds appropriated for operation 

and maintenance for the Defense Health Pro-
gram to the Joint Department of Defense- 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Fa-
cility Demonstration Fund upon written no-
tification by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate. 

SEC. 8099. The Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence shall not employ more 
Senior Executive employees than are speci-
fied in the classified annex. 

SEC. 8100. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended to pay a retired 
general or flag officer to serve as a senior 
mentor advising the Department of Defense 
unless such retired officer files a Standard 
Form 278 (or successor form concerning pub-
lic financial disclosure under part 2634 of 
title 5, Code of Federal Regulations) to the 
Office of Government Ethics. 

SEC. 8101. Appropriations available to the 
Department of Defense may be used for the 
purchase of heavy and light armored vehicles 
for the physical security of personnel or for 
force protection purposes up to a limit of 
$250,000 per vehicle, notwithstanding price or 
other limitations applicable to the purchase 
of passenger carrying vehicles. 

SEC. 8102. Of the amounts appropriated for 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ 
the following amounts shall be available to 
the Secretary of Defense, for the following 
authorized purposes, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, acting through the 
Office of Economic Adjustment of the De-
partment of Defense, to make grants, con-
cluded cooperative agreements, and supple-
ment other Federal funds, to remain avail-
able until expended, to support critical exist-
ing and enduring military installation and 
missions on Guam, as well as any potential 
Department of Defense growth: (1) 
$133,700,000 for addressing the need for civil-
ian water and wastewater improvements, 
and (2) $12,868,000 for construction of a re-
gional public health laboratory: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall, not 
fewer than 15 days prior to obligating funds 
for either of the forgoing purposes, notify 
the congressional defense committees in 
writing of the details of any such obligation. 

SEC. 8103. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Secretary of 
Defense to take beneficial occupancy of more 
than 2,500 parking spaces (other than handi-
cap-reserved spaces) to be provided by the 
BRAC 133 project: Provided, That this limita-
tion may be waived in part if: (1) the Sec-
retary of Defense certifies to Congress that 
levels of service at existing intersections in 
the vicinity of the project have not experi-
enced failing levels of service as defined by 
the Transportation Research Board Highway 
Capacity Manual over a consecutive 90-day 
period; (2) the Department of Defense and 
the Virginia Department of Transportation 
agree on the number of additional parking 
spaces that may be made available to em-
ployees of the facility subject to continued 
90-day traffic monitoring; and (3) the Sec-
retary of Defense notifies the congressional 
defense committees in writing at least 14 
days prior to exercising this waiver of the 
number of additional parking spaces to be 
made available. 

SEC. 8104. The Secretary of Defense shall 
report quarterly the numbers of civilian per-
sonnel end strength by appropriation ac-
count for each and every appropriation ac-
count used to finance Federal civilian per-
sonnel salaries to the congressional defense 
committees within 15 days after the end of 
each fiscal quarter. 

SEC. 8105. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this or any other Act may be used to 
study alternatives, plan, prepare, or other-
wise take any action to— 
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(1) separate the budget, accounts, or dis-

bursement system for the National Intel-
ligence Program from the budget, accounts, 
or disbursement system for the Department 
of Defense; or 

(2) consolidate the budget, accounts, or dis-
bursement system for the National Intel-
ligence Program within the budget, ac-
counts, or disbursement system for the De-
partment of Defense. 

(b) The activities prohibited under sub-
section (a) include— 

(1) the study, planning, preparation, or 
submission of a budget request that modifies 
the appropriations account structures as in 
effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act for any Department of Defense account 
containing funds for the National Intel-
ligence Program; 

(2) the establishment of a new appropria-
tions account for part or all of the National 
Intelligence Program; 

(3) the study or implementation of a funds 
disbursement system for the Office of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence; and 

(4) any other action to study, prepare, or 
submit a budget request to Congress that in-
cludes any modifications prohibited by this 
section. 

(c) In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘account’’ includes an appro-

priations account. 
(2) The term ‘‘disbursement system’’ in-

cludes any system with accounting, cost ac-
crual, fund distribution, or disbursement 
functions. 

(3) The term ‘‘National Intelligence Pro-
gram’’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 3 of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 3003). 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8106. Upon a determination by the Di-

rector of National Intelligence that such ac-
tion is necessary and in the national inter-
est, the Director may, with the approval of 
the Office of Management and Budget, trans-
fer not to exceed $2,000,000,000 of the funds 
made available in this Act for the National 
Intelligence Program: Provided, That such 
authority to transfer may not be used unless 
for higher priority items, based on unfore-
seen intelligence requirements, than those 
for which originally appropriated and in no 
case where the item for which funds are re-
quested has been denied by the Congress: 
Provided further, That a request for multiple 
reprogrammings of funds using authority 
provided in this section shall be made prior 
to June 30, 2014. 

SEC. 8107. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this or any 
other Act may be used to transfer, release, 
or assist in the transfer or release to or with-
in the United States, its territories, or pos-
sessions Khalid Sheikh Mohammed or any 
other detainee who— 

(1) is not a United States citizen or a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(2) is or was held on or after June 24, 2009, 
at the United States Naval Station, 
Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, by the Department 
of Defense. 

SEC. 8108. (a)(1) Except as provided in para-
graph (2) and subsection (d), none of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in this or any other Act may be used to 
transfer any individual detained at 
Guantánamo to the custody or control of the 
individual’s country of origin, any other for-
eign country, or any other foreign entity un-
less the Secretary of Defense submits to Con-
gress the certification described in sub-
section (b) not later than 30 days before the 
transfer of the individual. 

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any ac-
tion taken by the Secretary to transfer any 

individual detained at Guantánamo to effec-
tuate an order affecting the disposition of 
the individual that is issued by a court or 
competent tribunal of the United States hav-
ing lawful jurisdiction (which the Secretary 
shall notify Congress of promptly after 
issuance). 

(b) A certification described in this sub-
section is a written certification made by 
the Secretary of Defense, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, and in con-
sultation with the Director of National In-
telligence, that— 

(1) the government of the foreign country 
or the recognized leadership of the foreign 
entity to which the individual detained at 
Guantánamo is to be transferred— 

(A) is not a designated state sponsor of ter-
rorism or a designated foreign terrorist orga-
nization; 

(B) maintains control over each detention 
facility in which the individual is to be de-
tained if the individual is to be housed in a 
detention facility; 

(C) is not, as of the date of the certifi-
cation, facing a threat that is likely to sub-
stantially affect its ability to exercise con-
trol over the individual; 

(D) has taken or agreed to take effective 
actions to ensure that the individual cannot 
take action to threaten the United States, 
its citizens, or its allies in the future; 

(E) has taken or agreed to take such ac-
tions as the Secretary of Defense determines 
are necessary to ensure that the individual 
cannot engage or re-engage in any terrorist 
activity; and 

(F) has agreed to share with the United 
States any information that— 

(i) is related to the individual or any asso-
ciates of the individual; and 

(ii) could affect the security of the United 
States, its citizens, or its allies; and 

(2) includes an assessment, in classified or 
unclassified form, of the capacity, willing-
ness, and past practices (if applicable) of the 
foreign country or entity in relation to the 
Secretary’s certifications. 

(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) 
and subsection (d), none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this 
or any other Act may be used to transfer any 
individual detained at Guantánamo to the 
custody or control of the individual’s coun-
try of origin, any other foreign country, or 
any other foreign entity if there is a con-
firmed case of any individual who was de-
tained at United States Naval Station, 
Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, at any time after 
September 11, 2001, who was transferred to 
such foreign country or entity and subse-
quently engaged in any terrorist activity. 

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any ac-
tion taken by the Secretary to transfer any 
individual detained at Guantánamo to effec-
tuate an order affecting the disposition of 
the individual that is issued by a court or 
competent tribunal of the United States hav-
ing lawful jurisdiction (which the Secretary 
shall notify Congress of promptly after 
issuance). 

(d)(1) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the applicability to a detainee transfer of a 
certification requirement specified in sub-
paragraph (D) or (E) of subsection (b)(1) or 
the prohibition in subsection (c), if the Sec-
retary certifies the rest of the criteria re-
quired by subsection (b) for transfers prohib-
ited by (c) and, with the concurrence of the 
Secretary of State and in consultation with 
the Director of National Intelligence, deter-
mines that— 

(A) alternative actions will be taken to ad-
dress the underlying purpose of the require-
ment or requirements to be waived; 

(B) in the case of a waiver of subparagraph 
(D) or (E) of subsection (b)(1), it is not pos-
sible to certify that the risks addressed in 

the paragraph to be waived have been com-
pletely eliminated, but the actions to be 
taken under subparagraph (A) will substan-
tially mitigate such risks with regard to the 
individual to be transferred; 

(C) in the case of a waiver of subsection (c), 
the Secretary has considered any confirmed 
case in which an individual who was trans-
ferred to the country subsequently engaged 
in terrorist activity, and the actions to be 
taken under subparagraph (A) will substan-
tially mitigate the risk of recidivism with 
regard to the individual to be transferred; 
and 

(D) the transfer is in the national security 
interests of the United States. 

(2) Whenever the Secretary makes a deter-
mination under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress, not later than 30 days before the 
transfer of the individual concerned, the fol-
lowing: 

(A) A copy of the determination and the 
waiver concerned. 

(B) A statement of the basis for the deter-
mination, including— 

(i) an explanation why the transfer is in 
the national security interests of the United 
States; and 

(ii) in the case of a waiver of subparagraph 
(D) or (E) of subsection (b)(1), an explanation 
why it is not possible to certify that the 
risks addressed in the paragraph to be 
waived have been completely eliminated. 

(C) A summary of the alternative actions 
to be taken to address the underlying pur-
pose of, and to mitigate the risks addressed 
in, the paragraph or subsection to be waived. 

(D) The assessment required by subsection 
(b)(2). 

(e) In assessing the risk that an individual 
detained at Guantánamo will engage in ter-
rorist activity or other actions that could af-
fect the security of the United States if re-
leased for the purpose of making a certifi-
cation under subsection (b) or a waiver under 
subsection (d), the Secretary of Defense may 
give favorable consideration to any such in-
dividual— 

(1) who has substantially cooperated with 
United States intelligence and law enforce-
ment authorities, pursuant to a pre- trial 
agreement, while in the custody of or under 
the effective control of the Department of 
Defense; and 

(2) for whom agreements and effective 
mechanisms are in place, to the extent rel-
evant and necessary, to provide for contin-
ued cooperation with United States intel-
ligence and law enforcement authorities. 

(f) In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of 

Congress’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 

Committee on Appropriations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘individual detained at 
Guantánamo’’ means any individual located 
at United States Naval Station, Guantánamo 
Bay, Cuba, as of October 1, 2009, who— 

(A) is not a citizen of the United States or 
a member of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(B) is— 
(i) in the custody or under the control of 

the Department of Defense; or 
(ii) otherwise under detention at United 

States Naval Station, Guantánamo Bay, 
Cuba. 

(3) The term ‘‘foreign terrorist organiza-
tion’’ means any organization so designated 
by the Secretary of State under section 219 
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of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1189). 

SEC. 8109. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this 
or any other Act may be used to construct, 
acquire, or modify any facility in the United 
States, its territories, or possessions to 
house any individual described in subsection 
(c) for the purposes of detention or imprison-
ment in the custody or under the effective 
control of the Department of Defense. 

(b) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to any modification of facilities at 
United States Naval Station, Guantánamo 
Bay, Cuba. 

(c) An individual described in this sub-
section is any individual who, as of June 24, 
2009, is located at United States Naval Sta-
tion, Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, and who— 

(1) is not a citizen of the United States or 
a member of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(2) is— 
(A) in the custody or under the effective 

control of the Department of Defense; or 
(B) otherwise under detention at United 

States Naval Station, Guantánamo Bay, 
Cuba. 

SEC. 8110. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract, memorandum of understanding, or co-
operative agreement with, make a grant to, 
or provide a loan or loan guarantee to, any 
corporation that any unpaid Federal tax li-
ability has been assessed, for which all judi-
cial and administrative remedies have been 
exhausted or have lapsed, and that is not 
being paid in a timely manner pursuant to 
an agreement with the authority responsible 
for collecting the tax liability, where the 
awarding agency is aware of the unpaid tax 
liability, unless the agency has considered 
suspension or debarment of the corporation 
and made a determination that this further 
action is not necessary to protect the inter-
ests of the Government. 

SEC. 8111. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract, memorandum of understanding, or co-
operative agreement with, make a grant to, 
or provide a loan or loan guarantee to, any 
corporation that was convicted of a felony 
criminal violation under any Federal law 
within the preceding 24 months, where the 
awarding agency is aware of the conviction, 
unless the agency has considered suspension 
or debarment of the corporation and made a 
determination that this further action is not 
necessary to protect the interests of the 
Government. 

SEC. 8112. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used in contravention of 
section 1590 or 1591 of title 18, United States 
Code, or in contravention of the require-
ments of section 106(g) or (h) of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 (22 
U.S.C. 7104(g) or (h)). 

SEC. 8113. None of the funds made available 
by this Act for International Military edu-
cation and training, foreign military financ-
ing, excess defense article, assistance under 
section 1206 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2006 (Public Law 
109–163; 119 Stat. 3456), issuance for direct 
commercial sales of military equipment, or 
peacekeeping operations for the countries of 
Chad, Yemen, Somalia, Sudan, the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, and Burma 
may be used to support any military train-
ing or operation that include child soldiers, 
as defined by the Child Soldiers Prevention 
Act of 2008 (Public Law 110–457; 22 U.S.C. 
2370c–1), and except if such assistance is oth-
erwise permitted under section 404 of the 
Child Soldiers Prevention Act of 2008. 

SEC. 8114. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used in contravention of 
the War Powers Resolution (50 U.S.C. 1541 et 
seq.). 

SEC. 8115. The Secretary of the Air Force 
shall obligate and expend funds previously 
appropriated for the procurement of RQ–4B 
Global Hawk aircraft for the purposes for 
which such funds were originally appro-
priated. 

SEC. 8116. The total amount available in 
the Act for pay for civilian personnel of the 
Department of Defense for fiscal year 2014 
shall be the amount otherwise appropriated 
or made available by this Act for such pay 
reduced by $437,000,000. 

SEC. 8117. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Department 
of Defense or any other Federal agency to 
lease or purchase new light duty vehicles, for 
any executive fleet, or for an agency’s fleet 
inventory, except in accordance with Presi-
dential Memorandum-Federal Fleet Perform-
ance, dated May 24, 2011. 

SEC. 8118. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract with any person or other entity listed 
in the Excluded Parties List System (EPLS)/ 
System for Award Management (SAM) as 
having been convicted of fraud against the 
Federal Government. 

SEC. 8119. (a) LIMITATION.—None of the 
funds made available by this Act for the De-
partment of Defense may be used for the pur-
chase of any equipment from 
Rosoboronexport until the Secretary of De-
fense certifies in writing to the congres-
sional defense committees that, to the best 
of the Secretary’s knowledge— 

(1) Rosoboronexport is cooperating fully 
with the Defense Contract Audit Agency; 

(2) Rosoboronexport has not delivered S– 
300 advanced anti-aircraft missiles to Syria; 
and 

(3) no new contracts have been signed be-
tween the Bashar al Assad regime in Syria 
and Rosoboronexport since January 1, 2013. 

(b) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 

may waive the limitation in subsection (a) if 
the Secretary certifies that the waiver in 
order to purchase equipment from 
Rosoboronexport is in national security in-
terest of the United States. 

(2) REPORT.—If the Secretary waives the 
limitation in subsection (a) pursuant to 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees, not 
later than 30 days before purchasing equip-
ment from Rosoboronexport pursuant to the 
waiver, a report on the waiver. The report 
shall be submitted in classified or unclassi-
fied form, at the election of the Secretary. 
The report shall include the following: 

(A) An explanation why it is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States 
to purchase equipment from 
Rosoboronexport. 

(B) An explanation why comparable equip-
ment cannot be purchased from another cor-
poration. 

(C) An assessment of the cooperation of 
Rosoboronexport with the Defense Contract 
Audit Agency. 

(D) An assessment of whether and how 
many S–300 advanced anti-aircraft missiles 
have been delivered to the Assad regime by 
Rosoboronexport. 

(E) A list of the contracts that 
Rosoboronexport has signed with the Assad 
regime since January 1, 2013. 

(c) REQUIREMENT FOR COMPETITIVELY BID 
CONTRACTS.—The Secretary of Defense shall 
award any contract that will use United 
States funds for the procurement of heli-
copters for the Afghan Security Forces using 
competitive procedures based on require-
ments developed by the Secretary of De-
fense. 

SEC. 8120. Section 8159(c) of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2002 (di-
vision A of Public Law 107-117, 10 U.S.. 2401a 
note) is amended by striking paragraph (7). 

SEC. 8121. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for the purchase or 
manufacture of a flag of the United States 
unless such flags are treated as covered 
items under section 2533a(b) of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8122. In addition to amounts appro-

priated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act, $25,000,000 is hereby appro-
priated to the Department of Defense and 
made available for transfer to the Army, Air 
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps, for purposes 
of implementation of a Sexual Assault Spe-
cial Victims Program: Provided, That funds 
transferred under this provision are to be 
merged with and available for the same pur-
poses and time period as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

SEC. 8123. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used in contravention of 
the amendments made to the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice in subtitle D of title V of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014 regarding the discharge or 
dismissal of a member of the Armed Forces 
convicted of certain sex-related offenses, the 
required trial of such offenses by general 
courts-martial, and the limitations imposed 
on convening authority discretion regarding 
court-martial findings and sentence. 

SEC. 8124. None of the funds appropriated in 
this, or any other Act, may be obligated or 
expended by the United States Government 
for the direct personal benefit of the Presi-
dent of Afghanistan. 

SEC. 8125. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to eliminate or re-
duce funding for a program, project or activ-
ity as proposed in the President’s budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2015 until such proposed 
change is subsequently enacted in an appro-
priation Act, or unless such change is made 
pursuant to the reprogramming or transfer 
provisions of this Act. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8126. In addition to amounts provided 

elsewhere in this Act for pay for military 
personnel, including Reserve and National 
Guard personnel, $580,000,000 is hereby appro-
priated to the Department of Defense and 
made available for transfer only to military 
personnel accounts. 

TITLE IX 
OVERSEAS DEPLOYMENTS AND OTHER 

ACTIVITIES 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 

Personnel, Army’’, $6,703,006,000: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 

Personnel, Navy’’, $558,344,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress 
for Overseas Contingency Operations/Global 
War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 

Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $1,019,322,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 
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MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $867,087,000: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 

Personnel, Army’’, $40,952,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress 
for Overseas Contingency Operations/Global 
War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 

Personnel, Navy’’, $20,238,000: Provided, That 
such amount is designated by the Congress 
for Overseas Contingency Operations/Global 
War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 

Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $15,134,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 

Personnel, Air Force’’, $20,432,000: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 

Guard Personnel, Army’’, $393,364,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 

Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $6,919,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army’’, $30,929,633,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy’’, $6,255,993,000, of 
which up to $227,033,000 may be transferred to 
the Coast Guard ‘‘Operating Expenses’’ ac-
count notwithstanding section 2215 of title 
10, United States Code: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps’’, 

$2,669,815,000: Provided, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress for Overseas Con-
tingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $10,605,224,000: 
Provided, That such amount is designated by 
the Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, 
$6,240,437,000: Provided, That of the funds pro-
vided under this heading, not to exceed 
$1,500,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2015, shall be for payments to re-
imburse key cooperating nations for 
logistical, military, and other support, in-
cluding access, provided to United States 
military operations in support of Operation 
Enduring Freedom, and post-operation Iraq 
border security related to the activities of 
the Office of Security Cooperation in Iraq, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law: 
Provided further, That such reimbursement 
payments may be made in such amounts as 
the Secretary of Defense, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, and in con-
sultation with the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, may determine, in 
his discretion, based on documentation de-
termined by the Secretary of Defense to ade-
quately account for the support provided, 
and such determination is final and conclu-
sive upon the accounting officers of the 
United States, and 15 days following notifi-
cation to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees: Provided further, That the require-
ment under this heading to provide notifica-
tion to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees shall not apply with respect to a re-
imbursement for access based on an inter-
national agreement: Provided further, That 
these funds may be used for the purpose of 
providing specialized training and procuring 
supplies and specialized equipment and pro-
viding such supplies and loaning such equip-
ment on a non-reimbursable basis to coali-
tion forces supporting United States mili-
tary operations in Afghanistan, and 15 days 
following notification to the appropriate 
congressional committees: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall provide 
quarterly reports to the congressional de-
fense committees on the use of funds pro-
vided in this paragraph: Provided further, 
That of the funds provided under this head-
ing, $35,000,000 shall be made available for 
support for foreign forces participating in 
operations to counter the Lord’s Resistance 
Army efforts: Provided further, That such 
amount in this section is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army Reserve’’, 
$42,935,000: Provided, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress for Overseas Con-
tingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve’’, $55,700,000: 

Provided, That such amount is designated by 
the Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve’’, 
$12,534,000: Provided, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress for Overseas Con-
tingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve’’, 
$32,849,000: Provided, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress for Overseas Con-
tingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’, 
$199,371,000: Provided, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress for Overseas Con-
tingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Air National Guard’’, 
$22,200,000: Provided, That such amount is 
designated by the Congress for Overseas Con-
tingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
TRANSFER FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
In addition to amounts provided elsewhere 

in this Act, there is appropriated 
$1,073,800,000 for the ‘‘Overseas Contingency 
Operations Transfer Fund’’ for expenses di-
rectly relating to overseas contingency oper-
ations by United States military forces, to 
be available until expended: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this section, 
the Secretary of Defense may transfer these 
funds only to military personnel accounts, 
operation and maintenance accounts, pro-
curement accounts, and working capital fund 
accounts: Provided further, That the funds 
made available in this paragraph may only 
be used for programs, projects, or activities 
categorized as Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations in the fiscal year 2014 budget request 
for the Department of Defense and the jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting such request: Provided further, 
That the funds transferred shall be merged 
with and shall be available for the same pur-
poses and for the same time period, as the 
appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Secretary shall notify the 
congressional defense committees 15 days 
prior to such transfer: Provided further, That 
the transfer authority provided under this 
heading is in addition to any other transfer 
authority available to the Department of De-
fense: Provided further, That upon a deter-
mination that all or part of the funds trans-
ferred from this appropriation are not nec-
essary for the purposes provided herein, such 
amounts may be transferred back to this ap-
propriation and shall be available for the 
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same purposes and for the same time period 
as originally appropriated: Provided further, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

AFGHANISTAN INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the ‘‘Afghanistan Infrastructure 
Fund’’, $279,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2015: Provided, That such funds 
shall be available to the Secretary of De-
fense for infrastructure projects in Afghani-
stan, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, which shall be undertaken by the Sec-
retary of State, unless the Secretary of 
State and the Secretary of Defense jointly 
decide that a specific project will be under-
taken by the Department of Defense: Pro-
vided further, That the infrastructure re-
ferred to in the preceding proviso is in sup-
port of the counterinsurgency strategy, 
which may require funding for facility and 
infrastructure projects, including, but not 
limited to, water, power, and transportation 
projects and related maintenance and 
sustainment costs: Provided further, That the 
authority to undertake such infrastructure 
projects is in addition to any other authority 
to provide assistance to foreign nations: Pro-
vided further, That any projects funded under 
this heading shall be jointly formulated and 
concurred in by the Secretary of State and 
Secretary of Defense: Provided further, That 
funds may be transferred to the Department 
of State for purposes of undertaking 
projects, which funds shall be considered to 
be economic assistance under the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 for purposes of making 
available the administrative authorities con-
tained in that Act: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority in the preceding proviso is 
in addition to any other authority available 
to the Department of Defense to transfer 
funds: Provided further, That any unexpended 
funds transferred to the Secretary of State 
under this authority shall be returned to the 
Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund if the Sec-
retary of State, in coordination with the 
Secretary of Defense, determines that the 
project cannot be implemented for any rea-
son, or that the project no longer supports 
the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghani-
stan: Provided further, That any funds re-
turned to the Secretary of Defense under the 
previous proviso shall be available for use 
under this appropriation and shall be treated 
in the same manner as funds not transferred 
to the Secretary of State: Provided further, 
That contributions of funds for the purposes 
provided herein to the Secretary of State in 
accordance with section 635(d) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act from any person, foreign gov-
ernment, or international organization may 
be credited to this Fund, to remain available 
until expended, and used for such purposes: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers to or from, or obligations 
from the Fund, notify the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress in writing of the details 
of any such transfer: Provided further, That 
the ‘‘appropriate committees of Congress’’ 
are the Committees on Armed Services, For-
eign Relations, and Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices, Foreign Affairs, and Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives: Provided fur-
ther, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

AFGHANISTAN SECURITY FORCES FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the ‘‘Afghanistan Security Forces 
Fund’’, $7,726,720,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2015: Provided, That such 
funds shall be available to the Secretary of 
Defense, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for the purpose of allowing the 
Commander, Combined Security Transition 
Command—Afghanistan, or the Secretary’s 
designee, to provide assistance, with the con-
currence of the Secretary of State, to the se-
curity forces of Afghanistan, including the 
provision of equipment, supplies, services, 
training, facility and infrastructure repair, 
renovation, and construction, and funding: 
Provided further, That the authority to pro-
vide assistance under this heading is in addi-
tion to any other authority to provide assist-
ance to foreign nations: Provided further, 
That contributions of funds for the purposes 
provided herein from any person, foreign 
government, or international organization 
may be credited to this Fund, to remain 
available until expended, and used for such 
purposes: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary of Defense shall notify the congres-
sional defense committees in writing upon 
the receipt and upon the obligation of any 
contribution, delineating the sources and 
amounts of the funds received and the spe-
cific use of such contributions: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of Defense shall, not 
fewer than 15 days prior to obligating from 
this appropriation account, notify the con-
gressional defense committees in writing of 
the details of any such obligations: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
notify the congressional defense committees 
of any proposed new projects or transfer of 
funds between budget sub-activity groups in 
excess of $20,000,000: Provided further, That 
the United States may accept equipment 
procured using funds provided under this 
heading in this or prior Acts that was trans-
ferred to the security forces of Afghanistan 
and returned by such forces to the United 
States: Provided further, That the equipment 
described in the previous proviso, as well as 
equipment not yet transferred to the secu-
rity forces of Afghanistan when determined 
by the Commander, Combined Security 
Transition Command-Afghanistan, or the 
Secretary’s designee, to no longer be re-
quired for transfer to such forces, may be 
treated as stocks of the Department of De-
fense upon written notification to the con-
gressional defense committees: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not less than $47,300,000 shall be for 
recruitment and retention of women in the 
Afghanistan National Security Forces: Pro-
vided further, That such amount is des-
ignated by the Congress for Overseas Contin-
gency Operations/Global War on Terrorism 
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Army’’, $771,788,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro-

curement, Army’’, $154,532,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-
ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehi-
cles, Army’’, $15,422,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2015: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment of Ammunition, Army’’, $190,382,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2016: 
Provided, That such amount is designated by 
the Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-

curement, Army’’, $909,825,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 

Procurement, Navy’’, $240,696,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Weapons 

Procurement, Navy’’, $86,500,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-
ment of Ammunition, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’, $169,362,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2016: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-

curement, Navy’’, $17,968,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment, Marine Corps’’, $125,984,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 

Procurement, Air Force’’, $188,868,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2016: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
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section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro-

curement, Air Force’’, $24,200,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment of Ammunition, Air Force’’, 
$137,826,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2016: Provided, That such amount 
is designated by the Congress for Overseas 
Contingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-

curement, Air Force’’, $2,524,846,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2016: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-

ment, Defense-Wide’’, $128,947,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 
For procurement of aircraft, missiles, 

tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other 
weapons and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces, 
$1,500,000,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2016: Provided, That 
the Chiefs of National Guard and Reserve 
components shall, not later than 30 days 
after the enactment of this Act, individually 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees the modernization priority assessment 
for their respective National Guard or Re-
serve component: Provided further, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 

EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 

EVALUATION, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Army’’, 
$7,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2015: Provided, That such amount 
is designated by the Congress for Overseas 
Contingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy’’, 
$34,426,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2015: Provided, That such amount 
is designated by the Congress for Overseas 
Contingency Operations/Global War on Ter-
rorism pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Air 
Force’’, $9,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2015: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense- 
Wide’’, $66,208,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2015: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 

Working Capital Funds’’, $264,910,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 

Health Program’’, $904,201,000, which shall be 
for operation and maintenance: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Drug Inter-
diction and Counter-Drug Activities, De-
fense’’, $376,305,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2015: Provided, That such 
amount is designated by the Congress for 
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War 
on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT 

FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the ‘‘Joint Improvised Explosive De-
vice Defeat Fund’’, $1,000,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2016: Provided, 
That such funds shall be available to the 
Secretary of Defense, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for the purpose of al-
lowing the Director of the Joint Improvised 
Explosive Device Defeat Organization to in-
vestigate, develop and provide equipment, 
supplies, services, training, facilities, per-
sonnel and funds to assist United States 
forces in the defeat of improvised explosive 
devices: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of Defense may transfer funds provided here-
in to appropriations for military personnel; 
operation and maintenance; procurement; 
research, development, test and evaluation; 
and defense working capital funds to accom-
plish the purpose provided herein: Provided 
further, That this transfer authority is in ad-
dition to any other transfer authority avail-
able to the Department of Defense: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
not fewer than 15 days prior to making 
transfers from this appropriation, notify the 
congressional defense committees in writing 
of the details of any such transfer: Provided 

further, That such amount is designated by 
the Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of 

the Inspector General’’, $10,766,000: Provided, 
That such amount is designated by the Con-
gress for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 
SEC. 9001. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, funds made available in this 
title are in addition to amounts appropriated 
or otherwise made available for the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year 2014. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 9002. Upon the determination of the 

Secretary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, the Sec-
retary may, with the approval of the Office 
of Management and Budget, transfer up to 
$4,000,000,000 between the appropriations or 
funds made available to the Department of 
Defense in this title: Provided, That the Sec-
retary shall notify the Congress promptly of 
each transfer made pursuant to the author-
ity in this section: Provided further, That the 
authority provided in this section is in addi-
tion to any other transfer authority avail-
able to the Department of Defense and is 
subject to the same terms and conditions as 
the authority provided in the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2014. 

SEC. 9003. Supervision and administration 
costs and costs for design during construc-
tion associated with a construction project 
funded with appropriations available for op-
eration and maintenance, ‘‘Afghanistan In-
frastructure Fund’’, or the ‘‘Afghanistan Se-
curity Forces Fund’’ provided in this Act and 
executed in direct support of overseas con-
tingency operations in Afghanistan, may be 
obligated at the time a construction con-
tract is awarded: Provided, That for the pur-
pose of this section, supervision and adminis-
tration costs and costs for design during con-
struction include all in-house Government 
costs. 

SEC. 9004. From funds made available in 
this title, the Secretary of Defense may pur-
chase for use by military and civilian em-
ployees of the Department of Defense in the 
U.S. Central Command area of responsi-
bility: (a) passenger motor vehicles up to a 
limit of $75,000 per vehicle; and (b) heavy and 
light armored vehicles for the physical secu-
rity of personnel or for force protection pur-
poses up to a limit of $250,000 per vehicle, 
notwithstanding price or other limitations 
applicable to the purchase of passenger car-
rying vehicles. 

SEC. 9005. Not to exceed $60,000,000 of the 
amount appropriated by this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Army’’ may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to fund the Com-
mander’s Emergency Response Program 
(CERP), for the purpose of enabling military 
commanders in Afghanistan to respond to 
urgent, small-scale, humanitarian relief and 
reconstruction requirements within their 
areas of responsibility: Provided, That each 
project (including any ancillary or related 
elements in connection with such project) 
executed under this authority shall not ex-
ceed $20,000,000: Provided further, That not 
later than 45 days after the end of each fiscal 
year quarter, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report regarding the source of funds 
and the allocation and use of funds during 
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that quarter that were made available pursu-
ant to the authority provided in this section 
or under any other provision of law for the 
purposes described herein: Provided further, 
That, not later than 30 days after the end of 
each month, the Army shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees monthly 
commitment, obligation, and expenditure 
data for the Commander’s Emergency Re-
sponse Program in Afghanistan: Provided fur-
ther, That not less than 15 days before mak-
ing funds available pursuant to the author-
ity provided in this section or under any 
other provision of law for the purposes de-
scribed herein for a project with a total an-
ticipated cost for completion of $5,000,000 or 
more, the Secretary shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees a written no-
tice containing each of the following: 

(1) The location, nature and purpose of the 
proposed project, including how the project 
is intended to advance the military cam-
paign plan for the country in which it is to 
be carried out. 

(2) The budget, implementation timeline 
with milestones, and completion date for the 
proposed project, including any other CERP 
funding that has been or is anticipated to be 
contributed to the completion of the project. 

(3) A plan for the sustainment of the pro-
posed project, including the agreement with 
either the host nation, a non-Department of 
Defense agency of the United States Govern-
ment or a third-party contributor to finance 
the sustainment of the activities and main-
tenance of any equipment or facilities to be 
provided through the proposed project. 

SEC. 9006. Funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense for operation and mainte-
nance may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to provide supplies, 
services, transportation, including airlift 
and sealift, and other logistical support to 
coalition forces supporting military and sta-
bility operations in Afghanistan: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall provide 
quarterly reports to the congressional de-
fense committees regarding support provided 
under this section. 

SEC. 9007. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act shall be obligated or expended by 
the United States Government for a purpose 
as follows: 

(1) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Iraq. 

(2) To exercise United States control over 
any oil resource of Iraq. 

(3) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Afghanistan. 

SEC. 9008. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used in contravention of 
the following laws enacted or regulations 
promulgated to implement the United Na-
tions Convention Against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment (done at New York on December 
10, 1984): 

(1) Section 2340A of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(2) Section 2242 of the Foreign Affairs Re-
form and Restructuring Act of 1998 (division 
G of Public Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–822; 8 
U.S.C. 1231 note) and regulations prescribed 
thereto, including regulations under part 208 
of title 8, Code of Federal Regulations, and 
part 95 of title 22, Code of Federal Regula-
tions. 

(3) Sections 1002 and 1003 of the Depart-
ment of Defense, Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act, 
2006 (Public Law 109–148). 

SEC. 9009. None of the funds provided for 
the ‘‘Afghanistan Security Forces Fund’’ 

(ASFF) may be obligated prior to the ap-
proval of a financial and activity plan by the 
Afghanistan Resources Oversight Council 
(AROC) of the Department of Defense: Pro-
vided, That the AROC must approve the re-
quirement and acquisition plan for any serv-
ice requirements in excess of $50,000,000 an-
nually and any non-standard equipment re-
quirements in excess of $100,000,000 using 
ASFF: Provided further, That the AROC must 
approve all projects and the execution plan 
under the ‘‘Afghanistan Infrastructure 
Fund’’ (AIF) and any project in excess of 
$5,000,000 from the Commanders Emergency 
Response Program (CERP): Provided further, 
That the Department of Defense must certify 
to the congressional defense committees 
that the AROC has convened and approved a 
process for ensuring compliance with the re-
quirements in the preceding provisos and ac-
companying report language for the ASFF, 
AIF, and CERP. 

SEC. 9010. Funds made available in this 
title to the Department of Defense for oper-
ation and maintenance may be used to pur-
chase items having an investment unit cost 
of not more than $250,000: Provided, That, 
upon determination by the Secretary of De-
fense that such action is necessary to meet 
the operational requirements of a Com-
mander of a Combatant Command engaged 
in contingency operations overseas, such 
funds may be used to purchase items having 
an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $500,000. 

SEC. 9011. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, up to $63,800,000 of funds made 
available in this title under the heading ‘‘Op-
eration and Maintenance, Army’’ may be ob-
ligated and expended for purposes of the 
Task Force for Business and Stability Oper-
ations, subject to the direction and control 
of the Secretary of Defense, with concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, to carry out 
strategic business and economic assistance 
activities in Afghanistan in support of Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom: Provided, That not 
less than 15 days before making funds avail-
able pursuant to the authority provided in 
this section for any project with a total an-
ticipated cost of $5,000,000 or more, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a written notice con-
taining a detailed justification and timeline 
for each proposed project. 

SEC. 9012. From funds made available to 
the Department of Defense by this Act under 
the heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, 
Air Force’’ up to $209,000,000 may be used by 
the Secretary of Defense, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, to support United 
States Government transition activities in 
Iraq by funding the operations and activities 
of the Office of Security Cooperation in Iraq 
and security assistance teams, including life 
support, transportation and personal secu-
rity, and facilities renovation and construc-
tion, and site closeout activities prior to re-
turning sites to the Government of Iraq: Pro-
vided, That to the extent authorized under 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014, the operations and activi-
ties that may be carried out by the Office of 
Security Cooperation in Iraq may, with the 
concurrence of the Secretary of State, in-
clude non-operational training activities in 
support of Iraqi Ministry of Defense and 
Counter Terrorism Service personnel in an 
institutional environment to address capa-
bility gaps, integrate processes relating to 
intelligence, air sovereignty, combined arms, 
logistics and maintenance, and to manage 
and integrate defense-related institutions: 
Provided further, That not later than 30 days 
following the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of State 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a plan for transitioning any such 

training activities that they determine are 
needed after the end of fiscal year 2013, to ex-
isting or new contracts for the sale of de-
fense articles or defense services consistent 
with the provisions of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.): Provided fur-
ther, That not less than 15 days before mak-
ing funds available pursuant to the author-
ity provided in this section, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a written notification con-
taining a detailed justification and timeline 
for the operations and activities of the Office 
of Security Cooperation in Iraq at each site 
where such operations and activities will be 
conducted during fiscal year 2013. 

(RESCISSIONS) 
SEC. 9013. 
Of the funds appropriated in Department of 

Defense Appropriations Acts, the following 
funds are hereby rescinded from the fol-
lowing account in the specified amount: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the 
Congress for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations/Global War on Terrorism pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985: 

‘‘General Provisions, 2009/XXXX’’, 
$46,022,000. 

SEC. 9014. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Defense-Wide’’ for payments under 
section 1233 of Public Law 110–181 for reim-
bursement to the Government of Pakistan 
may be made available unless the Secretary 
of Defense, in coordination with the Sec-
retary of State, certifies to the Committees 
on Appropriations that the Government of 
Pakistan is— 

(1) cooperating with the United States in 
counterterrorism efforts against the Haqqani 
Network, the Quetta Shura Taliban, Lashkar 
e-Tayyiba, Jaish-e-Mohammed, Al Qaeda, 
and other domestic and foreign terrorist or-
ganizations, including taking steps to end 
support for such groups and prevent them 
from basing and operating in Pakistan and 
carrying out cross border attacks into neigh-
boring countries; 

(2) not supporting terrorist activities 
against United States or coalition forces in 
Afghanistan, and Pakistan’s military and in-
telligence agencies are not intervening 
extra-judicially into political and judicial 
processes in Pakistan; 

(3) dismantling improvised explosive device 
(IED) networks and interdicting precursor 
chemicals used in the manufacture of IEDs; 

(4) preventing the proliferation of nuclear- 
related material and expertise; 

(5) implementing policies to protect judi-
cial independence and due process of law; 

(6) issuing visas in a timely manner for 
United States visitors engaged in counterter-
rorism efforts and assistance programs in 
Pakistan; and 

(7) providing humanitarian organizations 
access to detainees, internally displaced per-
sons, and other Pakistani civilians affected 
by the conflict. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense, in coordina-
tion with the Secretary of State, may waive 
the restriction in paragraph (a) on a case-by- 
case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that it is 
in the national security interest to do so: 
Provided, That if the Secretary of Defense, in 
coordination with the Secretary of State, ex-
ercises the authority of the previous proviso, 
the Secretaries shall report to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations on both the justifica-
tion for the waiver and on the requirements 
of this section that the Government of Paki-
stan was not able to meet: Provided further, 
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That such report may be submitted in classi-
fied form if necessary. 

TITLE X—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

SPENDING REDUCTION ACCOUNT 
SEC. 10001. The amount by which the appli-

cable allocation of new budget authority 
made by the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives under section 
302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
exceeds the amount of proposed new budget 
authority is $0. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to the 
bill shall be in order except those 
printed in House Report 113–170, the 
amendment described in section 2 of 
House Resolution 312, and amendments 
en bloc described in section 3 of that 
resolution. 

Each amendment printed in House 
Report 113–170 may be offered only in 
the order printed in the report, may be 
offered only by a Member designated in 
the report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, may be withdrawn by the pro-
ponent at any time before action there-
on, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question. 

After disposition of amendments 
printed in House Report 113–170 and 
amendments en bloc described in sec-
tion 3 of House Resolution 312, it shall 
be in order for the chair of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations or his des-
ignee to offer an amendment reducing 
funding levels in the bill. 

It shall be in order at any time for 
the chair of the Committee on Appro-
priations or his designee to offer 
amendments en bloc consisting of 
amendments printed in House Report 
113–170 not earlier disposed of. Amend-
ments en bloc shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for 20 minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations or 
their respective designees, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. The original proponent of an 
amendment included in such amend-
ments en bloc may insert a statement 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD imme-
diately before the disposition of the 
amendments en bloc. 

After the conclusion of consideration 
of the bill for amendment, there shall 
be in order a final period of general de-
bate, which shall not exceed 10 minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Mr. WALBERG. I have an amend-
ment at the desk, Madam Chairman. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 8, line 15, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $11,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. WALBERG) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

b 1500 

Mr. WALBERG. Madam Chairman, in 
light of recent events in Benghazi and 
North Africa, the Pentagon approved 
the development of the Special Purpose 
Marine Air-Ground Task Force for Cri-
sis Response to function under United 
States African Command. This task 
force is specifically tailored for crisis 
response in Africa, and in April de-
ployed to Spain and Italy. 

The unit is capable of responding to a 
wide range of military operations and 
will provide limited defense crisis re-
sponse in support of embassies, support 
non-combatant evacuation operations, 
provide humanitarian assistance, and 
assist with disaster relief operations, 
search and rescue, and other missions 
as directed. 

As this force is ramping up, I believe 
we need to ensure that this valid and 
important mission is completely and 
adequately funded. 

With the rise of Islamic militant 
groups in Mali, Nigeria and Somalia, 
and continued unrest in Egypt, Libya 
and Algeria, the threat is real and 
growing. 

The committee has added funds for 
sustainment and follow-up deploy-
ments in fiscal year 2014, but there are 
substantial concerns that the need may 
be higher. Funding for this force was 
not requested in the President’s budg-
et, but was included in the House- 
passed NDAA. I’m hopeful that in es-
tablishing a funding source and sig-
naling congressional willingness to 
support this mission, the Marine Corps 
will be better able to assess their needs 
and provide us with a more exact fund-
ing request. 

To work towards a sure state of read-
iness, I’m offering this budget-neutral 
amendment to increase this funding by 
$10 million while reducing funding to 
the Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide account by $11 million. Dur-
ing consideration of the NDAA last 
month, an amendment was adopted by 
voice vote that would increase author-
ization for the crisis response force by 
a similar amount. 

To provide an additional military re-
sponse in case of another Benghazi- 
type situation, we must ensure that 
the special purpose Marine Air-Ground 
Task Force, Crisis Response can prop-
erly respond to threats to our diplo-
matic posts in an expeditious manner. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairwoman, I claim the time. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-

nized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairwoman, for the reasons that the 
gentleman has already outlined, the 

committee had already added $30 mil-
lion for the special purpose MAGTF, 
Crisis Response teams, as well as an 
additional $35 million for the new Ma-
rine Corps Embassy Security program. 

The gentleman is exactly right that 
we’re not doing enough on this issue, 
and we are certainly in support of his 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. DELANEY 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Mr. DELANEY. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $25,000,000)’’. 

Page 86, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $16,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. DELANEY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. DELANEY. Madam Chairman, 
my amendment responds to a common 
dilemma facing our military families, a 
dilemma that is deeply unfortunate, 
but easily solvable. 

When our warfighters and veterans 
head to the hospital, their families 
often face a choice between being there 
or paying their bills. This means that 
too often our military heroes are in the 
hospital alone without the support of 
their family. They deserve better. 

This amendment will increase fund-
ing for Fisher Houses, which provides 
free housing for the families of patients 
receiving care at military and VA hos-
pitals. This additional funding is offset 
by a corresponding reduction to the de-
fense-wide operation and maintenance 
account. 

Thanks to Fisher Houses, when our 
heroes are in the hospital, their fami-
lies have a place to stay. Thanks to 
Fisher Houses, when our military fami-
lies need our support, we lend them a 
helping hand, a home away from home. 

This program is not only compas-
sionate, but it’s cost effective. Since 
1990, over 180,000 families have been 
served by Fisher Houses, saving mili-
tary families over $200 million. How-
ever, you can’t put a price tag on the 
emotional, psychological, and spiritual 
value these homes provide. 

After 2 years, we have seen resources 
strained and backlogs develop. We 
can’t expect better results without im-
proving our support structure. This 
amendment would lead to the construc-
tion of at least four new Fisher Houses 
next year. Four new homes means lodg-
ing for 2,000 military family members. 
That’s 2,000 sons, daughters, wives, 
husbands, brothers, and sisters that 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:34 Oct 04, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\JUL2013\H23JY3.REC H23JY3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4909 July 23, 2013 
can be by the side of our military he-
roes during their most significant time 
of need. 

No veteran, no servicemember should 
head to the hospital alone. I encourage 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 
I claim the time. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, the Fisher Houses program 
is a real success story. It was initially 
started by Mr. Zach Fisher. After his 
death, the family continued. 

The need was so great at the military 
hospitals; but also at the VA hospitals, 
there were no Fisher Houses. So the 
program was expanded, and we in-
creased our involvement. The Congress 
had not been involved up to this point. 
The Congress appropriated money, and 
we’ve been appropriating $4 million a 
year to add to the Fisher House Foun-
dation for the purpose of the Fisher 
Houses. We also allow for $11 million 
for transfers to the Fisher House oper-
ations. 

I say, again, it’s a real success story; 
and while it’s additional money, we’re 
happy to support the gentleman’s 
amendment and make sure that the 
Fisher Houses continue. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding. 

I do not rise to oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment, but to cast a cau-
tion over the expenditure of the pro-
posed funds. The bill contains $4 mil-
lion, and this is a phenomenal pro-
gram. I am not in any way suggesting 
otherwise. 

But the gentleman’s amendment is 
quadrupling funding in 1 year for this 
project from $4 million to $20 million. 
So I would hope that the people that 
are running this program understand 
that in a time of great fiscal con-
straint, they better very carefully, ef-
fectively, and wisely spend this addi-
tional money that I’m not objecting to, 
but I am very concerned about quad-
rupling $4 million that is already in a 
bill for a very good program. 

I appreciate the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DELANEY. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlelady from Nevada (Ms. 
TITUS). 

Ms. TITUS. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Delaney amendment. 

As a member of the House Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, I understand the 
important role that Fisher Houses play 
in supporting members of our armed 
services, our Nation’s veterans, and 
their families. 

In southern Nevada, a brand new VA 
hospital opened recently to serve the 

154,000 veterans who live in our area. 
Just north of the hospital, there is land 
that has already been dedicated to a 
brand new Fisher House. I support this 
amendment because it will allow Fish-
er House Foundation to build an extra 
four houses this year, including the one 
in Las Vegas, helping an extra 2,000 
families. 

The Fisher House Foundation re-
ceived an A-plus rating from the Amer-
ican Institute of Philanthropy, so we 
know that our money is being used effi-
ciently and effectively to make a 
meaningful difference in the lives of 
our heroes and their families. 

I look forward to a day when mem-
bers of the armed services and our vet-
erans will all have their families close 
to them as they receive medical care at 
these facilities, including the new hos-
pital in Las Vegas. 

Mr. DELANEY. I appreciate the com-
ments of my colleagues and the sup-
port of my colleagues. 

As I have no other comments, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. DELANEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. GABBARD 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Ms. GABBARD. Madam Chairwoman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $104,000,000)’’. 

Page 30, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $104,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii (Ms. GABBARD) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Hawaii. 

Ms. GABBARD. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The U.S. Navy has acknowledged a 
growing problem that threatens its 
dominance at sea. It’s strike reach is 
shrinking and aging, while potential 
enemies’ attack reach is growing and 
modernizing. We recognize this most 
specifically within the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. It’s because of this growing rec-
ognition that the Navy is exploring 
new weapons in order to successfully 
execute our strategic rebalance of mili-
tary assets to the Asia-Pacific region. 

A longstanding Navy urgent oper-
ational needs statement and related in-
telligence estimates detail a troubling 
capability and readiness gap that have 
compelled the Secretary of Defense to 
direct accelerated development of an 
over-the-horizon surface warfare mis-
sile that can be launched from aircraft 
or surface vessels and strike well-de-
fended moving maritime targets. 

Currently, surface-launched anti-ship 
missiles face the growing challenge of 

penetrating sophisticated enemy air 
defense systems from long range and 
present the potential for large no-go 
zones, which deny the Navy access in 
key conflict areas. 

The military expects our adversaries 
will continue their development of in-
creasingly sophisticated anti-access 
area denial capabilities that are able to 
jam or destroy GPS systems which 
guide our missiles. This clearly high-
lights the need for the offensive anti- 
surface warfare weapon, as well as the 
long-range anti-ship missile, which has 
a requirement of independently detect-
ing and validating the target that it 
was shot at. 

In authorizing the full request in the 
President’s budget, the House Armed 
Services Committee noted the need for 
a new generation of anti-ship weapons 
capable of penetrating sophisticated 
enemy air defense systems from long 
range and said such a capability is even 
more relevant today and is critical to 
meeting national security objectives 
and rebalance to the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. By providing these new capabili-
ties, we allow our Navy to safely en-
gage and destroy high-value targets 
well beyond the potential counterfire 
range of the adversaries that they may 
face. 

I recently received a letter from Ad-
miral Locklear, commander of the U.S. 
Pacific Command, who’s at the fore-
front of this rebalance to the Asia-Pa-
cific region, noting the importance of 
these two weapons. He expressed deep 
concern about the reductions proposed 
by the Defense Appropriation Sub-
committee and said that such reduc-
tions will derail the efforts of Pacific 
Command to outpace an expanding 
threat, increasingly degrade our re-
gional response options, and poten-
tially erode regional confidence in our 
commitment to the rebalance. We can 
and must do all that we can to correct 
the significant strategic and oper-
ational risks that these budget cuts 
present at this critical juncture. 

I urge you to support the President’s 
budget request, as well as the author-
ization that the House Armed Services 
Committee approved, in order to keep 
this essential element of our Asia-Pa-
cific rebalance on track for fielding. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues and ask for their support as 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairwoman, I would like a clarifica-
tion on the time issues. 

Since the time is structured, is it 
possible for the person offering the 
amendment to reserve that time when 
they have completed their statement? 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman may 
reserve. 

b 1515 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 
I claim the time. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, very simply, most of this 
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money would be taken from the Special 
Operations Command funding. It’s not 
a good idea. We’re using the Special 
Operators more and more, all the time. 
We are finding them involved in places 
where you might be surprised, and I 
just don’t think it is wise for us to be 
taking this funding from Special Oper-
ations. Special Operations are the 
Navy SEALs and the Special teams 
that go into difficult places. We prefer 
not to put limitations that this amend-
ment would cause. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to Mr. 
VISCLOSKY. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. My understanding 
as well during subcommittee consider-
ation is that the new START pro-
posed—and this is a new START pro-
posed for 2014—provide very little ex-
planation or rationale, and that’s from 
the Department of Defense. The com-
mittee recommendation was for a re-
duction because of the poor justifica-
tion by the Department itself. I think 
I am correct in my understanding. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for his comment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. GABBARD. Madam Chair, a cou-

ple of points I would like to clarify. 
This amendment proposes that the off-
set come from the O&M Defense-wide 
account, but makes up less than one- 
half of 1 percent of the entire amount 
requested in funding for that. 

With regards to the justification for 
the timing of this issue, the letter from 
Admiral Locklear—the contents of 
that letter recognize the effectiveness 
and the necessity of these programs, 
and are looking really to bypass nor-
mal acquisition processes due to the 
urgent need that they have identified 
there within the region, which is why I 
am strongly asking my colleagues to 
consider supporting this amendment. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

COMMANDER, 
U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND, 

Camp H.M. Smith, HI, July 18, 2013. 
Hon. RICHARD DURBIN, 
Chairman, Appropriations Defense Sub-

committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you know, U.S. 

Pacific Command (USPACOM) is at the fore-
front of executing key aspects of our stra-
tegic rebalance to the Asia-Pacific. The com-
plexity of the operational environment and 
the pace of emerging potential threats in 
this theater demand a responsive and cred-
ible joint force to reassure our friends, dis-
suade adversaries, and defend our national 
interests. To that end, I want to ensure you 
are aware that proposed reductions in the 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 budget for Offensive 
Anti-Surface Warfare (OASuW) capability 
(PE 0604786N) introduces significant stra-
tegic and operational risk at a time-critical 
juncture in our rebalance. 

Specifically, my FY 2015–2019 Integrated 
Priority List (IPL), a long-standing Navy 
OASuW Urgent Operational Needs State-
ment, and related intelligence estimates de-
tail a particularly troubling capability and 
readiness gap that compelled the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense to direct accelerated 
(2018) fielding of the Long Range Anti-Ship 

Missile (LRASM). If enacted, the reductions 
proposed in the FY 2014 budget for OASuW/ 
LRASM will derail our efforts to outpace an 
expanding threat, increasingly constrain our 
regional response options, and potentially 
erode regional confidence in our commit-
ment to the rebalance. 

I urge you to support the President’s Budg-
et request and reconsider the proposed 
OASuW/LRASM reductions in order to keep 
this vital program on track for FY 2018 field-
ing. Thank you for your continued support of 
USPACOM and this essential element of our 
Asia-Pacific rebalance. 

Sincerely, 
S.J. LOCKLEAR, III. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Ms. GABBARD). 

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

Ms. GABBARD. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Hawaii will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 15, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. GRAYSON) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chair, this 
amendment would increase the Defense 
health program account by $10 million 
in order to fund a cure for Gulf War ill-
ness. Currently, there is no cure for 
Gulf War illness, and it affects over a 
third of the veterans who served in the 
first Gulf War. 

This amendment is identical to an 
amendment offered last year that 
passed this body by a voice vote, and 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office, this amendment actually will 
reduce total outlays by $1 million. 

Veterans of the first Gulf War suffer 
from persistent symptoms, including 
chronic headaches, widespread pain, 
cognitive difficulties, debilitating fa-
tigue, gastrointestinal problems, res-
piratory symptoms, and other abnor-
malities that are not explained by tra-
ditional medicine or psychiatric diag-
noses. 

Research shows that as veterans 
from the first Gulf War age, they are 
twice as likely to develop Lou Gehrig’s 
disease as their nondeployed peers. 
There also may be connections to mul-
tiple sclerosis and Parkinson’s disease. 
Sadly, there are no known treatments 

for the lifelong pain and affliction that 
these veterans must endure through 
this disease. 

For decades, the Veterans Adminis-
tration has downplayed any neuro-
logical basis for this disease, but recent 
research just this year has shown un-
equivocally that this disease is biologi-
cal in nature. The time has come to 
right the wrong that our servicemen 
and -women have had to live with for 
over 20 years. 

In this Department of Defense appro-
priations bill, we allocate more money 
for breast cancer, orthopedic, and pros-
tate cancer research than we do for 
finding a cure for Gulf War illness. 
Equivalent funds are appropriated for 
ovarian cancer research. 

Personally, I think if we are going to 
spend money on medical research with-
in the Department of Defense, the De-
partment must adequately fund re-
search on those diseases that originate 
in war and wholly affect our service-
men and -women. Over a quarter of a 
million veterans display symptoms of 
this disease, and the time has come to 
find and fund a cure for it. 

The offset for my amendment today 
comes from the $32 million Operation 
and Maintenance Defense-wide ac-
count, and that account is funded $500 
million above the amount in last year’s 
DOD appropriations bill. 

Congress has responsibility to ensure 
that the Gulf War veterans, who put it 
all on the line and are paying for that 
with a lifetime of pain, are not left be-
hind. 

I urge my colleagues, including my 
esteemed colleague from Florida, to 
support this amendment and help to 
find a cure for Gulf War illness. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 

I claim the time. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-

nized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairman, although we’re going to sup-
port this amendment from my col-
league from Florida, I take this time to 
point out that we’ve already included 
an additional $20 million for the pro-
gram, the same amount that was in-
cluded in fiscal year 2013. Prior to 2013, 
the subcommittee typically included $8 
million to $10 million annually for this 
program. But this bill, this year for 
2014, has an additional $20 million, but 
it is a serious issue, and it is one that 
we can’t take lightly, and so we do sup-
port the gentleman’s amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GRAYSON. I want to thank the 

gentleman from Florida for accel-
erating the efforts to find a cure for 
this disease. I am very grateful to him, 
and so are thousands of veterans. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. GRAYSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. ISRAEL 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 
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Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Chair, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 

the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000) (increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Chair, I will be 
very brief. This is a bipartisan amend-
ment offered by my colleague from 
New York, the gentleman from the 
Second Congressional District, Con-
gressman PETER KING, and myself, to 
transfer $10 million to mental health 
programs within the Department of De-
fense. It is fully offset. 

Madam Chair, 22 veterans every day 
are committing suicide; 273,000 vet-
erans have been diagnosed with trau-
matic brain injury since 2000; and the 
pace of post-traumatic stress disorder 
is going to require new thinking, new 
innovations, new technologies, new 
partnerships, and collaborations. 
That’s exactly what this bipartisan 
amendment crafted by Congressman 
KING and myself does. 

This amendment creates new public- 
private partnerships between the De-
partment of Defense and teaching hos-
pitals and research institutions for the 
research, the treatment, and outreach 
on military mental health matters. 
This is not a matter of partisanship, 
this is a matter of doing the right 
thing for our veterans. It was my honor 
to work together on a bipartisan basis 
with the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. KING), and I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 

I claim the time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 

actually, this amendment moves 
money around within the Defense 
health program for something the com-
mittee has worked a long and hard 
time over the years dealing with: the 
subject of traumatic brain injury and 
psychological health research. In fact, 
we included an additional $125 million 
in the bill above the President’s re-
quest because of the importance of the 
issue that we’re facing. We are seeing 
more and more cases of TBI, traumatic 
brain injuries, than we had expected, I 
believe. So we added the additional 
money that the gentleman’s amend-
ment would move around in the DHP, 
so we have absolutely no problem with 
this amendment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s remarks, and I also appre-

ciate having the time to associate my-
self with the remarks you have made 
on behalf of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Secondly, I note, as you point out, 
the subcommittee itself has done sig-
nificant work and recognizes the prob-
lems that we face in the commitment 
we need to make to the individuals 
that the gentleman is trying to help 
with his amendment. So again, I very 
much appreciate the gentleman’s re-
marks, as well as support for the issue 
in this particular amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Chair, I would 
just close by thanking the gentleman 
from Florida, the chair, and the rank-
ing member for their cooperation. This 
amendment is so vitally important to 
those who are fighting for our freedom. 

In this amendment, we defend the de-
fenders and we protect the protectors, 
and I want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for their support 
for this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ISRAEL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. 

YOUNG OF FLORIDA 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairman, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 312, I offer amendments en bloc. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendments en bloc. 

Amendments en bloc No. 1 consisting 
of amendment Nos. 6, 32, 76, 77, 78, 79, 
80, 81, and 82 printed in House Report 
113–170, offered by Mr. YOUNG of Flor-
ida: 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. KILMER OF 

FLORIDA 
Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000) (increased by 
$1,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MS. ESTY OF 
CONNECTICUT 

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $38,000,000)’’. 

Page 143, line 17, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 76 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 
OF TEXAS 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 77 OFFERED BY MR. 
BRIDENSTINE OF OKLAHOMA 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $11,000,000)’’. 

Page 12, line 17, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’. 

Page 13, line 9, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’. 
AMENDMENT NO. 78 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 

OF WEST VIRGINIA 
Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000) (increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 79 OFFERED BY MS. BASS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $3,000,000) (increased by 
$3,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 80 OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ 
OF NEW YORK 

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $19,000,000)’’. 

Page 143, line 17, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 81 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON 
OF FLORIDA 

Page 31, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 82 OFFERED BY MS. ESTY OF 
CONNECTICUT 

Page 126, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’. 

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $27,500,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) each will con-
trol 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, the en bloc amendment has 
been agreed to by the minority and the 
majority. They are noncontroversial 
amendments that cover topics such as 
suicide prevention, traumatic brain in-
jury, and National Guard issues. The 
sponsors of the amendments have 
agreed to the amendments being con-
sidered en bloc, and I would ask for the 
adoption of this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

b 1530 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Chair, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. KILMER). 

Mr. KILMER. Madam Chair, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding. 

Within this en bloc includes an 
amendment that highlights a very 
troubling breakdown within the De-
partment of Defense, how they collect 
and process their personnel data. 

Our brave men and women who are 
deployed overseas rely on the Service-
members Civil Relief Act to give them 
assurance that they won’t need to 
worry about a foreclosure on their 
house, a lease being terminated, or out-
standing credit card debt. We ask sig-
nificant sacrifices from our troops, and 
this is a needed helping hand at a time 
when they are rightfully focused on 
serving their Nation. 

In order to provide these protections, 
financial institutions are required by 
law to consult the Department of De-
fense’s data system to validate service-
members’ deployment. This system is 
called the Defense Manpower Data Cen-
ter, or DMDC. 

I’ve heard from a number of stake-
holders that the DMDC is riddled with 
inaccuracies because each service feeds 
their own data into the database, with 
no standardization between services, 
and much of it was originally entered 
by hand, with little-to-no quality as-
surance. 

Obviously this creates a significant 
problem. We need our financial institu-
tions to have accurate data so that 
troops can get the benefits provided by 
law. 
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I’m extremely concerned about the 

reliability of this data for the purposes 
of SCRA compliance and, for that mat-
ter, any other personnel process af-
fected by the DOD. Going forward, I 
hope we can work together to address 
this serious data problem within the 
DOD. 

My amendment would cut $1 million 
to the Defense Human Resources Activ-
ity Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide account, and reinsert that 
funding into the exact same place, with 
the intent of encouraging a study on 
how the Defense Human Resources Ac-
tivity components and the CIO iden-
tify, catalog, process, communicate 
and rectify mistakes or inconsistencies 
found when data is uploaded to the 
DMDC. 

I want to thank Chairman YOUNG and 
Ranking Member VISCLOSKY for work-
ing with me on this issue, and I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
BASS). 

Ms. BASS. Madam Chair, this amend-
ment considered en bloc would provide 
the Department of Defense the flexi-
bility to train and equip wildlife re-
serve rangers to help combat illicit 
poaching across the African continent. 
Poaching and wildlife trafficking are 
not only a matter of conservation but 
a matter of international security. 

As the ranking member of the Africa 
Subcommittee, I’m deeply troubled by 
the damaging impact poaching has on 
the economic stability of African na-
tions. During my travels, African heads 
of state and ambassadors have ex-
pressed that poaching erodes the tour-
ism industry, public safety, and re-
gional security. 

Various newspapers have reported 
that poaching and wildlife traffickers 
are more dangerous and militarized 
than ever before, with armed militias 
like Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army 
and al Qaeda affiliates fueling conflicts 
with the profits from poached ivory 
and other animal products. 

The Department of Defense can play 
a leading role in helping to provide the 
training required to protect wildlife 
and put an end to regional conflicts 
and instability fueled by poaching. 
Training in reconnaissance, apprehen-
sion, and effective field communication 
will better prepare park rangers. 

I look forward to working with the 
chairman and ranking member. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 
I continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Chair, it 
does not appear that we have any other 
speakers on our side, so I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Madam Chair, today I rise 
in support for amendment #127 offered by 
Congressman JIM BRIDENSTINE of Oklahoma; 
Congressman JOE WILSON of South Carolina 
and myself to H.R. 2397, the Department of 

Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 
2014. Our amendment would provide an addi-
tional $10 million to the National Guard State 
Partnership Program. It would be offset by a 
reduction of $11 million to the Defense Media 
Activity in the Defense-wide operations and 
maintenance account. 

The amendment builds on the progress 
made in the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014 that strengthened 
and expanded the National Guard State Part-
nership Program. The National Guard provides 
unique capacity building capabilities to Com-
batant Commanders and U.S. Ambassadors 
via 65 comprehensive partnerships between 
National Guard units across the United States 
and partner nations. The State Partnership 
Program directly supports the broad national 
interests and security cooperation goals of the 
United States by engaging partner nations via 
military, socio-political, and economic conduits 
at the local; state, and national levels and 
these additional funds will further strengthen 
existing relationships as well as foster new 
partnerships. In particular, as we rebalance to 
the Asia-Pacific region the State Partnership 
Program offers a very visible and tangible 
component of that rebalance that meets both 
our military and diplomatic objectives in the re-
gion. 

Several Combatant Commanders have testi-
fied before Congress about the importance of 
the State Partnership Program to meeting their 
strategic objectives. The program has devel-
oped from assistance and partnership with pri-
marily Eastern European nations to a program 
that supports all the non-CONUS combatant 
commanders. Again, I believe the SPP brings 
unique capabilities to U.S. Pacific Command 
in expanding and strengthening bilateral rela-
tions with many Asian and Pacific nations. The 
program can help to demonstrate the U.S. 
commitment to the region and our allies. 

The amendment provides critical resources 
to this cost effective and beneficial program. I 
urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendments en bloc offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

The en bloc amendments were agreed 
to. 

The CHAIR. The Chair understands 
that amendment No. 7 will not be of-
fered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. LANGEVIN 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 9, line 6, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $22,000,000)’’. 

Page 30, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$22,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, be-
fore I begin, I want to first congratu-

late the chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida, and the ranking member for 
their important work on this legisla-
tion before us today. 

Madam Chair, it’s no surprise to any 
of us that the United States Navy, with 
its critical role in our national defense, 
faces ever-increasing global threats 
and a significant resource-constrained 
environment. To maintain undersea 
dominance in maritime regions of eco-
nomic and military importance to the 
United States, the Navy requires dis-
ruptive technologies that can be rap-
idly developed, demonstrated, evalu-
ated, and fielded to counter other na-
tions’ expanding undersea capabilities, 
and to extend the Navy’s reach and 
persistence. 

The Advanced Submarine Systems 
Development program supports innova-
tive and promising undersea tech-
nologies, including Unmanned Under-
sea Vehicles, or UUVs, as we know 
them, for the delivery of new and need-
ed capability to the undersea domain. 

However, under the current acquisi-
tion plan, the Navy may not have the 
new technologies it needs to meet re-
quirements in this domain until after 
2020. So my amendment reduces the ap-
propriation for Operation and Mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide, Office of Sec-
retary of Defense by $22 million and 
transfers this amendment to RDT&E, 
Navy, for the purpose of supporting Ad-
vanced Submarine Systems Develop-
ment. 

This represents a funding increase to 
the level authorized by the Armed 
Services Committee and this House in 
the Fiscal Year 2014 National Defense 
Authorization Act. It has been scored 
as reducing outlays by $3 million by 
CBO. 

Unmanned systems, such as the Pred-
ator in the Air Force, provide increased 
performance for many missions and 
have truly revolutionized modern war-
fare. Autonomous undersea vehicles 
can add significant capabilities to the 
Navy’s systems and platforms and act 
as a force multiplier for long-endur-
ance, hazardous, or high-threat mis-
sions where humans are limited in mis-
sion success. 

In response to a question I asked at a 
hearing earlier this year before the 
Armed Services Committee, Navy Sec-
retary Lehman stated that, and I 
quote: 

These underwater systems, UUVs and 
USVs, can be relatively more useful in un-
dersea warfare than their airborne counter-
parts are to surface and air forces. 

While the Navy recognizes the promise of 
these technologies, at a time of shrinking 
budgets, new technologies, without existing 
bureaucratic and industry supporters, tend 
to suffer disproportionate cuts and cancella-
tions, compared to programs with political 
and bureaucratic constituencies and must be 
actively protected by Congress. 

So with this, Madam Chair, support 
of this program will help accelerate the 
integration of UUVs and other autono-
mous undersea technologies and pay-
loads into the Navy for the full spec-
trum of military needs and potentially 
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speed the eventual availability of these 
capabilities to civilian purposes such 
as energy exploration and environ-
mental monitoring, just as happened 
with aerial vehicles. 

My amendment accomplishes this in 
a fully competitive way accelerating, 
rather than disrupting, the existing de-
velopment process and enabling earlier 
support of COCOM-defined operational 
needs. 

With that, I urge support of this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, as much as I want to sup-
port my friend’s amendment, I can’t, so 
I claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, the money that he would 
use for a large part comes from the 
Special Operations Command, and I 
just don’t think that we can restrict 
them, like some of the amendments 
that we’re seeing, in their ability to 
move about the world as they have to 
move about the world and do the excit-
ing things that they do. 

But the gentleman’s amendment adds 
$22 million to the $32 million that we 
already included for this program. 
Now, that is a 63 percent spike in fund-
ing for fiscal year 2014. That makes it 
very difficult for the program man-
agers or anybody involved with the 
program. 

To assume a 63 percent increase 
means there may be a lot of new jobs 
this year, but then the next year they’d 
all be fired and laid off because the 
money is not there. This is not a con-
sistent program, except for the $32 mil-
lion that we have included in this bill. 

And so as much as I would like to 
support his bill, his amendment, I real-
ly can’t. I just don’t think the program 
managers can handle a 63 percent in-
crease in this or, frankly, any program. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, I ap-
preciate the comments that the chair-
man has just made. I’d just point out 
that in the Defense authorization bill 
this was authorized at the higher level. 
And the information I have from pro-
gram managers is that they could, in 
fact, absorb and make important use of 
these funds in speeding these tech-
nologies to the warfighter and enhanc-
ing our undersea capabilities. 

With that, I would urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Chair, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 

LEE 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 13, line 18, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $500,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $500,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $500,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, 
I’m hoping to convince my colleagues 
that, albeit what numbers you may 
have in this increasing and emerging 
epidemic of post-traumatic stress dis-
order, let me give a personal story that 
comes by way of my interaction often 
with veterans and, particularly, a post- 
traumatic stress disorder center that 
we were able to fund in a hospital that 
previously had not had the ability to 
serve Active Duty soldiers and vet-
erans. 

It’s a small hospital off the campus 
of our main Veterans Hospital in Hous-
ton, Texas, but we established a post- 
traumatic stress disorder center there 
that allowed veterans who may not 
have traditionally been at the Veterans 
Hospital, not because they did not have 
benefits, but for a variety of reasons, 
to find a comfort place to be treated 
for their post-traumatic stress dis-
order. 

And they were not just veterans of 
the Afghan and Iraq wars, but these 
were ones from the Persian Gulf, from 
Vietnam. And they could not thank the 
staff and could not thank the work 
that we had done to secure just a small 
amount of dollars, which this amend-
ment does. 

This takes a small amount of dollars 
from a very large funding for, cer-
tainly, a commendable challenge, but 
it is one that I believe would benefit, as 
we seek to create a better quality of 
life for our soldiers, wherever they 
might be, and our veterans. 

This is a $500,000 deposit, if you will, 
on the high numbers of post-traumatic 
stress disorder. I have seen it in our re-
turning soldiers, I have seen it in our 
veterans, and it is clearly something 
that is not going away. 

I think the poignant story that I 
want to share is how grateful this par-
ticular veteran was, who said he had 
never been to treatment and his whole 
life had been turned around. His wife 
was there with him. She said their 
lives have been turned around. 

So I ask my colleagues to consider 
the responsible approach that we have 
taken for just this amount of money to 
reinvest in our needy, but deserving, 
men and women who are both Active 
Duty. In the instance of the story that 
I gave, because this facility was able to 
utilize TRICARE, they could serve Ac-
tive Duty, and they could serve those 
who were veterans as well. 

b 1545 
So I thank the chairman and ranking 

member and urge support of the 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 

Chairman, I claim the time in opposi-
tion. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I’m not ex-
actly sure how this is targeted or how 
it would support the $125 million in-
crease already in this bill. PTSD is a 
serious issue. It’s becoming more seri-
ous as time goes on and as our men and 
women return from the battlefield. And 
so we understand the importance of the 
program. We did increase it by $125 
million. 

This amendment, I think, is positive, 
and I’m not going to oppose it. 

I yield to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding. 

Again, I would not be opposed to the 
gentlewoman’s amendment but would 
want to make the observation, given 
the observation I made in my opening 
comments, that I do wish she had cho-
sen a different account for the offset. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, PTSD is going to be with us 
for a long time because there are men 
and women returning from the battle-
field who believe they don’t have PTSD 
or don’t want to admit to the fact that 
they have it. I can certainly under-
stand why they do not want that on 
their record. But, nevertheless, it is 
going to show up; and when it shows 
up, we need to be prepared to care for 
those who have fought this battle. 

And so I support the gentlelady’s 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, 
I’m overwhelmed and very grateful to 
Chairman YOUNG, my dear friend who 
has done so much, as well as the rank-
ing member, likewise, for his great 
service. He’s done so much. 

Let me just conclude by saying that 
PTSD, as both the chairman and the 
ranking member have agreed, is an in-
visible wound that you don’t often see. 
One of the best ways to increase access 
to treatment is to increase the medical 
facilities and also the medical profes-
sionals. These additional dollars, as I 
understand the intent of both the rank-
ing member and chairman, will be used 
effectively. 

Post-traumatic stress disorder is one 
of the most prevalent, devastating psy-
chological wounds suffered by the 
brave men and women. I ask my col-
leagues to support this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. 

BLUMENAUER 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 10 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Chair, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 

the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Page 16, line 24, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $25,100,000)’’. 
Page 30, line 14, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(reduced by $25,100,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment that I’m introducing with 
my colleague, Ms. GABBARD from Ha-
waii, that would simply restore funding 
to the fiscal year ’13 levels for cleanup 
and safety in public areas. 

We take great pride in the United 
States in our military being the best 
trained and most powerful fighting 
force in the world, but decades of mili-
tary operations and training have left 
a toxic legacy of dangerous explosives 
and harmful chemicals on millions of 
acres in this country. The Department 
of Defense has an obligation to reme-
diate these dangerous areas, often in 
public or residential areas, in a timely 
fashion. This contaminated real estate 
contains housing, schools, parks, and 
playgrounds in every State and almost 
every congressional district in our 
country. 

To help the Department of Defense 
become a better partner for our com-
munities and our constituents, I urge 
you to join me in supporting funding 
for a program that will employ skilled, 
high-tech companies to clean up these 
dangerous liabilities and create oppor-
tunities for economic development on 
land that is currently a danger. 

Just last month, at the height of the 
tourist season, Maryland officials were 
forced to shut down Assateague Island 
after a visitor noticed unexploded ord-
nance, or UXO, had washed ashore. 
Upon further investigation, they found 
hundreds of pieces of UXO that were 
discovered and had to be detonated on-
site. 

Our constituents demand that the 
United States lead by example. Keep-
ing our families safe requires us to re-
turn the land to productive uses by 
paying for and cleaning up the mess we 
make. The Department of Defense 
agrees. Before the House Budget Com-
mittee last year, Secretary of Defense 
Leon Panetta, when asked if there were 
a way to create a partnership between 
local communities and the Department 
of Defense, said: 

I’d be more than happy to engage you in 
that process. The only way to ultimately 
achieve savings is to be able to have the 
cleanup and do it expeditiously. There are 
lots of things I think we can do to improve 
the process. 

I appreciated Chairman YOUNG’s 
reply on the House floor last July. 

When asked if the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee could commit to 
helping increase funding for environ-
mental remediation on Formerly Used 
Defense Sites, Chairman YOUNG said: 

I say absolutely yes. I would very much 
like to do this, because I believe we need to 
do it. We hope to have an opportunity this 
year to do it right. 

The funding levels would restore the 
DERP-FUDS account to fiscal year ’13 
levels by redirecting $25.1 million from 
the Ground Combat Vehicle, a program 
whose utility has been called into ques-
tion by the CBO and CRS. It would 
take a modest reduction in funding by 
less than one-half of 1 percent. But re-
storing funding to this program would 
still mean that funding for this vital 
cleanup would be less than one-twen-
tieth of 1 percent of defense spending. 

At the current rate, the estimate is 
that it will take 250 years to clean up 
these sites. I find this embarrassing, 
frankly. I would hope that this would 
be the least we could do to keep faith 
with people who are at risk because the 
military has not cleaned up after itself. 
It’s Congress that needs to step up and 
provide the funding so that the Depart-
ment of Defense can do what it wants 
to do. 

I yield the balance of my time to the 
coauthor of this amendment, the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. GABBARD). 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Hawaii is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Ms. GABBARD. Madam Chair, due to 
its strategic location in the Pacific, my 
home of Hawaii has long been at the 
forefront of our Nation’s conflicts. We 
have more than 100 Formerly Used De-
fense Sites just as a result of a defen-
sive buildup pre-World War I and, later, 
in the massive rush to mobilize in 
World War II. These sites, often also re-
ferred to as FUDS, can be littered with 
dangerous unexploded bombs and 
shells, in addition to harmful chemi-
cals. 

As in Hawaii, Formerly Used Sites 
across the country—in every State and 
congressional district—can serve as 
housing developments, schools, parks, 
and playgrounds, areas that can be 
used productively. The Army Corps of 
Engineers has been working diligently 
to clean up unexploded ordnance from 
many sites in Hawaii, many of which I 
visited myself, including 135,000-acre 
Waikoloa Maneuver Area on the Big Is-
land of Hawaii. During World War II, 
this area was home to some 50,000 U.S. 
servicemembers who trained and pre-
pared for many of the historic battles 
that were fought in the Pacific. 

One of the places that I visited and 
met with many elementary and middle 
school students was Waimea Middle 
School, where unexploded ordnance has 
been found within the last few years by 
these students themselves. You are 
talking about 9-, 10-, 11-, 12-year-old 
students who have to be trained in this 
day and age to identify what an 
unexploded ordnance looks like and 
how to report it. This is not something 
that we should be facing in our society 
today. 

The effort to clean up these Formerly 
Used Defense Sites not only makes our 
communities safer, but has a signifi-
cant and positive economic impact. 
There have been substantial invest-
ments in the training of local people in 
Hawaii to do this highly skilled and 
often dangerous work. By training 
these local people, we’re actually sav-
ing taxpayer dollars because we’re not 
having to import talent, pay per diem 
and all these other exorbitant costs, 
and we’re providing jobs to the local 
community. 

I sponsor this amendment because 
Congress has a responsibility to ensure 
that the Department of Defense has the 
resources it needs to clean up these 
dangerous unexploded munitions. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. This amend-
ment would add $25 million for the pur-
pose of restoring these Formerly Used 
Defense Sites by cutting the same 
amount from the Army RDTE account 
for research and development. 

As important as this amendment 
might be, Army research and develop-
ment is extremely important to the 
soldiers on the battlefield. In today’s 
battlefield in Afghanistan, we’re facing 
an enemy that is constantly moving. 
As we move one direction, they move 
another direction. As we present a new 
device, a new weapon, a new system, 
they develop a way to get around it. 
It’s important that we continue to fund 
Army research and development. 

The President requested $237.4 mil-
lion for this purpose. We added an addi-
tional $25 million for the cleanup of 
these sites over the President’s budget 
request. The funding provided in the 
RDTE Army account supports critical 
research in Army laboratories and in 
colleges and universities across our 
country to ensure that our soldiers 
have the best that we can provide them 
as they face an enemy that is con-
stantly moving on the battlefield. Un-
necessary reductions to Army research 
and development is just not right, espe-
cially when we have already added the 
additional money over and above the 
President’s budget request. 

We understand the importance of re-
storing these sites, but we also under-
stand the importance of maintaining 
our research and development for the 
soldier on the battlefield to have the 
most advanced technology and the 
most advanced weapons that he or she 
can possibly have to carry out their 
mission and to protect themselves 
while they’re doing it. 

So I must oppose this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Chair, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 

rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 11 printed in House Report 
113–170. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, I 
withdraw amendment No. 11. 

The CHAIR. The Chair understands 
amendment No. 11 will not be offered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 12 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 29, line 22, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)’’. 

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 312, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

b 1600 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the 
chairman of the subcommittee and I 
thank the ranking member of the sub-
committee. 

Madam Chair, let me, first of all, ac-
knowledge the hard work that it takes 
to provide for the men and women of 
the United States military and to se-
cure America. As a member of the 
Homeland Security Committee, I am 
well aware of the combined efforts, ob-
viously, in the military and the line of 
demarcation between civilian, but we 
all are committed to the national secu-
rity of this Nation. 

This amendment deals with the re-
duction in funding of the procurement 
Defense-wide by $1 million. I want to 
give the good news. The good news is 
that this money would be put in deficit 
reduction. But I do want to acknowl-
edge that one of the issues that we 
must address as we go forward in the 
collective intelligence agencies, as we 
have listened to some of the challenges 
that we are facing in light of the 
present status of the leaks that have 
occurred by an American citizen who 
was working in the capacity as a con-
tractor—this impacts all of us. So as 
this $1 million would be submitted into 
the deficit reduction pool, I believe it 
is extremely important that we look 
very closely at the extended use of ci-
vilian contractors, the extended use of 
a budget that is responsible for 70 per-
cent of the intelligence of this country. 

Now, I know that some of the con-
tractors deal with issues that are not 
individual personnel, but are dealing 
with research and dealing with equip-
ment. But I believe that it is important 

that we look at the question that re-
sulted in the disclosure of leaked and 
highly sensitive classified information, 
and the continuing raising of concern 
of whether or not the national security 
of this Nation has been impacted be-
cause of the outsourcing of intelligence 
responsibility. 

In particular, I think we need to look 
at the outsourcing of determining top 
secret clearance. Obviously, the cir-
cumstances that resulted in the leak-
ing is an individual that had an inter-
esting resume, from the educational 
level of a high school GED—of which 
we respect and encourage people to 
complete their education—of the mili-
tary service, and then on to top secret 
by a contractor who gave out top se-
cret clearances. We hope that there 
was some kind of review. So my 
amendment is intended to highlight 
this issue. 

I would hope that as we proceed, that 
this question will, if you will, have the 
ability to slow—not halt—the use of ci-
vilian contractors out of all of our 
agencies dealing with the issue of in-
telligence. We want to assure the 
American people that we are concerned 
about the protection of this Nation’s 
national security—civil liberties as 
well, but also to prevent the leaks that 
have occurred. 

Let me conclude my remarks and let 
me just say that I hope this brings 
about a discussion that will cross juris-
dictional lines of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, the Intelligence Committee, 
our appropriators. Let’s fix this enor-
mous use and reliance on these con-
tractors’ outsourcing. Let’s develop a 
highly trained group of Federal Gov-
ernmental professionals committed, if 
you will, to the ongoing service to 
their Nation. Respecting contractors 
have the same loyalty, but I think it 
would be better, Mr. Chairman, if we 
can frame the utilization of contrac-
tors in such a way that we can be as-
sured that everything that deals with 
the national security of this Nation 
will be protected. 

With that, I will withdraw the 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of 
Texas). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 13 printed in House Re-
port 113–170. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 29, line 22, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Again, Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank Mr. YOUNG 
and Mr. VISCLOSKY for their leadership 
for an important responsibility in this 
Nation. 

My amendment increases funding for 
the Defense Health Program’s research 
and development by $10 million. These 
funds will address the question of 
breast cancer in the United States 
military. 

The American Cancer Society calls 
several strains of breast cancer as a 
particularly aggressive subtype associ-
ated with lower survival rates; in this 
instance, it’s a triple negative. But I 
raise an article that says: ‘‘Fighting a 
Different Battle; Breast Cancer and the 
Military.’’ 

We all know, by the way, that breast 
cancer can affect both men and women. 
The bad news is breast cancer has been 
just about as brutal on women in the 
military as combat. Let me say that 
sentence again. Breast cancer has been 
just about as brutal on women in the 
military as combat. More than 800 
women have been wounded in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, according to the Army 
Times; 874 military women were diag-
nosed with breast cancer just between 
2000 and 2011. And according to that 
same study, more are suspected. It 
grows. 

The good news is that we have been 
working on it, and I want to add my 
appreciation to the military. This, 
however, will allow for the additional 
research. As new young women come 
into the United States military, as 
women stay longer in the United 
States military, as women get older in 
the United States military, as women 
ascend to leadership roles in the United 
States military, these dollars provide 
research. 

Not only is breast cancer striking 
relatively young military women at an 
alarming rate, but male servicemem-
bers, veterans and their dependents are 
at risk as well. With a younger and 
generally healthier population, those 
in the military tend to have a lower 
risk for most cancers than civilians— 
including significantly lower 
colorectal, lung and cervical—but 
breast cancer is a different story. 

Military people in general, and in 
some cases very specifically, are at a 
significantly greater risk for con-
tracting breast cancer, says Dr. Rich-
ard Clapp, a top cancer expert at Bos-
ton University who works at the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
on military breast cancer issues. He 
says life in the military can mean ex-
posure to a witch’s brew of risk factors 
directly linked to greater chances of 
getting breast cancer. 

So, my friends, I am asking that we 
do the right thing. We’re on the right 
track, we’re on the right rail, we’re on 
the right road. But with the expansion 
of women in the military, I can assure 
you, for long life, a vital service that 
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these men and women give, it is ex-
tremely important to move forward 
with this amendment. 

Researchers point to a high use of 
oral contraception that’s linked to 
breast cancer among women that 
would ensure that this particular 
amendment would be a positive step 
forward. 

So I ask my colleagues to support the 
Jackson Lee amendment. With that, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment, although I am not op-
posed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Indiana is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 

recognition. And I think I speak for the 
subcommittee when I will suggest that 
we would be delighted to accept the 
gentlewoman’s amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me thank 

the gentlemen, and thank them for 
their commitment to the men and 
women of the United States military. 
And let me thank my colleagues for ac-
cepting this amendment. 

With that, I know that we will be 
safer, secure and healthier with this 
fight against breast cancer that con-
tinues to grow in the United States 
military. 

I ask my colleagues to support it, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. 

YOUNG OF FLORIDA 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, pursuant to House Resolution 312, 
I offer amendments en bloc. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendments en bloc. 

Amendments en bloc No. 2 consisting 
of amendment Nos. 83, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 
91, 92, 93, 94, 95 and 96, printed in House 
Report No. 113–170, offered by Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida: 

AMENDMENT NO. 83 OFFERED BY MR. 
LOWENTHAL OF CALIFORNIA 

Page 126, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000) (increased by 
$5,000,000)’’. 
AMENDMENT NO. 86 OFFERED BY MR. GRIFFIN OF 

ARKANSAS 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to cancel or modify 
the avionics modernization program of 
record for C–130 aircraft. 
AMENDMENT NO. 87 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER OF 

CALIFORNIA 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to— 
(1) plan for, consider, or carry out any ac-

tion to remove any portion of the Mount 
Soledad Veterans Memorial in San Diego, 
California; 

(2) convey, or authorize the conveyance of, 
such memorial; or 

(3) plan for or accept any reimbursement 
for any action described in paragraph (1) or 
(2). 

AMENDMENT NO. 88 OFFERED BY MR. KLINE OF 
MINNESOTA 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Department 
of Defense to grant an enlistment waiver for 
an offense within offense code 433 (rape, sex-
ual abuse, sexual assault, criminal sexual 
abuse, incest, or other sex crimes), as speci-
fied in Table 1 of the memorandum from the 
Under Secretary of Defense with the subject 
line ‘‘Directive-Type Memorandum (DTM) 
08-018—‘Enlistment Waivers’ ’’, dated June 
27, 2008 (incorporating Change 3, March 20, 
2013). 

AMENDMENT NO. 89 OFFERED BY MR. NUNES OF 
CALIFORNIA 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to reduce the force 
structure at Lajes Field, Azores, Portugal, 
below the total number of military and civil-
ian personnel assigned to Lajes Field on Oc-
tober 1, 2012. 
AMENDMENT NO. 90 OFFERED BY MR. RUNYAN OF 

NEW JERSEY 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title) insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the Operation and Main-

tenance funds made available in this Act 
may be used in contravention of section 41106 
of title 49, United States Code. 
AMENDMENT NO. 91 OFFERED BY MRS. BUSTOS OF 

ILLINOIS 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-

able by this Act may be used to enter into a 
contract for the purchase of an American 
flag if the flag is certified (pursuant to the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation) as a foreign 
end product. 

AMENDMENT NO. 92 OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL OF 
NEW YORK 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Department 
of Defense to lease or purchase new light 
duty vehicles for any executive fleet, or for 
an agency’s fleet inventory, except in ac-
cordance with Presidential Memorandum— 
Federal Fleet Performance, dated May 24, 
2011. 

AMENDMENT NO. 93 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON 
OF FLORIDA 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to enter into a 
contract with any offeror or any of its prin-
cipals if the offeror certifies, pursuant to the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, that the of-
feror or any of its principals— 

(1) within a three-year period preceding 
this offer has been convicted of or had a civil 
judgment rendered against it for commission 
of fraud or a criminal offense in connection 
with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or per-
forming a public (Federal, State, or local) 
contract or subcontract; violation of Federal 
or State antitrust statutes relating to the 
submission of offers; or commission of em-
bezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsifica-
tion or destruction of records, making false 
statements, tax evasion, violating Federal 
criminal tax laws, or receiving stolen prop-
erty; or 

(2) are presently indicted for, or otherwise 
criminally or civilly charged by a govern-
mental entity with, commission of any of 
the offenses enumerated in paragraph (1); or 

(3) within a three-year period preceding 
this offer, has been notified of any delin-
quent Federal taxes in an amount that ex-
ceeds $3,000 for which the liability remains 
unsatisfied. 

AMENDMENT NO. 94 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON 
OF FLORIDA 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to engage in an act 
covered by or described in section 2340A of 
title 18, United States Code. 

AMENDMENT NO. 95 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON 
OF FLORIDA 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used for flag or general 
officers for each military department that 
are in excess to the number of such officers 
serving in such military department as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 96 OFFERED BY MR. LOBIONDO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title) insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to fund the perform-
ance of any Department of Defense flight 
demonstration team at a location outside 
the United States. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) 
each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LOWENTHAL). 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. I’d like to thank 
Chairman YOUNG and also Ranking 
Member VISCLOSKY for providing me 
the time to speak today. 

Mr. Chairman, providing STEM edu-
cation to America’s youth is critical to 
the global competitiveness of our Na-
tion. This will rely, however, on a solid 
pipeline of STEM-degree graduates. 

I stand here today to offer my rev-
enue-neutral STARBASE amendment 
No. 99 to H.R. 2397, the Department of 
Defense Appropriations, to increase 
funding to the STARBASE youth pro-
gram by $5 million. 

STARBASE is currently active in 79 
congressional districts throughout the 
country and engages local fifth-grade 
elementary students by exposing them 
to STEM subjects through an inquiry- 
based curriculum. The program is car-
ried out by the military services be-
cause the Department of Defense has 
identified a shortage of young adults 
graduating from these difficult and 
hard sciences. 

The STARBASE academies work 
with school districts to engage stu-
dents through ‘‘hands-on, mind-on,’’ 
experiential activities. They study en-
gineering, nanotechnology, navigation 
and mapping. These are all critical 
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fields that will keep our country com-
petitive. 

My no-cost, revenue-neutral amend-
ment makes a significant step towards 
providing and engaging America’s 
youth with the tools they need to pur-
sue careers in STEM, a field where jobs 
are available and there is a significant 
lack of trained workers. 

A recent Brookings Institution study 
said that as of 2011, there are now 26 
million U.S. jobs—or approximately 20 
percent of all jobs in the country—that 
require a high level of knowledge in 
any one of the STEM fields. I urge my 
colleagues to support this revenue-neu-
tral amendment to H.R. 2396. Our stu-
dents and our workforce need this. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendments en bloc offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG). 

The en bloc amendments were agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. POLIS. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 29, line 22, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $107,000,000)’’. 

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $107,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, as Mem-
bers of Congress, one of our greatest re-
sponsibilities is to keep our country 
safe and invest our resources wisely, 
especially when it comes to securing 
the safety of our country. 

The Ground-Based Midcourse Defense 
(GMD) program is a missile system 
that is supposed to be designed to de-
flect missiles from rogue states like 
Iran and North Korea. That would be 
great if it worked. It is a system with 
a long history of failure, and military 
leaders have expressed doubts for years 
about the viability of this program. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
my amendment, which would return 
the funding level for the GMD program 
back to the Pentagon’s own request 
level in the fiscal year 2014 Defense ap-
propriations bill. Specifically, my 
amendment cuts funding for the GMD 
missiles by $107 million and applies 
those savings to deficit reduction. 

Lacking a single successful test 
intercept since December 2008, the 
GMD program is simply a failure so 
far. These repeated failures unfortu-

nately have not stopped us from con-
tinuing to authorize over $1 billion for 
the GMD program to purchase 14 addi-
tional missiles on top of the 30 we al-
ready have in the NDAA Act of 2013. 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice has noted that the testing of the 
system to date has been insufficient to 
verify that it will function as intended, 
and there was a most recent test fail-
ure on July 5 which supports that as-
sessment from the GAO. 

Americans want a missile defense 
system we can count on. We need to en-
sure that our missile defenses are test-
ed and are actually capable of keeping 
our families safe and don’t merely pro-
vide the illusion of safety. Before we 
continue to build an arsenal, we should 
make sure that it works, as custodians 
of taxpayer funds. 

b 1615 

Now, of course, those on the other 
side will argue that we need to make 
sure that in an ever more dangerous 
world we need to have and invest in the 
missile defenses to protect against the 
threats from Iran and North Korea. Of 
course, I agree. The issue is whether 
this works or not and whether we 
should reward failure as a Congress and 
as a country, or whether we should in-
vest in success. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, we should 
invest in success and not reward fail-
ure. We need to be candid about the 
challenges we face. Deterring threats 
and encouraging diplomacy is crucial 
to keeping America safe. Our national 
security, the safety of Americans is too 
important to rely on programs that 
have failed test after test when we need 
to have confidence that when we need 
them, they will work. 

If we are serious about cutting waste-
ful spending here in Congress, we need 
to be willing to take a close look at 
programs like the GMD and find ways 
to trim spending and increase our na-
tional security. We can do this by 
building a leaner, more agile, more af-
fordable military that is suited to the 
21st century, while being diligent in en-
suring that our existing systems can 
keep us safe and operate as they are in-
tended to. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-

man, I claim the time in opposition. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-

man, I am reminded that when two air-
planes hit two buildings, it cost our 
economy $2 trillion and many thou-
sands of lives. It occurs to me that 
sometimes we are fairly shortsighted. 
Sometimes even as conservative fis-
cally as I am, sometimes in this Cham-
ber we don’t look to our primary duty 
and we become penny-wise and very 
pound-foolish. 

One nuclear armed missile coming 
into the United States could ruin our 
whole day. I am astonished sometimes 
at the lack of insight to this very real 
problem. 

The system that we are speaking of 
today, the GMD, is the only system 
that we have tested that is successfully 
capable of defending this country 
against intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles carrying nuclear warheads or 
other ordnance. 

Mr. Chairman, I just find it aston-
ishing that President Obama and his 
supporters have cut funding for our 
missile defenses every year they have 
been in office. They criticize these pro-
grams when there are test failures or 
delays that have been made worse by 
their slashing and burning of the pro-
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that 
the cost of failing in this area is simply 
too high. While the Ground-based Mid-
course Defense System did miss its tar-
get on a July 5 test, it was one test. It 
has been successfully tested repeatedly 
since the 1999 testing began. This ad-
ministration has not offered funding 
for testing this system since 2008. 

Mr. Chairman, it should not shock us 
that when we don’t test our systems, 
sometimes they don’t always perform 
perfectly. If we cut funding for systems 
that don’t have a perfect test record, 
we are doomed to have no protection at 
all. 

Every sophisticated program in the 
Defense Department has had technical 
challenges at some time. But GMD’s 
technical challenges are not insur-
mountable. We must commit to sup-
port these systems to see these chal-
lenges through. 

The amendment that Mr. POLIS has 
offered would strike $107 million au-
thorized in the National Defense Au-
thorization Act. It would actually, be-
cause the authority for multi-year pro-
curement would then be done away 
with, this Polis amendment actually 
costs the taxpayers money. 

I would just ask the gentleman: If 
not this system, what other system 
would he suggest that would protect 
our country against a potential situa-
tion where an intercontinental bal-
listic missile were coming into the 
homeland? I would ask him to consider 
that. 

I would now yield 2 minutes to my 
friend, the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. LAMBORN). 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment by the 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman, the House has rejected 
these amendments—this and a fol-
lowing amendment by the gentleman 
from Colorado—on the National De-
fense Authorization Act already this 
year. 

This amendment would strike the 
funding provided in this bill to provide 
for multi-year procurement authority 
of booster motors for the ground-based 
interceptors, GBIs, that Secretary 
Hagel announced the United States 
would deploy this past March. 

This amendment, if it were adopted, 
and perhaps this is unintentional, but 
it would actually cost the United 
States as much as $200 million. 
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Perhaps the gentleman is opposed to 

the Obama administration’s missile de-
fense policy as articulated by Sec-
retary of Defense Hagel. If so, that is a 
separate issue. 

But when you look at North Korea, 
you look at Iran, I think it would be 
unwise to oppose the decision to add 
ground-based interceptors. 

All that this amendment is doing is 
raising the price that taxpayers have 
to pay for the GBIs that the President 
and the Secretary of Defense have said 
we should buy. This isn’t just my posi-
tion. It is what the Missile Defense 
Agency and the CBO have already said: 
multi-year procurement will save the 
taxpayer money. 

Now, the reliability issues that the 
gentleman brought up have nothing to 
do with this funding, because this fund-
ing talks about booster motors. Of the 
26 tests that involve the GMD system, 
Ground-based Missile Defense, 18 of 
those were 100 percent successful. Of 
the remaining eight that had problems, 
none of them involved the booster 
motor. That is the subject of this 
amendment. So this amendment is 
misdirected if it is concerned about the 
stated concern of reliability. 

I can’t understand why we would op-
pose multi-year procurement and ad-
vance procurement of the 14 GBIs that 
the Defense Department says we will 
buy. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge opposi-
tion to this amendment. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I would just remind people in this 
Chamber that nuclear missiles coming 
into this country are the most dan-
gerous weapons that we face, and GMD 
is the only system that we have to pro-
tect ourselves from it. I hope this 
amendment will be defeated, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. To be clear, Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment saves taxpayer 
money and actually reduces the deficit 
by over $100 million. 

I will be happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment and would want 
to make a couple of things clear to all 
of my colleagues. 

The fact is the administration did 
ask for money. For the ballistic missile 
defense midcourse section in the bill 
they asked for $1.033 billion this year, 
fiscal year 2014. This is not absent an 
administration request. 

Secondly, the gentleman from Ari-
zona said that the bad test and the 
problems that they indicate are not 
unresolvable. I would absolutely agree 
with the gentleman, but this is a pro-
curement account. Let us resolve these 
problems before we procure something 
that last month has not worked so we 
don’t have to pull them out of silos, we 
don’t have to invest additional tax-
payers’ money, and we don’t have to 
waste that hard-earned money. 

There are threats, and we ought to 
make sure the systems we deploy to 
protect our Nation work before we pro-
cure and deploy them. 

I applaud the gentleman for his 
amendment and strongly support it. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman. 
It is just simple business sense. It 

doesn’t save money to preorder some-
thing that you don’t know works. You 
don’t do that in business. We as a coun-
try shouldn’t do it. 

This is not a theoretical discussion 
about advance purchasing or economies 
of scale. When things work there’s a le-
gitimate discussion about that. It is 
absolutely foolish—foolish—to throw 
good taxpayer money after bad before 
our system has proven to work to keep 
America safe. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
amendment and yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS). 

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. 
BLUMENAUER 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 15 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 30, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $85,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

This amendment simply reduces Re-
search Development Test & Evaluation 
funds for the new Ohio-class nuclear- 
armed submarine by 10 percent. Bear in 
mind, we are facing 10 percent seques-
tration cuts over the next decade. This 
will help the Navy plan for the likely 
effects of sequestration by cutting Cold 
War weapons rather than what the 
military really needs. 

These replacement submarines are 
unaffordable and will weaken the sur-
face Navy. They are expected to cost $6 
billion per boat on average with a plan 
to procure 12 of them. 

According to a report from the Arms 
Control Association, the operating cost 
of this replacement will be $347 billion 
lifetime. Even the Navy’s own ship-
building plan for fiscal year 2014 said: 

Replacing the Ohio-class submarines will 
have a disproportionate impact on Navy 
shipbuilding plans. 

It comes at the expense of other ship-
building abilities and naval readiness. 
There are far more effective job cre-
ation plans than to undertake this ini-
tiative. 

Our amendment offers a more bal-
anced approach. We can easily afford to 
phase down or slow the replacement 
submarine program. The Navy can de-
ploy 1,000 nuclear warheads on its sub-
marines—as planned under the New 
START Treaty—with eight Ohio-class 
submarines, which means this modest 
cut can be easily handled. 

The Pentagon and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have determined that the United 
States can provide for its security with 
fewer nuclear weapons. Yet nuclear ac-
quisition programs are racing to pre-
serve the current size of today’s nu-
clear force. 

Instead of wasting billions of dollars 
on weapons the Pentagon says it will 
not need, we should realign our budgets 
with the reality that the United States 
plans to reduce its nuclear arsenal. 

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

rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I re-
mind my colleagues that we have al-
ready cut the defense budget pretty 
drastically, and nuclear weapons exist 
in today’s world. I might not like it, 
you might not like it, we might wish 
they didn’t exist, but they do exist. 

Because nuclear weapons exist in this 
world, we need to have the ability to 
defend against them and also deter 
their use. That is important to our na-
tional security. 

We do that through what we call the 
nuclear triad. We have the capability 
to launch nuclear missiles from silos 
that are based on land, we have the 
ability to launch nuclear-capable mis-
siles from airplanes, we also have the 
ability to launch nuclear-capable mis-
siles from submarines that are some-
where in these vast oceans. 

Of those three of the triad, the nu-
clear submarine, or the submarine with 
nuclear capability, is the most surviv-
able because you can blow up a silo, 
you can shoot down an airplane, but it 
is almost impossible to find a sub-
marine somewhere in the ocean that 
has this nuclear capability. Because it 
is the most survivable, then it is the 
best deterrent, because we know what 
it can do and our enemies know what it 
can do. 

Right now, we are planning to re-
place what is called the Ohio-class sub-
marines to continue this capability. 
This is a capability that has kept us 
safe for the last 60 years. It is still im-
portant to our long-term national secu-
rity. If we adopt this amendment, we 
will begin to cripple this capability, 
and that is bad for our national secu-
rity. 
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I would urge my colleagues to vote 

against this amendment. 
I would like to yield 11⁄2 minutes to 

the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
COURTNEY). 
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Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 

I’d like to just sort of add a few 
points to the gentleman’s prior com-
ments. 

First of all, the fleet is not being re-
placed one to one—the current fleet 
size is 14, and the new fleet will be 12. 
The program has already been delayed 
by 2 years because of earlier reductions 
in the defense budget. That 2-year 
delay is going to push us right up to 
2021, which is when the aging fleet 
which is in play right now is going to 
start being decommissioned over time 
in terms of the reduction. Because of 
investment in design and development, 
which is what this amendment is fo-
cused on, we have saved $2 billion per 
vessel from where the Navy started 
when this project first commenced a 
number of years ago. It was $7 billion, 
and we are down to $5 billion per boat 
in terms of the projected costs that the 
Navy has actually come forward with. 

I would just lastly note that the stra-
tegic review, which has been done 
under Secretary Gates and under Sec-
retary Hagel, has repeatedly put SSBN 
replacement at the absolute apex in 
terms of national defense priorities, 
again, for a lot of the reasons the prior 
speaker indicated. Sea-based nuclear 
deterrence fits in perfectly well with 
the START Treaty, but as for the math 
of eight subs for 1,000 warheads, if 
you’re going to have sailors being back 
home after deployment and if you’re 
going to have repairs and maintenance, 
you’ll need 12 as a bare minimum—a 
far cry from the Cold War days when 41 
for Freedom was actually the size of 
this fleet. 

We are now down to the bare bones, 
and we should not cut it any further. I 
would oppose the amendment. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. KILMER). 

Mr. KILMER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise not only as the 
Representative of the area that in-
cludes Naval Base Kitsap, which is the 
home port of eight SSBNs and 60 per-
cent of the Navy’s SSBN force, but I 
rise with a nonparochial interest as 
well. 

I am in opposition to this amend-
ment because we know the SSBNs, or 
the Ohio-class subs, have been a pillar 
of our national defense for over three 
decades. These subs and their crews act 
as peacekeepers around the world every 
single day. They are amongst our most 
significant assets for a continued for-
ward-presence and are a strategic de-
terrent around the world. Our country, 
our Navy, and our sailors cannot afford 
to delay the recapitalization of this 
platform. 

While I thank the gentleman from 
Oregon for bringing this forward, I urge 
my colleagues to oppose the amend-
ment. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I listened to my 
good friend from Florida, and I agree in 
terms of the necessity of having a 
strong nuclear deterrent, but he just 
ticked off that we would still have the 
air-based bombers and we would have 
land-based missiles. Even with eight 
nuclear submarines, we would have 
more than enough capacity. 

Now, the historic arguments, I think, 
are a little bit distorted. Each of these 
new submarines carries 16 to 20 mis-
siles. Each missile today carries four to 
five nuclear warheads, each 20 times 
more powerful than the bombs that 
decimated Hiroshima. One of these sub-
marines—two, three, four—is adequate 
to serve as a deterrent for anybody 
going forward, especially when we have 
our air- and land-based in addition to 
this. 

We have a deterrent that will make a 
difference to anybody as we are moving 
now to scale down the overall number 
of warheads, because who is it that we 
are deterring? North Korea? It doesn’t 
yet have a missile that can even get to 
us, one, and a fraction of the firepower 
would destroy it. We could wreck 
China. We could decimate the Soviet 
Union. Deterrence is alive and well 
with a fraction of this, but embarking 
on a program to spend hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars—freezing us in time 
with, as I mentioned, $347 billion going 
forward—is foolish. Every independent 
analysis suggests that we will be better 
off in going forward with being able to 
right-size the nuclear deterrent. Even 
the 1,000 is probably more than we need 
today. 

If we can’t come to grips with the 
fact that we are spending hundreds of 
billions of dollars on things that don’t 
make us any safer, that we can’t af-
ford, and that come at the expense of 
operational activities for our military 
that do matter, we are going to be 
trapped in this downward budget spi-
ral, wasting tax dollars, not making 
America safer, not making it stronger, 
and not being able to have resources 
for things that would be of a higher 
priority for our military. 

Now, notwithstanding all of the hy-
perbole here, this is a modest 10 per-
cent reduction in the development re-
sources. It’s not going to stop our 
going forward, but it will be a signal to 
maybe take a deep breath and look at 
how we do this most effectively. I 
would strongly urge the approval of 
this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER). 

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Oregon will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. POCAN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 16 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 30, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 31, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $12,010,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. POCAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to introduce an amendment to 
the Defense appropriations bill, and I 
want to thank Chairman YOUNG and 
Ranking Member VISCLOSKY for their 
efforts on this important legislation. 

My amendment would help improve 
the safety of advanced batteries, which 
are critical to both our new energy 
economy as well as to our current and 
future Department of Defense missions. 

Advanced energy technologies not 
only produce good-paying, high-quality 
American jobs, but they also reduce 
our dependence on foreign oil, protect 
the environment, and lead to the ad-
vancements of new energy-efficient 
sources that are more effective. Thus, 
it is no surprise that our military re-
quires this type of innovative tech-
nology to meet its expanding needs. 
Longer lasting energy sources mean 
our military’s transportation and 
weapons systems are more effective in 
the field and limit safety risks that 
arise from refueling or recharging. 
More efficient energy capabilities 
mean a more efficient, more effective, 
and safer military. 

On that front, lithium-ion batteries 
represent some of the most significant 
clean energy advancements of our re-
cent history: they contain no toxic 
chemicals; they have up to three times 
the performance capabilities of other 
battery products; and they are required 
for many of the military’s next genera-
tion weapons systems. Their need will 
only increase, but as often is the case 
with new technologies, improvements 
need to be made in order to ensure 
their safe and effective use. 

Current lithium-ion batteries can 
cause violent fires with extreme smoke 
and high temperatures that are poten-
tially catastrophic, especially on ships. 
As a result of these safety concerns, 
the acceptance and adoption of many 
lithium-ion-powered Navy systems 
under development are greatly delayed, 
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thus greatly limiting our ability to re-
spond to emerging threats. 

None of us here want to have any 
members of our military in danger, but 
we don’t have to choose between im-
proving our operational capabilities 
and keeping our courageous service-
members safe. We are not far away 
from these types of advancements. New 
research has produced high-tempera-
ture material compounds that can sig-
nificantly extend the maximum tem-
peratures at which the batteries can 
safely operate. 

We need to continue to develop and 
test these innovative compounds that 
require further research and develop-
ment support. That is why I introduced 
this budget-neutral amendment, which 
I am proud to have introduced with 
Congressman CÁRDENAS—to provide for 
the necessary funding for research, de-
velopment, and testing to improve the 
safety of advanced batteries. 

I now yield 2 minutes to my friend 
from California, Congressman 
CÁRDENAS. 

Mr. CÁRDENAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of Congressman 
POCAN’s amendment, which increases 
the Navy Research, Testing, Develop-
ment, and Evaluation account by $10 
million. This would support research, 
improving the safety of advanced bat-
teries, specifically lithium-ion bat-
teries. This amendment does not add 
new funding to the bill. 

Lithium-ion is the present and future 
of our energy storage technology. This 
technology is critical to U.S. military 
personnel for communications, naviga-
tion, and vehicles on land and in the 
sea, air, and space. It is also important 
to many other sectors of the economy, 
including to the utility companies, 
transportation, aviation, aerospace, 
and medical devices. 

As we have seen with recent airliner 
incidents, we can do more to address 
the safety of these batteries. Without 
improving that safety, we cannot fully 
realize the potential of lithium-ion 
technology. Without realizing that po-
tential, we cannot improve our produc-
tion capability here in the United 
States of America. 

The global market for lithium bat-
teries was worth more than $11 billion 
in 2012, and it is expected to double to 
$22 billion by 2016. Right now, the U.S. 
has a very small market share of the 
lithium-ion industry. The bulk of the 
industry is in Japan, China, and Korea. 
Investments like this are critical to 
growing the U.S. industrial base and in 
creating middle class manufacturing 
jobs. Funding research and develop-
ment for this cutting-edge technology 
can ensure that the lithium-ion indus-
try grows right here in America. With 
that growth comes more government 
and commercial applications. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. As an electrical engineer 
myself, I am very, very proud of the in-
novation of the United States of Amer-
ica, but little by little, we see that 
slipping away to other countries. Yet, 

at the same time, if we just invest a 
little, this $10 million will yield bil-
lions of dollars in the future. 

Mr. POCAN. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I certainly appre-
ciate what my colleague from Wis-
consin is trying to do with his amend-
ment. As a former chairman and rank-
ing member on the Energy and Water 
Appropriations Subcommittee, I cer-
tainly attach great importance to bat-
tery research. Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN is on 
the floor as well, who chairs Energy 
and Water. 

The concern I do have is to make 
sure that we are organized as the Fed-
eral Government on this research and 
that we are looking at the appropriate 
expenditure in the appropriate places 
for the funds. 

One example I simply would give is 
that, in this 2014 fiscal year’s Energy 
and Water appropriations bill, $24 mil-
lion was provided to the Joint Center 
for Energy Research, a DOE energy in-
novative hub. This hub, which team in-
cludes five of the national laboratories 
and several major research univer-
sities, is seeking new technologies to 
move in the direction that my col-
league supports. 

So I do appreciate his long-term goal. 
Obviously, we have to reduce our de-
pendency on carbon fossil fuel from a 
national security perspective, but, 
again, I want to make sure that we are 
cautious as far as where and how much 
of this money we can effectively spend 
in the coming fiscal year. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman. 

Is there some movement to withdraw 
this? 

Mr. POCAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. POCAN. If I understand cor-
rectly, the chairman and the ranking 
member have said we can continue to 
have this conversation. In recognition 
of that, I would be glad at this time to 
withdraw my amendment. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I look for-
ward to working with the gentleman. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. NUGENT 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 17 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 31, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $10,500,000)’’. 

Page 31, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $12,500,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. NUGENT) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

b 1645 
Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Chairman, it’s not 

every day I get to stand up here in 
front of the House and talk about a 
government program that is actually 
doing well and running ahead of sched-
ule, but that’s what brings me here 
today. 

The Counter-electronics High Power 
Microwave Missile Project, or CHAMP 
for short, is an Air Force program to 
develop a capability to disrupt or 
eliminate an adversary’s electronics 
without causing physical destruction 
to people or facilities. The only real 
question with CHAMP is what vehicle 
to use to deliver that microwave to the 
intended target. 

As it turns out, we have an available 
stockpile of cruise missiles which are 
expensive to build and for which we 
have no other use. Fitting CHAMP into 
our existing cruise missiles is far 
cheaper than trying to construct a new 
vehicle just for that purpose. My 
amendment, which is fully offset, 
would provide $10.5 million toward that 
end. 

By making this investment now, we 
can ensure that CHAMP will be able to 
put this weapon in the field years 
ahead of schedule and at a lower cost, 
while also continuing to develop a 
longer-term solution. It’s a shame that 
fixing every government program isn’t 
as simple as this. 

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

rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise in opposition 
because of where the funds for the gen-
tleman’s amendment are coming from. 

The amendment would use funds 
from a committee priority, the Defense 
Rapid Innovation program. This pro-
gram emphasizes technology develop-
ment issues done primarily through 
small businesses. 

Certainly, in my short time as rank-
ing member on this subcommittee, I 
have been impressed by the lack of a 
true small business program at the De-
partment of Defense, despite their 
protestations. DOD’s track record of 
support for small businesses must be 
improved for many reasons, not the 
least of which is what small businesses 
provide to solve major issues for the 
Department. In the 2 years of program 
execution so far, fiscal years 2011 and 
2012, the Department of Defense has re-
ceived over 3,000 proposals for funding. 
This includes 2,200 proposals from 
small businesses across America for 
fiscal year 2012 funding for completion 
and execution this year. 

Again, my concern is where the 
money is coming from in this amend-
ment, and I strongly oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Chairman, all I 

can tell you is this: the offset from the 
Rapid Innovation Fund—currently the 
outlay rate, I think, for the first year 
was 43 percent from that fund. 

This is a ready project. This is actu-
ally one that the Air Force has tested 
in a positive manner with positive re-
sults in regards to actually eliminating 
a threat without destroying a building 
or without destroying lives. If we had 
something like this when we went into 
Iraq or that area, we possibly could 
have done something without having to 
rebuild an entire infrastructure while 
still doing what we needed to do to be 
able to do our military mission. 

Mr. Chairman, all I can tell you is 
that it is, in fact, a program that is 
working. It just needs a delivery vehi-
cle. This is offset in regards to no addi-
tional spending that would be required, 
other than what comes from that fund 
that is sitting there. That’s what that 
rapid development fund was actually 
designed for. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. NUGENT). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. HECK OF 
NEVADA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 18 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. HECK of Nevada. Mr. Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 31, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $15,000,000) (increased by 
$15,000,000)’’. 

Page 86, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $15,000,000)’’. 

Page 86, line 22, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $15,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. HECK) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. HECK of Nevada. Mr. Chairman, 
since its inception, the Iron Dome sys-
tem has achieved tremendous success 
defeating rockets fired at the State of 
Israel from the Gaza Strip, and I am 
pleased that the underlying bill sup-
ports the President’s request and fully 
funds this critical program. However, 
despite significant investments in this 
vital program, the United States has 
no rights to any of the proprietary in-
formation associated with that system. 

My amendment would provide $15 
million for the Israeli Iron Dome short- 

range defense system to initiate co- 
production of missile interceptors in 
the United States. This is $15 million, 
in addition to the funds appropriated 
to support Israel’s Iron Dome program, 
to help ensure that the U.S. has a role 
in future production and can leverage 
the technology that we have invested 
in. Specifically, these funds will sup-
port the infrastructure, tooling, trans-
ferring data, special test equipment, 
and related components for U.S. pro-
duction. 

This amendment will help stabilize 
U.S. manufacturers who are facing an 
uncertain future with U.S. military 
procurement shrinking in the face of 
sequestration. By increasing opportu-
nities for U.S. manufacturers, we will 
help support our Nation’s struggling 
economy, while supporting and cre-
ating critical jobs here at home. 

This funding will also provide a sec-
ond source of production for Israel, 
who can leverage the rate-production 
capabilities of American firms to en-
sure that necessary quantities of Iron 
Dome interceptors are fielded as rap-
idly as possible. Providing this funding 
will ensure that our most critical ally 
in the Middle East, Israel, has the nec-
essary capacity to defend itself against 
rocket attacks launched by Hamas. 

In March of 2013, during President 
Obama’s trip to Israel, the commander 
of the Israeli Air Defense Command, 
Brigadier General Shohat, spoke of the 
need for U.S. co-production of Iron 
Dome missile interceptors. 

In response to concerns about future 
missile interceptor shortfalls and the 
desire to increase Israel’s Iron Dome 
deployment from 5 to 13 batteries, the 
general stated: 

What would be impacted is the pace at 
which we equip ourselves. Bottom line, I 
need as many air defense units as possible 
and as quickly as possible. 

By accepting this amendment, the 
House will ensure that Israel has the 
capability, as well as the capacity, to 
defend itself. 

Further, in written testimony pro-
vided to the House Armed Services 
Strategic Forces Subcommittee, Direc-
tor of the Missile Defense Agency Vice 
Admiral James Syring indicated that 
the Missile Defense Agency was ac-
tively seeking Iron Dome co-produc-
tion opportunities and was negotiating 
to obtain available technical data 
packages and data rights. This amend-
ment will ensure that funding is avail-
able to move forward on this important 
effort. 

During consideration of H.R. 1960, the 
National Defense Authorization Act of 
2014, by the House Armed Services 
Committee, I offered an amendment to 
authorize funding for co-production of 
Iron Dome, which was unanimously 
agreed to. Additionally, the House of 
Representatives authorized this fund-
ing when it voted to pass the fiscal 
year 2014 NDAA last month. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, in order to 
offset the cost of this co-production, 
my amendment reduces two applied re-

search programs within the Defense- 
wide RDT&E. Specifically, it reduces 
applied research in joint munitions 
technology by $5 million and reduces 
funding for applied research in chem-
ical and biological defense programs by 
$10 million. These modest reductions 
conform to the funding levels author-
ized in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act and ensure that these pro-
grams still receive adequate and appro-
priate funding. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment en-
sures that Israel has the capacity to 
defend itself while providing the U.S. 
the ability to leverage our significant 
investments in Israel’s Iron Dome 
short-range rocket defense program. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense amendment and reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to claim time to speak on 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, this Israeli cooperative program 
is an important program, and the 
Israelis are very good and loyal allies 
of ours. So we support the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

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

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. HECK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MS. MICHELLE 

LUJAN GRISHAM OF NEW MEXICO 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 19 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 31, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000) (increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from New Mexico (Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN 
GRISHAM) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Mexico. 

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. Mr. Chairman, In 1990, the 
existing U.S. satellite-communications 
capacity would not support the 
warfighters during the first gulf war. 
The United States made an urgent at-
tempt to launch an additional Defense 
Satellite Communication System III 
spacecraft to support the war effort; 
but it was not until February 11, 1992, 
more than a year after the war ended, 
that the mission was finally launched. 

In nearly every national space policy 
guidance document, resiliency and re-
sponsiveness are key objectives in 
global communications, navigation, 
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and guided munitions, all of which rely 
on satellites that provide game-chang-
ing advantages on the battlefield. Be-
fore Operationally Responsive Space, 
ORS, was established, the capacity to 
rapidly develop and deploy satellites 
was inadequate. ORS’s mission is to re-
spond to emerging, persistent, or unan-
ticipated needs and quickly deploy 
cost-effective satellites to provide 
transformational advantages on the 
battlefield. ORS has the ability to 
launch field-ready satellites within 
just a few days or weeks. It also rap-
idly develops, delivers, and employs 
new capabilities in a few months to 
less than a year. 

Increased speed for the delivery of 
space assets not only helps to close 
gaps in the United States’ space sys-
tems capacity; it can also improve re-
siliency and reconstitute satellites lost 
to countermeasures. In 2007, China used 
a ground-based missile to destroy one 
of its own satellites, demonstrating 
their capacity to target our satellites 
and space-defense systems. Russia is 
currently developing a sea-based mis-
sile and space-defense system. As other 
countries modernize their military, the 
threat level to our communications, 
navigation, and guided munitions sat-
ellites intensifies. 

ORS has also demonstrated the abil-
ity to cost effectively deploy space as-
sets. General Schwartz said: 

ORS is exactly what we need, innovation 
and greater efficiency as we contend with on-
going fiscal constraints and changing space 
posture. 

Secretary of the Air Force Michael 
Donley called ORS ‘‘critical to our Na-
tion’s national security posture, and 
we need to proceed at the speed of 
need.’’ 

Eliminating ORS would cut the very 
programs that give our Nation’s 
warfighters their military asymmetric 
advantage in space. The growing need 
for information dominance is driving a 
remarkable transition in space sys-
tems. ORS is integral to maintaining 
our advantage in space. Our amend-
ment reserves $10 million from RDT&E 
for this program. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the chair and 
the ranking member, and I look for-
ward to continue to work on this im-
portant issue. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentle-
woman yield? 

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentlewoman yielding and 
would point out to my colleagues that 
on this particular issue she has been 
dogged. 

I do believe that this is one of a num-
ber of items within the bill where rea-
sonable people can have a disagree-
ment. Certainly the position that my 
colleague has from New Mexico is that 
she believes she has the most cost-ef-
fective approach that the United 
States Air Force should take. The 
problem that we face on the sub-

committee, given the financial and fis-
cal constraints we have, is that the Air 
Force did not ask for funding for this 
program for fiscal year 2013 or fiscal 
year 2014. So we deferred. 

I appreciate her concern, and I appre-
ciate her raising it to the body without 
making any representations as to what 
the future holds, but again would com-
mend her for her work on this program 
and again her doggedness on behalf of 
it. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman for 
yielding. 

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 20 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 31, line 20, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $70,200,000)’’. 

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $70,200,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

b 1700 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Nadler-Garamendi-Polis amendment to 
eliminate additional funding for a new, 
costly, unproven, and unnecessary mis-
sile defense site. Our amendment would 
cut $70 million that was added by the 
Appropriations Committee for an east 
coast missile defense system that the 
Pentagon says it does not want or 
need. 

In a June 10 letter to Senate Armed 
Services Committee Chairman CARL 
LEVIN, Vice Admiral James Syring, di-
rector of the Missile Defense Agency 
and Lieutenant General Richard For-
mica, Commander, Joint Functional 
Command for Integrated Missile De-
fense, unequivocally stated: 

There is no validated military requirement 
to deploy an east coast missile defense site. 

Admiral Syring told the House 
Armed Services Committee earlier this 
year that he would not be able to use 
additional funds for an east coast site 
this year because the Pentagon has 
only begun to study the concept. And 
the Pentagon already has the funding 
it needs for this study in FY 2014. 

Furthermore, the technology is still 
unproven at this time. There have been 
no successful intercept tests for the 
past 5 years of the system that might 
be deployed on the east coast. The re-
cent test failure of the ground-based 
mid-course system that would be de-
ployed on the east coast is another rea-

son not to rush forward with deploy-
ment. 

In a time of budget deficits and loom-
ing sequester of funds, we cannot afford 
to spend money on a program that the 
military says it does not yet need and 
does not yet work. The Pentagon says 
the current system, based in Alaska 
and California, is sufficient to defend 
the entire continental United States 
against a limited attack from North 
Korea and Iran. 

The CBO says an east coast base 
would cost approximately $3.5 billion 
over the next 5 years. Admiral Syring 
and General Formica said there are 
currently more cost-effective and less 
expensive alternatives to improving 
the defense of the U.S. homeland than 
an east coast missile site. It is a pure 
waste of money to deploy a missile de-
fense site on the east coast before a 
need for such a site is identified and be-
fore the interceptors can be proved ef-
fective and suitable in operationally 
realistic tests. So we should not have 
this funding now. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
U.S. SENATE, 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, June 6, 2013. 

Vice Admiral JAMES D. SYRING, USN, 
Director, Missile Defense Agency, Department of 

Defense, Ft. Belvoir, VA. 
Lieutenant General RICHARD P. FORMICA, 

USA, 
Commander, U.S. Army Space and Missile De-

fense Command, Huntsville, AL. 
DEAR VICE ADMIRAL SYRING AND LIEUTEN-

ANT GENERAL FORMICA: Following the brief-
ing you provided earlier this week, I am 
writing to request. your responses to the fol-
lowing questions regarding possible future 
options for homeland ballistic missile de-
fense: 

1. Is there currently a validated military 
requirement to deploy an East Coast missile 
defense site? 

2. Do you favor Congress mandating the de-
ployment of an East Coast site before the 
completion of the pending Environmental 
Impact Statement required by section 227 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal-Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239)? 

3. At this time do you believe there is a 
more effective and less expensive alternative 
to an East Coast missile defense site that is 
also available sooner than deployment of an 
East Coast missile defense site? 

I would appreciate your responses to these 
questions no later than June 10, 2013, so that 
we may consider them for our upcoming 
markup of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2014. I have written 
the questions in a way that will hopefully fa-
cilitate a prompt and unclassified response. 

Sincerely, 
CARL LEVIN, 

Chairman. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, June 10, 2013. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN LEVIN: Thank you for your 

June 6, 2013, letter requesting additional in-
formation regarding a potential East Coast 
Missile Field. The Missile Defense Agency 
and the Joint Functional Component Com-
mand for Integrated Missile Defense jointly 
offer the following response: 

1. Is there currently a validated military 
requirement to deploy an East Coast missile 
defense site? 
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Response: There is no validated military 

requirement to deploy an East Coast missile 
defense site. 

2. Do you favor Congress mandating the de-
ployment of an East Coast site before the 
completion of the pending Environmental 
Impact Statement required by Section 227 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239)? 

Response: No. We support completing the 
requirements mandated by Section 227 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239). 

3. At this time do you believe there is a 
more cost effective and less expensive alter-
native to an East Coast missile defense site 
that is also available sooner than deploy-
ment of an East Coast missile defense site? 

Response: Yes. Investment in Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense System (BMDS) discrimination 
and sensor capabilities would result in more 
cost-effective near-term improvements to 
homeland missile defense. The Department 
of Defense is evaluating potential sensors en-
hancements that could be pursued to im-
prove the BMDS kill chain and increase 
threat discrimination in addition to the 
evaluation of an additional interceptor site. 
While a potential East Coast site would add 
operational capability it would also come at 
significant materiel development and service 
sustainment cost. This evaluation, and oth-
ers, will serve to inform decisions on our fu-
ture BMDS architecture and budget re-
quests. 

Thank you for the opportunity to inform 
the Committee in advance of its Fiscal Year 
2014 National Defense Authorization Act de-
liberations. If you have additional questions, 
please have your staff contact * * * 

Very Respectfully, 
J.D. SYRING, 

Vice Admiral, USN, 
Director, Missile De-
fense Agency. 

RICHARD P. FORMICA, 
Lieutenant General, 

U.S. Army, Com-
mander, Joint Func-
tional Command for 
Integrated Missile 
Defense. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 21⁄2 minutes. 

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment from the gentleman from New 
York. Two Presidents and three Secre-
taries of Defense recognize the advan-
tage of an additional missile defense 
site for a more effective defense 
against long-range missile threats from 
the Middle East. 

President Bush wanted to deploy 10 
ground-based interceptors in Poland. 
President Obama wanted to deploy 24 
SM–3 block IIB missiles in Poland. I 
would remind my colleague from New 
York that the additional idea of a 
homeland defense site is bipartisan and 
was supported by President Obama as 
recently as this March. But President 
Obama changed his mind with the can-
cellation of the SM–3 block IIB mis-
siles intended for Poland in 2020, and 
now we no longer have a third home-
land defense site which the Obama ad-
ministration supported prior to March 
15. 

The termination of the SM–3 block 
IIB missile intended for Poland now 

means defense of the homeland against 
ICBM threats from the Middle East 
will not be as strong as originally 
sought by this President—that’s this 
President, Mr. Chairman—President 
Obama, who has cut missile defense 
every time he has had the opportunity 
since he started in the face of a grow-
ing threat, while the centrifuges in 
Iran continue to spin. 

The warfighters agree an east coast 
site adds to the defense of the United 
States. General Jacoby, NORTHCOM 
Commander, said: 

What a third site gives me, whether it’s on 
the east coast or an alternate location, 
would be increased battle space; that means 
an increased opportunity for me to engage 
threats from either Iran or North Korea. 

Mr. Chairman, it’s a very simple 
matter of telemetry and geography. 
The east coast site would allow us 
much greater battle space and not have 
to make our West Coast sites travel 
the entire length of the continent in 
order to engage a potential incoming 
Iranian missile. 

Mr. Chairman, I continue to some-
times be amazed. This is the most dan-
gerous kind of threat that we face in 
America. The first purpose of this body 
is to make sure that the country’s de-
fenses are taken care of and that we 
provide for the national security of 
this country. And yet in a growing 
threat environment, by colleagues on 
the other side continue to want to cut 
missile defense. Mr. Chairman, I would 
urge defeat of this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. NADLER. I yield 2 minutes to 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI). 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman and 
my good friends who serve on these 
committees with me, this is not about 
the President and this is not about 
missile defense. This is about the un-
necessary expenditure of a very impor-
tant national asset—our money. 

Testimony given in committee indi-
cates that we may or may not need an 
east coast missile defense site. And we 
also know that the current missiles 
that are being used for these anti-bal-
listic missiles don’t work. At least 
there’s a failure, and there’s been re-
peated failures just in the boost sys-
tem, let alone if we can hit Iraq with a 
rock. So the problem here is this 
money should not be spent now for this 
site. 

It is absolutely clear: the Depart-
ment of Defense from last year’s budg-
et and appropriation has sufficient 
money to determine where to locate a 
site. With regard to the cancellation of 
the missile that was discussed a few 
minutes ago, it doesn’t fit in the exist-
ing sites, and so they canceled it be-
cause it doesn’t fit in the hole in the 
ground. So what are we doing here? 
This is $70 million, not a vast amount 
of money when considering the appro-
priation for the Department of Defense, 
but that’s $70 million that could be 
used to—well, how about protecting a 
levee of some city in the United 

States? It could be used to much better 
effect. 

There was another amendment that I 
understand that failed that took an-
other $100 million or so out of this par-
ticular thing. We ought to be taking 
what money’s available and putting it 
into something that actually might 
work, which would be directed energy. 
But an amendment for directed energy 
was refused an opportunity to be heard 
on the floor. So we really ought to be 
thinking seriously about how we move 
forward with this. I have great respect 
for my colleagues, but we ought not 
just throw money after other money. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ROGERS), 
the chairman of the Strategic Forces 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. I thank 
the gentleman, and I, too, rise in oppo-
sition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, according to the Mis-
sile Defense Agency estimates provided 
in 2012, the cost of 20 silo GBI sites, 
that’s including missiles, is approxi-
mately $3 billion and could be built 
over a 5–6 year period of time. This 
cost is almost half the funding the ad-
ministration has stripped from MDA in 
the past 2 years. 

These funds are critical today. Iran 
will not slow down its ballistic missile 
program just because the gentleman 
wants to cut the funds for our defense. 
They are testing rocket engines and 
missiles now. 

The Department of Defense tells us 
also that Iran continues to advance its 
space launch and longer-range ballistic 
missile capabilities. Iran has used a 
space-launch vehicle, the Safir-2, to 
place a satellite in orbit, dem-
onstrating some of the key tech-
nologies required for an ICBM to be 
successfully developed. 

This was reaffirmed recently by the 
latest biennial report from NASIC, the 
leading experts on ballistic missile in-
telligence. General Jacoby, Com-
mander of the U.S. Northern Command 
stated: 

We should consider that Iran has capa-
bility in the next few years of flight testing 
ICBM-capable technologies. 

And: 
The Iranians are intent on developing an 

ICBM. 

The Missile Defense Agency’s own il-
lustrative briefings to the House 
Armed Services Committee have shown 
that MDA planned to spend funds—like 
those appropriated in Chairman 
YOUNG’s mark—while site selection and 
EIS processes were underway. These 
funds absolutely can be spent today. 

That the administration didn’t re-
quest them is dispositive of nothing. 
Chairman YOUNG showed leadership in 
adding these funds to match those pro-
vided by the FY14 NDAA, and I thank 
him for that support. I urge defeat of 
the Nadler-Garamendi-Polis amend-
ment. 

Mr. NADLER. I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI). 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:34 Oct 04, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\JUL2013\H23JY3.REC H23JY3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4924 July 23, 2013 
Mr. GARAMENDI. I have great re-

spect for my colleagues on the sub-
committee. However, the argument 
that has been made is incomplete. 
We’re talking about whether we’re 
going to spend an additional sum of 
money this next year on a program 
that, A, has large questions about 
whether it works; and, B, the military 
doesn’t need the money right now. If 
the gentlemen remember the com-
mittee hearing, Mr. Chairman, the gen-
eral said he didn’t need more money 
now. He had sufficient money from this 
year’s appropriations for next year car-
rying on the studies that are necessary 
as to where to locate the site. It may 
not be on the east coast; it may be 
elsewhere. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman said that the testi-
mony was that they did not need the 
money today for additional testing, but 
they do need the money today for de-
ployment, Mr. Chairman. This adminis-
tration, throughout its tenure, has 
weakened our missile defense capabili-
ties, which protect us against the most 
dangerous weapons in the history of 
humanity. We should not continue to 
go down that road. I urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, the question is, will 
we waste the money? We are told by 
the director of the Missile Defense 
Agency and the general commanding 
the Joint Functional Command that 
they cannot use the money. There is no 
validated military requirement to de-
ploy an east coast missile defense site, 
and he would not be able to use addi-
tional funds for an east coast site this 
year because they have only begun to 
study the concept. 

It may be that in the future we may 
want an east coast site. But to appro-
priate this money now is a pure waste 
of money because now they are simply 
studying the concept. They can’t spend 
it; they probably won’t spend it. Why 
waste the money? I urge people to vote 
for this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MS. SHEA- 
PORTER 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 21 printed in 
House Report 113–170. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 34, line 15, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $4,500,000) (increased by 
$4,500,000)’’. 

Page 34, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $4,500,000) (increased by 
$4,500,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from New Hampshire (Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Chairman, 
today I’m offering an amendment with 
my colleague, Congressman LOBIONDO, 
to support veterans with PTSD and 
traumatic brain injury, or TBI. 

This amendment designates $4.5 mil-
lion within the peer-reviewed Psycho-
logical Health/Traumatic Brain Injury 
Research account for a 3-year study to 
evaluate the therapeutic service dog 
training program currently operating 
at the National Intrepid Center of Ex-
cellence and Walter Reed National 
Military Medical Center. 

This innovative servicemember dog- 
training program is designed to a safe, 
effective, nondrug intervention to treat 
the symptoms of PTSD and TBI. Serv-
icemembers report improvement in 
their PTSD or TBI symptoms when 
participating in a therapeutic service 
dog training program. 

The servicemen and -women involved 
in this program report a number of 
positive results, including lower levels 
of depression, improved self-control, 
improved sleep patterns, a greater 
sense of purpose, better integration 
into their communities, pain reduc-
tion, and improved parenting skills. 
This year’s NDAA House report di-
rected the Secretary of Defense to con-
duct whatever studies are necessary to 
evaluate this promising program. This 
amendment provides the resources for 
such a study. 

There is now considerable anecdotal 
evidence that training service dogs re-
duces the PTSD symptoms of their 
warrior trainers, and that the presence 
of the dogs increases the sense of 
wellness in servicemembers and their 
families. 

b 1715 

The most eloquent testimonials are 
from servicemember trainees them-
selves. One said: 

It’s been great working with the dogs. 
They’re helping me with my depression, anx-
iety and sleep. With a dog at my side, my 
stress measurements returned to normal for 
the first time. 

Another: 
It’s great knowing that I’m helping to 

train a service dog for a servicemember who 
has physical disabilities. 

Another: 
It’s hard for me to put into words how very 

important working with these dogs has been 
to me. Working with the dogs gave me a pur-
pose again and a way to continue to give 
back to soldiers. Training these dogs helps 
me rebuild my confidence level and to feel 

that I’m functioning as an effective member 
of the Army and of society. 

And one more: 
The dog I’m training bonded quickly with 

my daughter and me. The dog allowed us to 
connect in a very positive way. Working 
with the dog has taught me patience, which 
also carries over to being a parent. 

And finally: 
Going out into crowded public places has 

been very hard for me. However, to train a 
service dog, you have to lead them con-
fidently through places like grocery stores 
and on underground trains. I find that while 
I’m teaching the young dogs how to navigate 
these places, I am much more comfortable as 
well. I’m even learning how to enjoy inter-
action with strangers who approach me to 
talk about the dog. 

The soldier also noted: 
Being allowed to sleep with a dog that I’m 

training has been very helpful. I had been 
only managing to sleep a couple of hours a 
night before being cleared to have a dog 
spend the night with me. That night I slept 
almost 6 hours and I had no nightmares. I 
awake so much more refreshed. My wife has 
noted the improvement as well. 

The dogs that these servicemembers 
with PTSD train become highly skilled 
service dogs for veterans with disabil-
ities, while the Warrior-trainers reap 
the therapeutic benefits of training 
them. This amendment is a win-win- 
win. It’s good for returning vets, it 
helps combat PTSD, and it doesn’t add 
a dime to the deficit. 

I and Congressman LOBIONDO urge 
you to support these promising re-
search efforts. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, I rise to claim time to speak on 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We’re 
pleased to accept the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New Hampshire (Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. O’ROURKE 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 22 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Strike section 8058. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. O’ROURKE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Chair, my 
amendment aims to provide the De-
partment of Defense with additional 
budgetary flexibility, should they need 
it, to guarantee that the resources are 
available to properly maintain family 
housing at our military installations. 
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Section 8058 of this legislation pro-

hibits funds from being used to repair 
or maintain military family housing. 
My amendment would strike that pro-
vision and, I believe, provide needed 
flexibility at a time of austere budgets 
and sequester. 

I represent Fort Bliss, one of the 
largest installations in the Army. 
There are over 3,700 homes on Fort 
Bliss, and my community, El Paso, 
Texas, takes immense pride in creating 
a high quality of life for all those who 
serve at Fort Bliss. 

We have an obligation to our service-
members and their families to ensure 
they have first-rate housing. It is good 
for morale, and it is the right thing to 
do. 

I understand that funds for repair 
and maintenance are included in the 
Military Construction-VA appropria-
tions bill. My goal is simply to do ev-
erything we can to protect our service-
members and fulfill our responsibility 
to them. 

I know that the chair and the rank-
ing member share my goal. I am pre-
pared to withdraw my amendment, and 
I would hope the chair and ranking 
member would be willing to work with 
me going forward to continue providing 
our servicemembers and their families 
first-rate housing. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I claim the time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield back 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Chair, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. O’ROURKE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. MORAN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 23 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Strike sections 8107, 8108, and 8109. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 minutes to begin with. 

Mr. Chairman, the political and legal 
expediency of the detention center at 
Guantanamo, Cuba, has not been worth 
the cost to America’s reputation 
around the world, nor to the erosion of 
our legal and ethical standards here at 
home. 

My amendment would enable the 
U.S. military to transfer or release the 
detainees who have been cleared by the 

intelligence community and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to their home countries 
and bring those not cleared for release 
to the United States to be charged, 
tried, and sentenced. 

Those who advocate the continuance 
of Guantanamo don’t seem to realize 
that so many of the prisoners still held 
at Guantanamo were, in fact, wrongly 
captured. The majority never engaged 
in hostile actions against the United 
States or its allies. 

The fact is that we know today Guan-
tanamo continues to serve as a rallying 
cry for extremists around the world; 
and until we transfer and try the de-
tainees, there is no denying that Guan-
tanamo is hurting our national secu-
rity. 

We need to re-evaluate our approach 
to the long-term threat of terrorism 
and realize that policies that mock the 
concept of equal justice under the law, 
and that undermine our respect for 
human rights, make it more likely, 
rather than less likely, that we will be 
attacked again. 

How can we expect Americans held 
captive abroad to be accorded the right 
to be sentenced and brought to trial 
when we hold 166 prisoners in Guanta-
namo, without charge and without 
trial? 

Eighty-six percent of the Guanta-
namo detainees were captured in ex-
change for a bounty, in many cases a 
very large bounty that represented a 
whole year’s pay for people turning 
them in. The majority of them, as I 
say, have never committed hostile acts 
against the U.S. or its coalition allies; 
and yet they have been held for more 
than 12 years without charge. 

My colleagues like to argue that de-
taining or trying suspected terrorists 
in the U.S. would endanger national se-
curity, but that’s simply not true. 
More than 400 defendants charged with 
terrorism crimes have been success-
fully convicted in the United States 
since 9/11, including a former Gitmo de-
tainee who was tried in New York City, 
the Times Square Bomber; the Shoe 
Bomber, Zacarias Moussaoui, who con-
spired to kill innocent Americans on 9/ 
11. They’ve all been charged; they’ve 
all been tried; they’ve all been con-
victed—all of them here in the United 
States, and no security incidents. 

More than 300 individuals convicted 
of crimes of international terrorism 
are today incarcerated in 98 Federal 
prisons within the United States, with 
no escapes or attacks and attempts to 
free them. 

There are six Department of Defense 
facilities where Guantanamo detainees 
could be held in the United States that 
are currently only at 48 percent capac-
ity. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I’ll yield 
myself another minute. 

Now, it should be said in the context 
of an appropriations bill how expensive 
it is to keep Guantanamo open. We’re 
currently spending $1.6 million per de-

tainee, compared to $34,000 per inmate 
at a high-security Federal prison here 
in the United States. 

And in the defense authorization we 
just provided another $260 million in 
operations costs and another $186 mil-
lion for construction to continue this 
temporary facility, almost half a bil-
lion dollars. This does not make sense. 

And now we’ve got the hunger strikes 
because people see no future ahead of 
them. They’re afraid that they’ll be 
jailed indefinitely for charges that 
they can’t even defend because they 
haven’t been given the opportunity. 

That’s not who we are as a Nation. 
We’re a Nation of law. We’re a Nation 
of respect for human life. 

But to hold these detainees and, in 
some cases, 46 of them are being tube- 
fed, strapped down for hours while a 
tube is inserted down their nose, that’s 
not what we do. 

So let’s stop it. Let’s close down 
Guantanamo and do the right thing. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would like 
to start by saying that Mr. MORAN is a 
very important member of the Defense 
Subcommittee, and he and I have very 
few differences, except on this one 
issue where we have a strong disagree-
ment. 

The language that is in the bill that 
he would strike is the same language 
that we’ve been carrying now since FY 
2010, and it is the same language that 
was included in the National Defense 
Authorization Act that the House 
passed earlier this year. 

The provisions that we include en-
sure that the remaining Gitmo detain-
ees who are judged as the most dan-
gerous will never be released or other-
wise brought into our homeland where 
U.S. citizens could be threatened. 

Second, they ensure that, prior to re-
leasing a Guantanamo detainee to a 
foreign country, a careful and delib-
erate assessment must be made that 
the detainee is not likely to reengage 
in terrorist activities and the foreign 
government can maintain control over 
that individual. 

Unfortunately, we have already seen 
an alarmingly high rate for Gitmo de-
tainees to return to the battlefield. 
These detainees have posed direct 
threats to U.S. personnel and U.S. in-
terests, a threat that could only grow 
as we draw down from Afghanistan if 
they are able to establish safe havens 
to plot against the United States. 

The single greatest threat to the U.S. 
homeland and interests abroad cur-
rently is al Qaeda in the Arabian Pe-
ninsula, a group established and run by 
two foreign Gitmo detainees that were 
released under a previous administra-
tion. 

The current law provisions in the bill 
reflect the right balance on this impor-
tant issue, and I think a ‘‘no’’ vote is 
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appropriate. A ‘‘no’’ vote is keeping in 
context with the House position as has 
been stated many times over. 

And so rather than give these bad 
guys an opportunity to go back home, 
or to go back to some other country 
adjacent to their home, and allow them 
to get involved in recreating a danger, 
a threat to our troops and our inter-
ests, wherever they might be, I just 
think it’s not smart to remove the lan-
guage from the bill that we already 
have. 

So I oppose this amendment, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER), a distinguished 
member of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

this amendment which would remove 
the existing limitations on transferring 
detainees out of Guantanamo. 

Our Federal courts have a proven 
record of prosecuting terrorists, and 
our Federal prison system is already 
imprisoning hundreds of convicted ter-
rorists in facilities here in the United 
States. 

b 1730 

It makes no sense to have an exter-
nal facility, especially one in Cuba, of 
all places. Guantanamo is a continuing 
stain on our national honor. It should 
be closed now. Of the 166 detainees at 
Guantanamo, 86 have been cleared for 
release; that is to say, they have been 
found guilty of nothing and judged to 
pose no danger. There is no reason and 
no right for us to hold them further. 

The detainees will gain no additional 
rights by being held in the United 
States. The Supreme Court has ruled 
that detainees have the same constitu-
tional rights at Guantanamo as they 
do here. We cannot hold people indefi-
nitely. People may not be terrorists 
and may be guilty of nothing. We must 
restore who we are and vote for this 
amendment. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Virginia has 15 seconds remain-
ing. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding, and I simply would 
reiterate that in my opening state-
ments, I indicated that I do believe the 
language in the bill and the limitations 
are a mistake. Guantanamo Bay ought 
to be closed. It is not constructive. I do 
not believe at this point in time it is 
constitutional, and so I do support the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, these detainees are detained for a 
reason. The reason is they either hurt, 
killed, or threatened our American 
troops or our American interests. 
That’s why they’re at Guantanamo in 
the first place. It just doesn’t seem 

right to me to send them back to the 
battlefield to threaten more troops, to 
threaten the lives of more soldiers. It’s 
just not right, and it’s not a good 
amendment. 

I suggest that we should defeat this 
amendment right where we stand, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 24 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 126, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $1,000,000,000)’’. 

Page 134, after the dollar amount, insert 
‘‘(reduced by $2,600,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to represent Omaha and its sur-
rounding areas. It has a magnificent 
base with extremely important mis-
sions. What that means is that I rep-
resent not only uniformed members 
who serve there, but civilian workers 
who work on that base also. 

Mr. Chairman, I can’t go out in pub-
lic without somebody coming up to me 
and saying, I’m one of the furloughed 
workers. I can’t afford to lose those 
days. What are you going to do? 

Well, I think that’s a legitimate ask 
of that person. Frankly, I can’t go to a 
sporting event. Even in my own neigh-
borhood there are people asking me 
what we’re going to do to help them. 

Now, the answer here in this body 
has been, mostly, if the DOD really 
wanted to make their pay whole and 
not give them furlough dates, they 
could do that. This is a political move 
by the President. Well, Mr. Chairman, 
I’m not willing to play that level of 
politics with my constituents’ pay. 

So what this amendment does is 
moves $2.6 billion out of the Afghan Se-
curity Forces account. It reduces that 
account from $7.7 billion to $5.1 billion, 
moving it to an account that can be 
used to supplement those wages and 
eliminate the furloughs of 55,000 civil-
ian workers working on our bases 
across the country. 

Does this cure every furlough? No. 
But it does the vast majority, and it 

gives flexibility to the DOD to perhaps 
reduce the furloughs to the point where 
it is a negligible impact on 100 percent. 

Let’s talk about this fund, because 
there seems to be some confusion about 
the fund. 

The Afghan Security Forces account 
is the fund of which the Special Inspec-
tor General for Afghan Reconstruction, 
or SIGAR, has uncovered $2 billion, Mr. 
Chairman, of waste, fraud, and abuse. 
This is that fund that has been in the 
paper a lot lately for building bases 
that nobody wanted and nobody is 
using. This is the fund that bought 
Russian helicopters for the Afghan 
military that no one knows how to fly 
and they’re sitting there rusting. This 
is basically a type of slush fund to be 
used for special projects that accusa-
tions have been made are simply lining 
the pockets of some Afghan officials. 

So all we’re doing is reducing the 
amount of proven fraud within this 
fund. The reality here is we reduce the 
fund and we save our own civilian em-
ployees that go to work every day but 
now have been told to stay home for a 
certain amount of days. We can protect 
those workers. Let’s focus on U.S. 
workers, those working on our bases. 
Let’s make them the priority. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim time 

in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WALBERG). 
The gentleman from Indiana is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, 
given the time limitation, I would ad-
dress the issue of furloughs that the 
gentleman makes. 

Furloughs are a result of the Budget 
Control Act that was passed in 2011. 
It’s the result of sequestration that oc-
curred because of the adoption of that 
law. The gentleman who has offered 
the amendment voted for that act that 
has caused sequestration to occur and 
now is causing furloughs to take place. 

I would point out that I think it is 
patently wrong to carve out any class 
of Federal civilian employees to the 
detriment of others. I mentioned in my 
opening statement that I thought it 
was wrong that for the 4th year in a 
row we are not providing a pay raise 
for any Federal civilian employee at 
the Department of Defense, which es-
sentially represents a revenue loss to 
those employees working for the people 
of this country of $437 million. 

So it is not a lack of sympathy for 
those who are losing a portion of that 
paycheck over and above that pay in-
crease for the last 4 years that is the 
cause of my concern, but I would point 
out to all of my colleagues that other 
government agencies have also decided 
to use furloughs. And as the gentleman 
rightly pointed out, he doesn’t solve all 
of those problems. They include the 
Department of Labor, the Internal Rev-
enue Service, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Department of Justice, 
the Office of Management and Budget. 
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While this bill under consideration 

doesn’t fund these agencies, where is 
the outcry, where is the concern for 
those Federal employees, and who is 
speaking for them now? 

Three fiscal year 2014 appropriation 
bills have passed the House. While the 
Department of Veterans Affairs was ex-
empted entirely from sequestration 
under the Budget Control Act that the 
gentleman voted for, no furlough ex-
emptions were granted within the 
other two bills. There was no hedging 
of funds to avert furloughs for them for 
bills that have already been considered 
by this body and passed by this House 
without this type of exemption. 

Allowing exemptions for one agency 
is unfair to others—allowing exemp-
tions that pit one agency against an-
other agency and wrongfully deter-
mines the value of work performed by 
one Federal employee vis-a-vis another 
depending on what department they 
work in. If we value the work of our 
government employees, we should seek 
to block all scheduled furloughs, not a 
select few. We should end sequestra-
tion. And I did not vote for the Budget 
Control Act. 

Until we fix this problem, the work 
of the government will not be done as 
efficiently and as effectively as pos-
sible. Maybe parts will not be bought; 
maybe maintenance will be deferred; 
maybe somebody is going to lose their 
job because a contract is not let; 
maybe someone is furloughed; but we 
should not temporarily fix one disloca-
tion caused by sequestration that only 
defers decisions of significance that 
need to be made today, going forward. 

Again, I would strongly oppose the 
gentleman’s amendment, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I will be happy to 
yield to the chairman. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Can I ask how 
much time the gentleman has remain-
ing. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana has 11⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I don’t have a 
lot of confidence that when the Amer-
ican troops are out of Afghanistan it’s 
going to be any different than it was 
when the American troops went to Af-
ghanistan. And we have paid a dear 
price for our involvement there, but I 
have the hope that maybe the Afghani-
stan Security Force will shape up and 
do what we think they should—and 
that is to keep al Qaeda and Hezbollah 
and all the other terrorist groups away 
from creating more trouble for the 
United States and becoming a breeding 
ground and training grounds. There-
fore, I have to oppose the amendment. 
But I do not have a lot of confidence in 
that government and the Afghan Secu-
rity Force. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chair, I yield 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. GARAMENDI). 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, if 
you don’t trust the Afghan Govern-
ment, you should never give them $2.6 
billion. This is on top of the $5 billion 
that they were to receive. This money 
was specifically added to the budget for 
the Afghan military to buy some-
thing—parts, airplanes. We have abso-
lutely no idea what they’re going to do 
with this money. 

We would never, under any cir-
cumstance, give our own military a $2.6 
billion blank check, but that’s exactly 
what we’re doing here. You’re asking 
for fraud and abuse. We should bring 
this money back and make sure our 
own people are doing the work that the 
Defense Department needs. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

As the U.S. draws down forces—and I 
appreciate the chairman’s remarks— 
for the post-2014 security environment, 
we should prepare to leave Afghanistan 
on positive terms. We should help re-
pair a nation torn by years of war with 
the means to develop itself and to 
move beyond the past conflict. And so 
I am opposed to the means to finance 
the gentleman’s amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, the issue 
before us is will you vote ‘‘yes’’ for our 
civilian employees working on the base 
or will you vote ‘‘no,’’ which says I sup-
port the waste, fraud, and abuse in this 
fund. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY). 

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

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska will be 
postponed. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. POE OF 
TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 25 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 126, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $600,000,000)’’. 

Page 126, line 23, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $600,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. POE) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

My amendment cuts aid to Pakistan 
in this bill in half. This is the same 

amendment that passed this House last 
year by voice vote. 

Pakistan seems to be the Benedict 
Arnold nation in the list of countries 
that we call allies. They have proven to 
be deceptive, deceitful, and a danger to 
the United States. 

The day Osama bin Laden met his 
maker will go down in history as an 
important moment. Our manhunt did 
not end in a remote cave in the moun-
tains, but in a palace in a bustling 
military town 35 miles from Islamabad. 
To think that the most senior levels of 
the Pakistani Government did not 
know he was there requires, as Sec-
retary Clinton has said, the ‘‘willing 
suspension of disbelief.’’ 

Soon after, our suspicions were con-
firmed. Instead of celebrating with us 
the capture of the number one terrorist 
in the world, Pakistan arrested the one 
person that helped the United States 
capture Osama bin Laden. And last 
year, Pakistan sentenced Dr. Afridi to 
33 years in prison. 

In February of 2012, a NATO report 
said ISI—which is Pakistan’s CIA—is 
aiding the Taliban and other extremist 
groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan by 
providing resources, sanctuary, and 
training. In June of 2011, Pakistan 
tipped off terrorists making IEDs not 
once, but twice, after we told them 
where the bomb-making factories were 
and asked Pakistan to go after them. 
But they did not. They told the terror-
ists that we were coming. 

Throughout 2011, Pakistan tried to 
cheat the United States by filing bogus 
reimbursement claims for allegedly 
going after militants when they 
weren’t even doing that. On September 
22, 2011, Admiral Mike Mullen, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
testified before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee that: 

With ISI support, Haqqani operatives 
planned and conducted that truck bomb at-
tack, as well as the assault on our Embassy. 

The truck bombing he mentions here 
wounded more than 70 Americans and 
NATO troops, who were injured be-
cause of that bombing. Admiral Mullen 
went on to say that this terrorist net-
work acts as the arm of Pakistan’s 
Inter-Services Intelligence Agency. 

It doesn’t seem to me that Pakistan 
deserves any more of our money. We’ve 
been doing the same thing for the last 
10 years. Since 2002, Pakistan has col-
lected a total of $26 billion of American 
money. And what have we gotten in re-
turn? Treachery. It’s time for a new 
strategy with Pakistan. 

There are some who say we need to 
pay Pakistan to help with our with-
drawal. All their shutting down of the 
southern route showed was that we 
don’t need Pakistan. We were able to 
pursue our mission even though they 
shut down that route. What really en-
dangers our troops is not whether or 
not we have a southern supply route 
but whether or not we have access to 
Pakistan’s tribal areas. Of course that 
has been off limits, according to the 
Pakistan Government. 
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This bill gives Pakistan over $1 bil-

lion. Cutting funding in half hopefully 
will send a message—long overdue—to 
the Pakistanis that they can’t play us 
anymore, that we mean business. 

To add a few more comments, Mr. 
Chairman, a poll conducted in Paki-
stan showed that 64 percent of the 
Pakistanis consider the United States 
the enemy, and yet we are paying them 
$1 billion a year? Doesn’t make any 
sense to me. Plus, Americans who have 
an unfavorable view of Pakistan is 81 
percent. 

So why do we pay Pakistan to be our 
enemy? Why do we pay them to hate 
us? Mr. Chairman, I submit they will 
do both of those things for free. 

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

rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman suggests that we need a new 
relationship with Pakistan. The gen-
tleman claims—and I’m sorry that the 
easel just disappeared, but I believe it 
was about 64 percent of the Pakistan 
people consider us the enemy. I don’t 
know the origin of that report, but I 
would take it at face value given the 
representation of my colleague. 

My colleague also suggests there’s 
another poll that says 81 percent of the 
U.S. people do not have a favorable 
opinion about Pakistan. 

He did say that we need a new rela-
tionship, and I would agree with him. I 
think relationships are built on com-
munication, and not polls. I think if we 
governed all of our actions in this Con-
gress based on polls, we would get 
nothing done. Sometimes we have to 
suck it up and do things that maybe at 
first are not politic to do. Sometimes 
people fight in their families, unfortu-
nately. And hopefully they sit down 
and communicate and resolve their dif-
ferences. Sometimes different groups of 
people have problems and maybe even 
don’t like each other sometimes. But if 
they talk to each other and they get to 
know each other, maybe they can re-
solve their differences. 

The relationship with Pakistan, I 
would not deny, has been difficult, but 
maintaining that relationship is essen-
tial. This relationship has helped the 
U.S. make progress against terrorism. 
And Pakistan has allocated a signifi-
cant part of their forces within their 
own borders to the counterterrorism 
mission. 

The world, I would remind my col-
leagues, is a very great place. In June 
of 2012, Pakistan demonstrated its 
commitment to a stable and secure Af-
ghanistan by reopening the ground 
lines of communication. I regret, with 
the gentleman, that they were closed 
for a period of time. This has eased ten-
sions with the U.S. and improved 
logistical support for our troops. 

Withdrawal of U.S. assistance would 
likely polarize Pakistan and exacer-

bate significant pro- and anti-Amer-
ican rifts within their military and 
their government generally—rifts and 
difficulties we should be looking to 
heal, not exacerbate today. Aggra-
vating this divide is very, very coun-
terproductive to the objectives in this 
region. 

I would add one further comment. In 
addition to counterterrorism activity, 
the fact is Pakistan’s nuclear weapons 
capability provides ample reason for 
the U.S. to continue positive engage-
ment. 

I certainly would appreciate yielding 
to my colleague from New Jersey (Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN) if he wishes it. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Let me associate myself with your 
remarks. Respectfully, we need to as-
sure we have a relationship with the 
Pakistani Government to make sure 
that their nuclear weapons capacity is 
well secured. 

And while polls may reflect, as the 
gentleman says, a very poor view by 
Americans of Pakistan, we need their 
support and cooperation not only for 
the 68,000 troops we have there but the 
international forces that are working 
with our troops to help the people of 
Afghanistan have a better life. 

So yes, there may be corruption and 
there may be ill will among the Paki-
stani people, in our view, of our in-
volvement over there, but we need to, 
as we exit Pakistan, to make sure that 
we get our forces out of there using the 
road network. Otherwise, we’ll have to 
take a lot of our supplies and men by 
air, and that would be enormously ex-
pensive. We need to keep a good rela-
tionship with the Pakistani Govern-
ment. 

I appreciate the gentleman yielding 
to me. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman for his remarks, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire as to the time I have re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I appreciate the 
ranking member’s comments regarding 
Pakistan. 

One thing, the bill cuts half of the 
funding to Pakistan. It does not cut 
the nuclear protection that the United 
States further emphasizes for Paki-
stan. So that is not cut in my amend-
ment. 

The gentleman mentioned actions. I 
think the Government of Pakistan over 
the last decade has shown that they 
cannot be trusted, that they use the 
money for improper purposes in Paki-
stan. And I am of the opinion that 
some of that money goes to hurt Amer-
ican troops that have been in the field 
for a good number of years. 

So I think that we should cut 50 per-
cent of the money that we send Paki-
stan. It’s in the best interest, in my 
opinion, of the United States. Their ac-
tions prove they cannot be trusted. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 

balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE). 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MS. BONAMICI 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 26 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 130, line 11, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $30,000,000)’’. 

Page 141, line 7, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $30,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Oregon. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the men and women of 
our National Guard serve their dual 
Federal and State missions bravely. It 
is essential that we appropriately equip 
them to succeed in both of those mis-
sions. 

The Guard plays a critical role in 
supporting emergency disaster relief. 
And I applaud their purchase of 500 
Humvee ambulances for use in every 
State, but these ambulances are se-
verely lacking. They contain only the 
minimal and most basic medical equip-
ment sets. Alarmingly, they lack mod-
ern life-saving equipment like cardiac 
defibrillators and vital signs monitors. 

The Guard’s ambulances must be 
properly equipped to deal with emer-
gencies. This is especially important in 
a State like Oregon, which faces the 
threat of wildfires and the prospect of 
a massive earthquake and resulting 
tidal wave. 

As the ambulances are outfitted now, 
personnel will be extremely limited in 
the available treatment they can pro-
vide to the injured people they seek to 
protect. State Guard associations and 
the National Guard Association agree. 
They have ranked their procurement of 
medical equipment sets as a priority 
for the last 2 years. Clearly, there is a 
need, and we need to meet it. 

Chairman YOUNG and Ranking Mem-
ber VISCLOSKY, it’s my understanding 
that you are opposed to the amend-
ment, as drafted, but support the un-
derlying policy. And Chairman YOUNG, 
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I appreciate your support of an assess-
ment on this issue on the floor last 
year. I ask if both of you will be willing 
to work with me to address this issue 
as the appropriations process moves 
forward. And if so, I would withdraw 
my amendment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentle-
woman yield? 

Ms. BONAMICI. I yield to the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would, first of all, 
not make any representations as to 
what will happen ultimately in con-
ference; that is unpredictable. But I do 
compliment the woman for pointing 
out the valuable role that the Guard 
serves both as far as our military as 
well as disaster relief. 

The fact is that additional resources 
are needed as far as saving lives and 
ensuring people’s safety. In particular, 
again, a dual use, if you would, a 
twofer. The fact is, despite the large 
amount of money set aside in this bill, 
there are fiscal constraints. Some of 
that pressure is evidenced by the lack 
of funding for the program that you so 
ardently are addressing. So again, I 
would think, speaking for myself, I cer-
tainly hear your voice. 

Ms. BONAMICI. I thank the ranking 
member. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tlelady yield? 

Ms. BONAMICI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I want to 
thank her for being willing to work 
with the subcommittee on this issue 
for quite some time. 

We understand her interest and we 
agree with that interest. And we look 
forward to continuing to work with her 
as we proceed with this bill through 
the conference and back to the House 
floor—hopefully one day. We just want 
to guarantee her that we will continue 
to work, and we thank her for her co-
operation. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Reclaiming my time, 
thank you very much, Mr. Chairman 
and ranking member, for your leader-
ship on this bill, and also for your ef-
forts to support the Guard. 

b 1800 

I withdraw my amendment in light of 
the comments made on the floor this 
afternoon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of 

Texas). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 27 printed in House Re-
port 113–170. 

Mr. WALBERG. I have an amend-
ment at the desk, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 131, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $79,000,000)’’. 

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $79,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to offer a bipartisan amendment with 
Mr. COHEN of Tennessee, Ms. ESTY of 
Connecticut, and Mr. RIGELL of Vir-
ginia that will go a long ways to ensure 
American tax dollars in Afghanistan 
are spent in a wise and realistic fash-
ion. 

My amendment would specifically re-
duce funding of the Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund by $79 million to a 
total of $200 million, the level adopted 
by this House during last year’s De-
fense appropriations bill. The savings 
would then be sent to the spending re-
duction account. 

We have already spent billions of dol-
lars toward rebuilding the infrastruc-
ture of Afghanistan, and Congress has 
appropriated over $1 billion alone to 
the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund 
since it was created in 2011. 

As of March 31 of this year, SIGAR, 
the Special Inspector General for Af-
ghanistan Reconstruction, reported 
that only $102.9 million of the $1 billion 
that Congress has appropriated has ac-
tually been dispersed for projects. 

Perhaps even more significant, 
SIGAR has found that the projects 
which are under way are behind sched-
ule and years away from completion 
and raise serious concerns about 
whether some of the projects may run 
counter to our goals and the COIN 
strategy, either because they have cre-
ated expectation gaps among the Af-
ghan people or that they lack local cit-
izen support. 

This year, $279 million has been re-
quested for two new infrastructure 
projects. Now, I know we all look to 
our commanders in the field for guid-
ance on what they need to finish the 
job in Afghanistan; but with $400 mil-
lion in unobligated funds, I ask, Mr. 
Chairman, why commit to two brand- 
new projects that we will likely never 
complete? 

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

rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington). The gentleman from Indi-
ana is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I have used the in-
frastructure fund in Afghanistan on 
any number of occasions in my district 
and in the committee and on this floor 
as an example of the failure of our 
country to invest in the infrastructure 
of the United States of America, and 
have indicated that we are spending 
money to invest in the infrastructure 
of Afghanistan and failing in the 
United States. 

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers estimates that in the coming 
years we have about $3.6 trillion of eco-
nomic infrastructure investment we 
need to make, and a shortfall as far as 
funding is about $1.6 trillion. 

But I would note that the gentle-
man’s amendment does not rectify that 
domestic problem we face because the 
cut he proposes that I do oppose redi-
rects those funds to the Spending Re-
duction Account. 

The fact is as far as a legacy in giv-
ing the people of Afghan a chance in 
the future, I do believe we have to con-
tinue with this program. It was re-
quested by the Secretaries of Defense 
and State in November of 2010 for the 
fiscal year 2011 appropriations act. At 
that time, Secretary of Defense Gates 
and Secretary of State Clinton said it 
is needed to support critical infrastruc-
ture projects, such as an initiative 
under way to bring electricity, simple 
electricity, to Kandahar City, which di-
rectly supports counterinsurgency 
strategy. 

I would point out to the House that 
in 1989, the international community— 
and I think we would have to include 
our country in that—abandoned Af-
ghanistan to years of civil war. As a re-
sult, this region of the world gave us 
the Taliban and al Qaeda in the wake 
of the withdrawal after Soviet incur-
sion of the 1980s. I do not think we 
should make that mistake again, and 
we should make an investment. 

As I mentioned in an earlier debate, 
as the U.S. draws down forces for the 
post-2014 security environment, we 
should prepare to leave Afghanistan on 
positive terms. As we depart, the U.S. 
should help to repair a nation torn by 
years of war with the means to develop 
itself to move beyond the past conflict. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
ranking member for yielding to me. 

I rise to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, according to the 
President’s own budget request: 

The Afghan Infrastructure Fund has been 
an invaluable resource in support of Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. Initiated in fiscal 
year 2011, the AIF funds infrastructure 
projects in Afghanistan that are a key fea-
ture of the counterinsurgency strategy and 
the civil-military strategic framework en-
dorsed by the commander, U.S. Forces-Af-
ghanistan to lock in security gains and 
maintain stability by providing basic, essen-
tial infrastructure of the people of Afghani-
stan. 

Mr. Chairman, in other words, these 
projects that would be eliminated or 
reduced are vital to protecting our cur-
rently deployed troops and civilian em-
ployees besides the Afghanis them-
selves, and that is a worthy invest-
ment. We still have 68,000 troops over 
there, a lot of civilians supporting the 
effort, contractors even, and a lot of 
international forces. They deserve this 
protection. This is a good long-term in-
vestment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WALBERG. I request of the 
Chairman how much time I have re-
maining. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Michigan has 21⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Indiana has 1 
minute remaining and the right to 
close. 

Mr. WALBERG. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I would like to yield at this time 1 
minute to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, sir. I appre-
ciate the time. 

Mr. Chairman, this is truly bipar-
tisan in that we are bipartisan in favor 
and they are bipartisan against. We all, 
Mr. Chairman, have the best inten-
tions. 

But I would submit to the people 
that speak in favor of the spending of 
this fund, in theory it is wonderful and 
it is great; but the same people that 
endorsed this built a $43 million base 
that will never be used and will be torn 
down. 

The fact is much of this money can-
not be maintained. We are giving mon-
eys to the Afghanis for programs that 
they cannot maintain—they can’t 
maintain the roads, they can’t main-
tain the equipment that we give them; 
and so it is wasted. It has gone on and 
on and on. Much of it has been stolen 
over the years. There is a lot of theft 
and a lot of corruption. 

The gentleman’s amendment, which I 
joined with him on in a bipartisan fash-
ion, cut $79 million. Mr. CICILLINE has 
an amendment that cuts everything. 
I’ve got to compromise the cuts—about 
half of it. Some of it needs to be cut, if 
not all of it, but at least half. 

We are throwing away moneys that 
we know from the past are wasted and 
not doing the job that they are in-
tended to do. Hell is paved with good 
intentions. 

Mr. WALBERG. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, as a review, my 
amendment would reduce funding of 
the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund 
by $79 million to a total of $200 mil-
lion—the level adopted by this House 
during last year’s Defense appropria-
tions bill. 

SIGAR has found that the projects 
which are under way right now are be-
hind schedule and years away from 
completion and raise serious concerns 
about whether some of the projects 
may run counter to our goals and the 
COIN strategy. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, additionally, 
as the end of operations in Afghanistan 
draws near, the Afghan people will 
need to bear the responsibility of build-
ing and maintaining their own infra-
structure, to say the least. 

The Afghan Government has often 
not been a reliable partner in these 
projects. They have often had little 
role in designating these projects—de-
signing them, carrying them out, 
power lines, roads, and building 
projects that ultimately will not be 
used. 

The Department’s own budget jus-
tification states that because not all 

fiscal year 2012 and 2013 projects have 
been awarded, the fiscal year 2014 budg-
et estimate is based on ‘‘limited actual 
cost data.’’ 

At a time when often difficult 
choices need to be made, we have a 
concern that as Congress is being asked 
to support funding and projects, that 
they really have limited cost data in-
volved. 

I ask for support for this amendment. 
I believe that the dollars can be used, 
indeed, to grow an economy for our-
selves and ultimately deal with infra-
structure projects here in our own 
country. 

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

yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan will be 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in House Report 113–170 on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. GABBARD of 
Hawaii. 

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. BLU-
MENAUER of Oregon. 

Amendment No. 14 by Mr. POLIS of 
Colorado. 

Amendment No. 15 by Mr. BLU-
MENAUER of Oregon. 

Amendment No. 17 by Mr. NUGENT of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 20 by Mr. NADLER of 
New York. 

Amendment No. 23 by Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia. 

Amendment No. 25 by Mr. POE of 
Texas. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. GABBARD 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. 
GABBARD) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 50, noes 372, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 379] 

AYES—50 

Bass 
Beatty 
Braley (IA) 
Capps 
Castro (TX) 
Clarke 
Crowley 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
Engel 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Grimm 

Hastings (FL) 
Honda 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Kelly (IL) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maffei 
Maloney, Sean 
McKinley 
Meeks 
Moran 
Payne 
Peters (CA) 

Richmond 
Ruiz 
Ryan (OH) 
Schakowsky 
Scott (VA) 
Sires 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (MS) 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Walz 
Waxman 
Webster (FL) 

NOES—372 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Daines 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hudson 

Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
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Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 

Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Weber (TX) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Campbell 
Cárdenas 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
Hoyer 
King (NY) 

McCarthy (NY) 
Miller, Gary 
Tsongas 

b 1840 
Messrs. CLYBURN, ROSKAM, 

AMASH, NOLAN, MURPHY of Florida, 
FORBES, HIGGINS, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. BROWN 
of Florida, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Ms. SE-
WELL of Alabama, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, and Ms. DEGETTE changed 
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. HONDA, LIPINSKI, GARCIA, 
and Ms. CLARKE changed their vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. 

BLUMENAUER 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 

has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 242, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 380] 

AYES—176 

Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Grijalva 
Grimm 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 

O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters (CA) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—242 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 

Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clay 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 

Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 

Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 

McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters (MI) 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 

Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Honda 

Horsford 
King (NY) 
Lucas 
McCarthy (NY) 
Miller, Gary 

Nunes 
Rice (SC) 
Rokita 
Stutzman 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1844 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 141, noes 272, 
not voting 20, as follows: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4932 July 23, 2013 
[Roll No. 381] 

AYES—141 

Amash 
Andrews 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Burgess 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 

Garcia 
Grayson 
Griffith (VA) 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jeffries 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kind 
Kuster 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 

Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—272 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cárdenas 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 

Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Enyart 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 

Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 

Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 

Pearce 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Shimkus 

Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—20 

Bass 
Campbell 
Carson (IN) 
Coble 
Coffman 
Grijalva 
Hall 

Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Horsford 
Johnson (GA) 
King (NY) 
McCarthy (NY) 
Meeks 

Miller, Gary 
Pittenger 
Rokita 
Ruppersberger 
Stutzman 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1848 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 

381, I inadvertently missed the vote. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. 
BLUMENAUER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 49, noes 372, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 382] 

AYES—49 

Amash 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Chu 
Clarke 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
Doggett 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Farr 
Grayson 

Hastings (FL) 
Honda 
Huffman 
Johnson (GA) 
Kelly (IL) 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
Lofgren 
McDermott 
Meng 
Miller, George 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Payne 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rohrabacher 
Rush 
Schakowsky 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Takano 
Titus 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—372 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cicilline 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 

Davis, Rodney 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Enyart 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 

Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
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Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moore 
Moran 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 

Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Southerland 
Speier 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Campbell 
Coble 
Eshoo 
Gutiérrez 

Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Horsford 
King (NY) 

McCarthy (NY) 
Miller, Gary 
Rokita 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1851 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. NUGENT 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. NUGENT) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 93, noes 327, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 383] 

AYES—93 

Bachus 
Barber 
Barr 

Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 

Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Brady (TX) 

Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Burgess 
Cantor 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cook 
Davis, Rodney 
DesJarlais 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Franks (AZ) 
Gabbard 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Griffith (VA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 

Huizenga (MI) 
Hurt 
King (IA) 
Lamborn 
Lankford 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
McCaul 
McKeon 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Reichert 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 

Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Salmon 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Smith (NE) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Turner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Woodall 
Yoho 

NOES—327 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Barletta 
Barrow (GA) 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 

Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Hultgren 

Hunter 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 

McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pocan 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Radel 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—13 

Campbell 
Carson (IN) 
Coble 
Coffman 
Gutiérrez 

Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Horsford 
King (NY) 
McCarthy (NY) 

Miller, Gary 
Rokita 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1855 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 249, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 384] 

AYES—173 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (NY) 

Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 

Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
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Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith (VA) 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 

Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 

Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—249 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 

Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Griffin (AR) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guthrie 

Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Maffei 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy (CA) 

McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 

Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 
Holt 

Horsford 
King (NY) 
Lummis 
McCarthy (NY) 

Miller, Gary 
Rokita 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1858 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. MORAN 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 175, noes 247, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 385] 

AYES—175 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 

Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 

Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 

Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 

Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—247 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 

DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 

Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:34 Oct 04, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\JUL2013\H23JY3.REC H23JY3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4935 July 23, 2013 
Miller (MI) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters (MI) 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shea-Porter 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 

Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 
Holt 

Horsford 
King (NY) 
Marchant 
McCarthy (NY) 

Miller, Gary 
Rokita 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1902 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. POE OF 

TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. POE) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 237, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 386] 

AYES—186 

Amash 
Amodei 
Barletta 
Bass 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 

Bustos 
Camp 
Capito 
Carson (IN) 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Daines 

Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
Denham 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Doggett 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 

Flores 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harris 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Honda 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hurt 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 

Lofgren 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moran 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Pallone 
Perry 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 

Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Ruiz 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sherman 
Shuster 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Waters 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Williams 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—237 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 

Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Enyart 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Gingrey (GA) 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Hunter 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 

Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Levin 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Miller (FL) 
Moore 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Noem 
Nunnelee 

O’Rourke 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Pittenger 
Pocan 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Richmond 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 

Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schwartz 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stockman 

Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Titus 
Turner 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 
Holt 

Horsford 
King (NY) 
McCarthy (NY) 
Miller, Gary 

Rokita 
Tsongas 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1905 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 

No. 386, I mistakely voted ‘‘no’’/meant to vote 
‘‘yes.’’ 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on the following amend-
ment printed in House Report 113–170 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed: 

Amendment No. 27 by Mr. WALBERG 
of Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
WALBERG) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 283, noes 139, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 387] 

AYES—283 

Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Barton 
Bass 
Becerra 

Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 

Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Broun (GA) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
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Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleming 
Flores 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Grayson 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Johnson (OH) 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 

Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wolf 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 

NOES—139 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Beatty 

Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks (IN) 

Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Cárdenas 
Carter 
Castro (TX) 
Clarke 

Clyburn 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Davis, Danny 
Delaney 
Dent 
Edwards 
Ellmers 
Farr 
Fleischmann 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Grimm 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Hunter 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Joyce 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 

Kennedy 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Lamborn 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
McCarthy (CA) 
McDermott 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mullin 
Noem 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Richmond 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 

Rogers (KY) 
Roskam 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sarbanes 
Schock 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (WA) 
Stewart 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Turner 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Visclosky 
Walorski 
Waters 
Watt 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 
Holt 

Horsford 
Jones 
King (NY) 
McCarthy (NY) 

Miller, Gary 
Rokita 
Tsongas 

b 1922 

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

as above recorded. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

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

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WENSTRUP) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Acting 
Chair of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
2397) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2014, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon. 

f 

REPORT ON H.R. 2792, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2013 

Mr. ALEXANDER, from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 113–173) on 
the bill (H.R. 2792) making appropria-
tions for the Legislative Branch for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014, 
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2218, COAL RESIDUALS 
REUSE AND MANAGEMENT ACT 
OF 2013, AND PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 1582, EN-
ERGY CONSUMERS RELIEF ACT 
OF 2013 
Mr. BURGESS, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 113–174) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 315) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2218) to amend subtitle D 
of the Solid Waste Disposal Act to en-
courage recovery and beneficial use of 
coal combustion residuals and estab-
lish requirements for the proper man-
agement and disposal of coal combus-
tion residuals that are protective of 
human health and the environment, 
and providing for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 1582) to protect consumers by 
prohibiting the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
from promulgating as final certain en-
ergy-related rules that are estimated 
to cost more than $1 billion and will 
cause significant adverse effects to the 
economy, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2014 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 312 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2397. 

Will the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. HASTINGS) kindly resume the 
chair. 

b 1927 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2397) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2014, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington (Acting Chair) in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
amendment No. 27 printed in House Re-
port 113–170 offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) had been 
disposed of. 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. 
YOUNG OF FLORIDA 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, pursuant to House Resolution 312, 
I offer amendments en bloc. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendments en bloc. 

Amendments en bloc No. 3 consisting 
of amendment Nos. 31, 68, and 85, print-
ed in House Report No. 113–170, offered 
by Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $60,000,000)’’. 
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Page 143, line 17, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $14,000,000)’’. 
AMENDMENT NO. 68 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF 

FLORIDA 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to maintain or im-
prove Department of Defense real property 
with a zero percent utilization rate accord-
ing to the Department’s real property inven-
tory database, except in the case of mainte-
nance of an historic property as required by 
the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 470 et seq.) or maintenance to prevent 
a negative environmental impact as required 
by the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

AMENDMENT NO. 85 OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF 
GEORGIA 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following: 

SEC. l. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to operate an un-
manned aerial system in contravention of 
the fourth amendment to the Constitution. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) 
each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no requests for time, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MURPHY). 

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I want to 
thank the chair from the great State of 
Florida and the ranking member for 
their work putting together this bipar-
tisan legislation. 

I rise today in support of the en bloc 
amendments that include my bipar-
tisan amendment to the Defense appro-
priations bill with the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN). Our amend-
ment would eliminate wasteful spend-
ing on unused facilities, which can save 
tens of millions of dollars in fiscal year 
2014 alone. 

The Department of Defense has hun-
dreds, possibly thousands, of buildings 
and structures that it has rated at zero 
percent utilization. This is an incred-
ible number of useless facilities the De-
partment of Defense is paying to main-
tain. 

Federal agencies as a whole must do 
a better job at managing their facili-
ties. Taxpayers cannot continue paying 
for unused and underused buildings 
while the Nation is at record levels of 
debt. That is not good government and 
not smart spending. 

b 1930 
That is why earlier this year I intro-

duced the SAVE Act to root out up to 
$200 billion in wasteful and duplicative 
government spending over the next 10 
years. 

This amendment is an extension of 
one of the 11 commonsense solutions 
included in the bipartisan SAVE Act, 
preventing the Department of Defense 
from spending money on facilities that 
the Department itself has rated at zero 
percent utilization. 

Mr. Chairman, we all agree that we 
must rein in government spending, and 
the best place to start is by rooting out 
waste. My amendment is a common-
sense solution to do just that, and I 
urge my colleagues to support this bi-
partisan amendment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman and the ranking 
member for this bipartisan en bloc 
amendment and rise in support of my 
amendment that would better ensure 
that we meet the urgent mental health 
needs and addiction treatment needs of 
military personnel returning from Af-
ghanistan. 

After more than a decade of war, 
many of our heroes are returning home 
from several tours of duty in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. To honor their service, 
we have the responsibility of ensuring 
that we develop treatments to address 
the specific health needs of our return-
ing veterans. This year, as our troops 
return home to their families and loved 
ones, Congress should be increasing in-
vestments in the research that will 
help us better understand how to pro-
vide these veterans with the care they 
need and deserve. 

Early indications and analysis sug-
gest the need to focus our efforts on 
psychological health and substance 
abuse. Importantly, in many cases, our 
returning veterans suffer from both 
mental health and substance abuse dis-
orders simultaneously. Delivering 
health care to these patients is exceed-
ingly difficult, but it is our responsi-
bility to address this critical health 
need among our Nation’s heroes. 

I want to compliment the chairman 
and the ranking member because this 
legislation contains important invest-
ments in peer-reviewed traumatic 
brain injury and psychological health 
research programs, but I believe that 
we have the means and the ability to 
do more. As this health need grows 
more acute and as more veterans re-
turn home, we should be increasing 
these investments. That’s why this 
amendment would increase funding for 
psychological health research by $13 
million and substance abuse research 
by $1 million. 

To pay for these increases, my 
amendment would slightly reduce the 
increase in funding for the Afghanistan 
Security Forces Fund by $60 million, a 
modest decrease of a total allocation of 
$7.7 billion. My amendment would shift 
a small fraction of this increased fund-
ing, reducing the total allocation by 
less than 1 percent, in order to provide 
a small increase in funding for critical 
health research for our veterans and 
returning military personnel here at 
home. 

I thank the ranking member and the 
chairman for including this in the en 
bloc amendment. 

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

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no speakers, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendments en bloc offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG). 

The en bloc amendments were agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 28 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 131, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $279,000,000)’’. 

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $279,000,000)’’. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I first 
ask unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment to reflect the figure of $200 
million as the reduction in the Afghan-
istan Infrastructure Fund because of 
the passage of the previous amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? 

Mr. WOMACK. I object. 
The Acting CHAIR. Objection is 

heard. 
The gentleman from Rhode Island is 

recognized for 5 minutes on his amend-
ment. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to offer an amendment that 
would shift funding away from the Af-
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund in order 
to reduce our deficit and focus on in-
vesting here at home. 

This bill appropriates $270 million to 
the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund 
over the next year. This fund is noto-
rious for its inefficiency. Several gov-
ernment watchdogs, including the Spe-
cial Inspector General for Afghanistan 
Reconstruction, have repeatedly found 
that projects funded through the Af-
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund are 
hopelessly behind schedule, lack proper 
oversight, and are poorly administered. 

One example, the Kandahar Bridging 
Solution Project, which was developed 
to help provide electricity to a trou-
bled region in Afghanistan, went 20 
percent over budget in its first year of 
development, costing $8 million more 
than planned. Even with these cost 
overruns, the anticipated gains from 
this project are in serious jeopardy be-
cause of the slow pace of construction 
of related infrastructure that are cen-
tral to the region’s long-term elec-
tricity needs. 

The failure to complete this project 
has led to higher fuel costs borne by 
the American taxpayer and raises seri-
ous questions about Afghanistan’s abil-
ity to sustain electricity production in 
the future because of these high costs. 

The original intent of the Afghani-
stan Infrastructure Fund was to iden-
tify a small group of infrastructure 
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projects in 2011 that were shovel ready 
and capable of being completed by the 
middle of 2013. The Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund was never meant to 
last beyond the completion of these 
seven projects or into fiscal year 2014. 
And yet here we are, once again, appro-
priating hundreds of millions of dollars 
for projects that remain stalled and in-
effective. Meanwhile, we’re making 
major cuts in critical domestic funding 
here at home and doing almost nothing 
to rebuild the crumbling infrastructure 
in our own country. 

Congress has appropriated more than 
$1.1 billion over the last 3 fiscal years 
to the Afghanistan Infrastructure 
Fund. This bill would commit another 
$279 million in fiscal year 2014, despite 
the release of a Special Inspector Gen-
eral report indicating five of seven 
projects remain six to 15 months be-
hind schedule. The same report also 
concluded that ‘‘Congress and the U.S. 
taxpayers do not have reasonable as-
surance’’ that projects completed using 
AIF funds would be sustained or made 
viable by the Afghan Government after 
we leave. 

This is increasingly disconcerting 
when we consider that only about 10 
percent of the $400 million appropriated 
in fiscal year 2012 has been dispersed as 
of April 2013, with another $325 million 
of taxpayer money from the current 
year appropriations remaining 
unspent. 

So we know the money is not being 
sent out quickly enough to accomplish 
the original intent of the program—to 
complete infrastructure projects by the 
middle of 2013. And we know that even 
if we were to complete these expensive 
projects, that they will likely not be 
maintained by the people of Afghani-
stan after our withdrawal. Knowing 
these facts, why should we provide an 
additional $279 million to this fund for 
next year? That is the definition of 
throwing good money after bad. 

Of course, it is also useful to remem-
ber the context in which we’re spend-
ing the additional money on Afghani-
stan’s infrastructure. These are incred-
ibly difficult fiscal times here in our 
own country. 

Earlier today, we passed a rule for 
consideration of legislation that makes 
deep cuts to investments in domestic 
transportation and infrastructure. It 
eliminates the TIGER program to fund 
local transportation programs; it ze-
roes out our investments in high-speed 
rail; and it decreases funding to up-
grade our airports and other FAA fa-
cilities by more than $500 million. Does 
this Congress really believe it’s more 
important to invest hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in Afghanistan’s infra-
structure when we’re cutting those 
same investments in our own roads, 
bridges, airports and transportation 
systems? Let’s put America’s needs 
first. 

My amendment reduces the deficit, 
eliminates the inefficient Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund, and allows us to 
refocus on building our own infrastruc-
ture here at home. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment will prevent the comple-
tion of the two most strategic initia-
tives funded by the Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund—the Northeast and 
Southeast Power Systems—and limit 
the lasting counterinsurgency effects 
intended by the AIF program. Avail-
able, reliable power promotes jobs and 
economic development, which in-
creases stability and reduces insur-
gency and insurgent influence. 

Mr. Chairman, Kandahar Province 
has been a primary focus for AIF in-
vestment. Of all the areas in Afghani-
stan, none is more important to the fu-
ture of the Afghan Government or to 
the Taliban insurgency than this prov-
ince—the Taliban’s birthplace, location 
of its former capital, and spiritual 
heart. 

AIF projects support the ‘‘Build’’ 
phase of the Shape, Clear, Hold, Build 
counterinsurgency strategy and are a 
critical component of the integrated 
civil/military campaign that sets the 
conditions for Afghanistan’s decade of 
transformation beyond 2014. 

Power distribution is currently pro-
vided through 12 provinces, serving 10 
million Afghans. And Mr. Chairman, 
let me just remind you that we just 
passed an amendment that already 
cuts this account by $79 million. This 
amendment cuts more funds than are 
left in the account. 

According to DOD, the lack of reli-
able electricity is the single greatest 
impediment to Afghanistan’s economic 
growth, and thereby the stability nec-
essary to support drawdown and transi-
tion. 

Significant work on five of the seven 
power projects is in its beginning 
stages and is unlikely to be completed 
until well after the NATO mission ends 
in 2014. If project goals are set and not 
achieved, both the U.S. and Afghan 
Governments can lose the populace’s 
support. It’s for these reasons that we 
remain in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
ranking member. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman for yielding and would asso-
ciate myself with his comments. 

I do appreciate the gentleman’s con-
cern. The money spent in Afghanistan 
ought to be spent carefully and effi-
ciently and we ought to have an invest-
ment made for those expenditures. But 
I harken back to the last debate we had 
when we did abandon this country in 
1989, and as a result, that region of the 
world gave us the Taliban and al 
Qaeda. I don’t want to take that type 
of chance. And simply because we have 
failed ourselves in this country by a 
failure to invest in our infrastructure, 

I do not believe this is the time to fail 
the Afghan people. I do associate my-
self with the gentleman’s remarks and 
am opposed to the amendment. 

I appreciate the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just say that the argument that 
we owe it to the Afghan people to en-
sure that we rebuild their economy, we 
owe that responsibility first to the 
American people. 

We have a crumbling infrastructure 
in this country—our roads, our bridges, 
our ports, our transit systems. Every 
economist I know says that investing 
in infrastructure so that we can get 
goods, services and information in this 
competitive 21st century economy is 
critical. 

I hardly believe, with all due respect, 
that giving $1.1 billion, where only a 
little over $100 million has actually 
been spent, that that is abandoning Af-
ghanistan. This is $1.1 billion of tax-
payer money; only $111 million has 
been spent. And we’re now appro-
priating another $279 million. I don’t 
believe we’re abandoning anybody. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Rhode Island will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. COHEN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 29 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 131, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $139,000,000)’’. 

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $139,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment, which as originally drawn 
was like the amendment I offered last 
year that passed with a pretty strong 
majority, halves the Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund. Mr. WALBERG and I 
were cosponsors on a bipartisan amend-
ment that passed that cut $79 million. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:34 Oct 04, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\JUL2013\H23JY3.REC H23JY3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4939 July 23, 2013 
To get this amendment to the same 
point, we would have to amend it down 
$60 million, I believe, to get it from the 
279 to the cut. I don’t know if we want 
to do an amendment or not. The more 
money it takes, for me it’s fine, but if 
we wanted to halve it. 

I ask unanimous consent to modify 
the amendment to reflect the cut not 
to be—an amount of 139, but to take 
into consideration the 79, and so to 
make this amendment only $60 million. 
So I would like to offer an amendment 
to the amendment to make this amend-
ment reflect a $60 million cut to make 
the total cut 139, which would be half. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. WOMACK. Objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. Objection is 

heard. 
The gentleman from Tennessee is 

recognized. 

b 1945 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, that is 
just better, because this amendment is 
kind of a compromise between the 
amendment Mr. WALBERG and I had 
and Mr. CICILLINE’s. Mr. CICILLINE’s cut 
the fund entirely. This cuts it in half. 
A little more than half is really better. 

The fact is, yes, we need the infra-
structure in America; but we spent a 
lot of money on the infrastructure fund 
in Iraq, and we know from experience 
that a lot of that money, if not most of 
it, was stolen and wasted. 

The same things happened in Afghan-
istan. The Inspector General has re-
ported it; and, in fact, Afghani officials 
have reported it. They do not have the 
expertise, nor do they have the abili-
ties, to maintain products after they 
are built. When the roads are con-
structed, they can’t maintain them. So 
it is throwing money away. 

The same thing happened with air- 
conditioners and other products that 
we gave the Iraqis and we have given 
the Afghanis. They cannot maintain 
them. They can’t maintain them when 
they do construct them, but before 
that half of it is ripped off and graft. 
There are rankings of the most corrupt 
countries on the face of the Earth. Af-
ghanistan is always number one or 
number two, and continues to be. 

No matter how long we stay there 
and how long we have been there, the 
level of corruption has remained right 
at the top. That is not going to change. 

Giving this money away is basically 
encouraging and endorsing and sec-
onding corruption and graft that we 
have seen in Afghanistan over the 
years, and waste. This Congress should 
not be passing funds that we know are 
going to be corruptly going to officials 
who are putting it in their pockets, not 
helping the Afghani people. 

In a perfect world, I wouldn’t offer 
the amendment. In a perfect world, I 
would say, oh, ‘‘Charlie Wilson,’’ what 
a great movie, what a great story, we 
pulled out too soon. Well, Charlie Wil-
son was right in theory. He was wrong 

in application, because they steal and 
it is corrupt and they cannot maintain 
it. We couldn’t have put enough money 
and enough people. You have to change 
the ethics. 

I’ve heard a lot of people here on this 
floor talk about situations in America. 
They say, we can’t do it, it has got to 
be the family do it. Well, talk about 
the family—the whole country is cor-
rupt. They have stolen and stolen and 
stolen American dollars. We are throw-
ing them away, and we need to stop it. 

It should be a place, just as the 
Walberg-Cohen-Esty-Rigell amendment 
passed, that this amendment passes, so 
that we limit the amount of money 
that is at risk and we save this money 
for the American taxpayer. We put the 
money into deficit reduction, the next 
generation doesn’t have to pay for the 
corruption of the Afghani officials and 
the waste of Afghanistan with the in-
ability to maintain the projects that 
they finally might get squeezed out 
after they steal as much as they can. 
We should not be funding this. 

I would ask that we approve our 
amendment in the name of fiscal aus-
terity, deficit reduction, 
anticorruption, and just plain old, good 
old common sense. We might as well 
just have a bonfire and burn this 
money up before it goes over there be-
cause it is not going to work. In theory 
it is great, but in reality it doesn’t 
work. The definition of ‘‘insanity’’ is 
expecting something different when 
you do the same thing over and over 
and over and you get the same result 
and you keep doing it. 

So this Congress, which has less than 
10 percent popularity right now, 
doesn’t pass an insane amendment to 
give money to corruption and to waste, 
I ask you to approve this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I claim 

the time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, let’s 
remind ourselves the Afghan Infra-
structure Fund is aimed at providing 
water, power, and transportation 
projects, and more recently to increase 
the electricity supply throughout but, 
specifically in southern Afghanistan, 
to light shops and power factories and 
to construct provincial justice centers 
around the country. 

It is clear that remaining projects 
could take 12 to 24 months to complete. 
A lot of work has already taken place, 
in particular on the seven power 
projects in its beginning stages; and as 
I said in the previous amendment, un-
likely to be completed until well after 
the NATO mission ends in 2014. If these 
goals are not met, then a lot of great 
investment and a lot of good work will 
have gone for naught. 

We remain in opposition to the gen-
tleman’s amendment. 

If the ranking member would like to 
speak on behalf, then I would be happy 

to yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman for yielding 
and simply would take a bit of a dif-
ferent tack. 

I do appreciate the gentleman’s out-
rage over any act of corruption, wheth-
er it is in the country of Afghanistan 
or whether it is in the United States of 
America. We do have a responsibility 
to make sure these moneys are spent 
for the intended purposes. 

But there is an insinuation that all 
expenditures in Afghanistan today are 
subject to corruption. I doubt there is 
a congressional district in this country 
that has not had, at some point in 
time, a public official sent to Federal 
prison for public corruption. 

We then find people in our individual 
districts who are honest, law-abiding 
and who make the necessary invest-
ments. I am certain that the over-
whelming number of people in Afghani-
stan and their government, as with the 
United States, are of that ilk. Those 
are the people we ought to assiduously 
make sure get this money, and for that 
reason would be opposed to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Tennessee has 30 seconds remain-
ing. 

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 

All you have to do is look at the top, 
Mr. Karzai and his brother, who was 
killed, who was one of the main drug 
runners down there who was killed. 
The whole country from the top to the 
bottom is corrupt. 

I thank the gentleman for his 
thoughts. You can’t find honest people 
there to see that this money gets to 
their people. They don’t care about 
their people. They care about their own 
power, their own money, their own 
riches. They are corrupt, and we are 
throwing this money away. 

Let’s face reality and pass the 
amendment. 

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

strongly opposed to the amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN). 

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

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. COFFMAN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 30 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 
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Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(reduced by $553,800,000)’’. 
Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $553,800,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Last year, this body, in the FY13 De-
fense authorization bill, specifically 
prohibited the Department of Defense 
from using any taxpayer funds to pur-
chase Russian-built Mi–17 helicopters 
for the Afghan Special Mission Wing. 

Our reasoning was simple: the Rus-
sian export company involved in the 
deal, Rosoboronexport, had an estab-
lished track record for aiding our ad-
versaries, having supplied both Iran 
and Syria with advanced weaponry in 
the years prior. 

However, despite our entirely reason-
able objections to using taxpayer dol-
lars to fund our enemies, the Depart-
ment of Defense was intent on circum-
venting the will of Congress. 

The language of the bill prohibited 
the use of FY13 funding. DOD re-
sponded by using any unobligated FY12 
funds, circumventing the will of Con-
gress as expressed in a law we passed 
and the President signed. 

On June 16 of this year, DOD awarded 
a $553.8 million contract to 
Rosoboronexport for the purchase of 30 
brand-new Mi–17 helicopters. 

Last month, the Special Inspector 
General for Afghanistan Reconstruc-
tion, or SIGAR, released an audit of 
the Afghan Special Mission Wing, and 
their findings were shocking. The very 
first sentence of the audit reads: 

The Afghans lack the capacity—in both 
personnel numbers and expertise—to operate 
and maintain the existing and planned SMW 
fleets. 

Finding recruits who are both lit-
erate and have no known association 
with criminal and terrorist elements is 
incredibly challenging. 

The Afghan Special Mission Wing, or 
SMW, was stood up in July of 2012 in 
order to provide air support for Afghan 
Special Forces executing counter-
narcotics and counterterrorism mis-
sions, many of which are flown at 
night. 

Further complicating the issue is the 
fact that the pilots assigned to the 
SMW, less than 15 percent are qualified 
to fly with night-vision goggles. The 
vast majority of counterterrorism mis-
sions take place under the cover of 
darkness. 

My bipartisan amendment reduces 
the Afghanistan Security Forces Fund 

by $553.8 million, an amount equal to 
the contract DOD entered into with 
Rosoboronexport for 30 Mi–17 heli-
copters, and increases the Spending Re-
duction Account by the same amount. 

Frankly, my preference would have 
been to rescind the FY 2012 dollars that 
DOD used to circumvent the will of 
Congress and enter into this deal, but 
an amendment of that nature would be 
subject to a point of order. This amend-
ment forces DOD to reallocate re-
sources if they want to continue down 
this path. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not debating 
whether this helicopter is ideal for the 
rugged terrain of Afghanistan, or 
whether it is an easier platform for the 
Afghanis to train on and execute mis-
sions. There seems to be an overall 
consensus that, in fact, it is. 

My concern, and the reason I intro-
duced this amendment, is that the 
United States taxpayer should not be 
paying for 30 brand-new helicopters 
when, A, they don’t have the pilots to 
fly them; B, they don’t have the 
trained personnel to repair them. In 
fact, SIGAR reports that only 50 per-
cent of the current wing is airworthy 
due to a lack of maintenance; and, C, 
Congress explicitly prohibited DOD 
from entering into this agreement in 
the first place. 

Furthermore, the DOD is asking the 
American taxpayer to spend over $700 
million a year to maintain these heli-
copters, and that spending is not sched-
uled to end in 2014 when we pull out our 
forces from Afghanistan. 

Additionally, the Pentagon just an-
nounced last week that the purchase of 
Russian-built Mi–17 helicopters will 
not end with the 30 they just purchased 
for the SMW. Their plan is to equip the 
Afghan Air Force with an additional 86 
brand-new Mi–17s. If you consider that 
the cost of 30 helicopters was over $500 
million, this new purchase will be well 
over $1 billion, and probably over $1.5 
billion. This for a helicopter that the 
Afghans have proven they lack the per-
sonnel to fly and the capability to 
maintain. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
the Coffman-Garamendi-Murphy-Cohen 
amendment. 

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

Mr. WOMACK. I claim the time in op-
position, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, the in-
tent of the amendment’s sponsor is to 
reduce the Afghanistan National Secu-
rity Force’s Fund by over $550 million 
in order to limit the purchase of Mi–17 
helicopters. 

I am pleased that my friend from Col-
orado at least acknowledged that he 
was not going to argue with the pur-
pose of the helicopters and the need for 
the helicopters, because as we all 
know, a properly trained and equipped 
Afghanistan National Security Force is 
the safest and quickest path for our 

forces to leave Afghanistan. Reducing 
funding from this account will only in-
hibit our ability to achieve the goal. 

The amount that the amendment 
seeks to cut, over $550 million, is for 
the purchase of 30 Mi–17 helicopters 
that were purchased with fiscal year 
2012 funds, and Congress was later noti-
fied of the Secretary of Defense’s in-
tent to exercise the purchase on April 
1 of 2013. 

Mr. Chairman, the reduction of funds 
is being taken from a prior year alloca-
tion, or a prior year appropriation, 
which makes this amendment just sim-
ply a punitive amendment to this 
year’s funding. 

I oppose the amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado will be 
postponed. 

b 2000 
AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 33 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(reduced by $2,615,000,000)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GARAMENDI) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, 
we’ve had a lot of discussion here in 
the last several minutes about Afghan-
istan. This amendment follows along 
the same line, but it’s actually far 
greater in dollars. 

Last year, we appropriated $5.1 bil-
lion to the Afghanistan National Army 
for their support. In this year’s budget, 
an additional $2.6 billion was added 
for—who knows what? It was $2.6 bil-
lion of American taxpayer money for 
something—airplanes? supplies? sup-
port equipment? trucks? It was unspec-
ified, unknown, to be used by one of 
the most corrupt governments—no, ex-
cuse me—the most corrupt government 
in the world. $2.6 billion of American 
taxpayer money for something, unspec-
ified, to be used somewhere, somehow— 
I suspect, more likely, in some bank 
account in Bahrain. 

What are we doing? What justifica-
tion is there for $2.6 billion of addi-
tional expenditure for the Afghan Na-
tional Army? Have we lost our minds? 
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No. We’re just going to lose our money. 
What is going on here? What are we 
doing? What is this all about? 

This money should never be spent for 
some unspecified purpose. We take our 
Department of Defense, and we hold 
them to a very tight account. We don’t 
let them spend money without a con-
tract, without reviews by the inspector 
general, without reviews by our com-
mittee, but here is $2.6 billion, unspec-
ified. 

Oh, Mr. Karzai, use it wisely. 
Come on. Come on. Let’s not do this. 

This amendment would simply say, 
You can’t have that money. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim the time in opposition. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, the Af-
ghan National Security Forces include 
both the Afghan National Army and 
the Afghan National Police. It has been 
one of the United States’ top priorities 
since operations began in Afghanistan 
in 2001. 

The purpose of the Afghan National 
Security Force development program 
is to grow the capacity and the capa-
bility of the Afghan National Security 
Forces in line with international agree-
ments. This year’s request totals $7.7 
billion. The request is further delin-
eated into the categories of Defense 
Forces, Interior Forces, and Detainee 
Operations. Included within the cat-
egories is the base request for oper-
ations and sustainment to conduct 
day-to-day operations, totaling just 
over $5 billion, and an additional $2.6 
billion for the enablers, which my 
friend refers to in his comments from 
the well. 

The gentleman says, if I heard him 
correctly, that we don’t know what 
these enablers are. We do know what 
these enablers are, and people who 
have backgrounds in security or in the 
military would understand the impor-
tance of howitzers or of night vision 
devices or of regional military hos-
pitals, training, logistics, and mainte-
nance expenses, and a host of other as-
sociated items that we refer to in this 
legislation as ‘‘enablers.’’ 

The Department of Defense has taken 
steps to right-size the funding needed 
to support the needs of the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces. The core re-
quest is, indeed, the right amount. Cal-
endar year 2014, Mr. Chairman, will be 
the last year that a large U.S. troop 
concentration will be in Afghanistan. 
In the years to follow, the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces will be there as 
the frontline force, thus helping to pro-
tect the U.S. and NATO troops against 
our foes. 

With that, I remain opposed to the 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I 
request to know how much time I have 
remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. PAULSEN). 
The gentleman from California has 21⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I find it difficult 
that our esteemed Appropriations Com-
mittee, which watches the taxpayers’ 
money with such ardor and intensity, 
would increase by 51 percent the 
amount of support that the American 
taxpayers are giving to the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces—the police, 
which are among—no, excuse me—they 
are the most corrupt—and the army, 
which is questionable, and certainly 
the government, which we know to be 
the most corrupt in the world—that it 
would simply write $2.6 billion more 
money than we were giving them last 
year, for a total of $7.6 billion, for 
something—something—unspecified. 

We would never do this for our own 
military. Never would we do that. We 
would have them lay out how they 
were going to spend the money before 
we would even consider giving them 
the money, and then we would hold 
them to tight account. 

I cannot understand why we would do 
this. There is no justification other 
than, oh, we’re leaving, and we’ve got 
to help them, so throw some more 
money at them. They already have 
been appropriated $52 billion, and only 
$40 billion of that has been spent. 
There is $12 billion left in the account, 
and you’re going to add $7.6 billion to 
that. 

What are you doing? What justifica-
tion is there for this other than, oh, 
they may need it because we’re leav-
ing? They’re going to use it for—let’s 
see—other things—well, maybe for 
some field hospitals, maybe for some 
airplanes, maybe for some supplies— 
maybe, maybe, maybe—but there is 
nothing written. There is nothing writ-
ten. Oh, yes. We know the American 
Army or the American military will 
somehow spend it wisely. There is a 10- 
year record of its being spent unwisely. 
$2.6 billion. 

What could we do with it? Could we 
reduce the deficit? Could we build some 
levees? Could we educate some kids? 
Could we do some research in the 
United States? 

Come on. Of all of the things we’re 
doing here today, this is the most dis-
gusting. 

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

inquire as to how much time I have re-
maining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arkansas has 3 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. WOMACK. First of all, we have 
the list. 

I recognize that the gentleman has 
argued that, while there may be some-
thing printed on the list, on paper, of 
‘‘how would we know that it’s actually 
going to go for those purposes?’’ I get 
that, but let me also remind the gen-
tleman that this was all in the Presi-
dent’s request as well. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. WOMACK. I would be happy to 
yield to my friend from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. How many times 
have I heard from this side that the 

President is wrong? The President is 
wrong in this case. 

Mr. WOMACK. So I’m assuming that 
the gentleman would admit that the 
President is wrong in this case as well. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. He most certainly 
is wrong in this case. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Mr. WOMACK. In reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, I would just sim-
ply say that we have the list. On the 
list are, certainly, items that would go 
to the very core of the capability of the 
Afghan National Security Forces in 
order for them to be able to protect 
themselves and to be able to protect us 
as we continue to prepare for leaving 
that theater of operation. So I am 
strongly opposed to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

At this time, in my having no further 
comments, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI). 

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

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

The Chair understands that amend-
ment No. 34 will not be offered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MR. FLEMING 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 35 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 157, after line 2, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to appoint 
chaplains for the military departments in 
contravention of Department of Defense In-
struction 1304.28, dated June 11, 2004, incor-
porating change 2, dated January 19, 2012, as 
in effect on July 1, 2013, regarding the ap-
pointment of chaplains for the military de-
partments. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

My amendment is fairly simple. The 
DOD is permitted to appoint military 
chaplains—individuals who minister to 
the spiritual needs of any and all mem-
bers of the armed services—in accord-
ance with the current DOD policy. 
Chaplains must possess appropriate 
educational credentials, 2 years of reli-
gious leadership experience, and, more 
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importantly, must receive an endorse-
ment from a qualified religious organi-
zation attesting to the tenets of the en-
dorser’s faith. 

In June, the Members of this body— 
Democrats and Republicans alike— 
twice affirmed that the military is not 
permitted to appoint atheist chaplains. 
Despite these recent votes and by com-
pletely bypassing Congress—the voice 
of the people—and current DOD stand-
ards, it has been confirmed that the 
military is considering the possibility 
of appointing an atheist chaplain. 
Since the formation of the chaplaincy 
in 1775, chaplains have been affiliated 
with faith and spirituality. By defini-
tion, chaplains minister to the spir-
itual needs of our men and women in 
the armed services—a vital function 
that an individual without any inclina-
tion towards spirituality would not be 
able to perform. 

I would like to thank my col-
leagues—Representatives FORBES, 
BRIDENSTINE, JORDAN, PITTS, and 
LANKFORD—for their support of this 
amendment. 

I would urge all of my colleagues to 
support the chaplaincy of the U.S. 
military, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. POLIS. I rise to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Fleming amendment. 

I think there is a basic misunder-
standing here about the needs of people 
who lack a particular faith tradition. I 
would also point out that we already 
ordain nontheistic chaplains in our 
military, including Buddhists, which is 
a nontheistic faith. Some Unitarians 
may also have a nontheistic faith tra-
dition. However, over 20 percent of the 
members of our military identify as 
nonbelievers. While, of course, their 
needs should be catered to by members 
of the chaplaincy from diverse faiths, 
it’s only fair to have their humanism, 
or outlooks, represented. 

Now, why is this different than a rea-
son a member of the military might 
seek support from a medical profes-
sional or from a psychologist as the 
gentleman has argued one should? 
Those are different needs. 

A psychiatrist or a medical profes-
sional is not equipped to answer those 
kinds of existential questions that a 
member of the military might seek out 
to discuss with a chaplain: Why am I 
here? What’s the meaning of life? How 
do I justify the use of force? People 
who are nontheistic in their outlooks 
and who are humanists wrestle with 
those same existential questions as 
those of us of faith. So I strongly en-
courage my colleagues to not adopt an 
amendment that would be restrictive 
on the military. 

Now, to be clear, the military has not 
announced plans to move forward with 
ordaining humanist chaplains; but 
what this amendment does is to lock in 

place a 2004 rule, placing it in statute 
and preventing the military, even if 
they feel the need should arise for the 
good of the chaplaincy, from having 
the flexibility they need to appoint hu-
manist chaplains. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to my good friend from Okla-
homa, JIM BRIDENSTINE. 

Mr. BRIDENSTINE. Thank you, Dr. 
FLEMING, for your leadership on this. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant amendment. I support this amend-
ment to prohibit the appointment of 
atheist chaplains. 

My constituents back in Oklahoma 
are shaking their heads. The secular 
left is so invested in ripping God from 
everything that I must stand here with 
my friend Dr. FLEMING in order to pro-
hibit Obama’s Department of Defense 
from establishing an oxymoron—athe-
ist chaplains. 

Military chaplains have a duty to 
faithfully serve all servicemembers and 
to facilitate the free exercise of reli-
gion under the First Amendment. As a 
Navy pilot with combat tours in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, I recognize that war 
affects all servicemembers—believers 
and atheists. However, those without 
faith have plenty of options, from 
counselors to psychologists, from 
whom to seek emotional support. 

Why does the secular left insist on 
ruining the integrity of the chaplaincy 
in order to serve their agenda of insti-
tutionalized godlessness? 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

b 2015 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), a member of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, our 
intent is not to promote institutional-
ized godlessness. Our intent is to pro-
mote constitutional fealty. 

When a young man or young woman 
raises their right hand and swears alle-
giance to this country and agrees to 
serve in the Armed Forces, they do not 
consign themselves to serve as a sec-
ond-class citizen, irrespective of their 
faith or their life philosophy. 

It is wrong to say to a soldier who 
comes from such a tradition, that he or 
she, if they have an issue on which 
they’re troubled, must go to a mental 
health professional in order to receive 
counseling, rather than someone who 
comes from their philosophical faith or 
tradition. 

The other problem with this amend-
ment is it frankly second guesses the 
military leadership of this country, the 
Pentagon of this country, the Defense 
Department, and says that even if they 
would decide that such a decision 
would be appropriate, they’re prohib-
ited from doing so. 

Our law recognizes that our Constitu-
tion establishes no religion. We should 

have equality of treatment for our 
Armed Forces. I’d urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
this amendment. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to my good friend from Geor-
gia, DOUG COLLINS, who is, by the way, 
a chaplain himself. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding time. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an interesting 
amendment, especially for me, because 
I am currently a chaplain in the United 
States military. 

I appreciate the arguments that have 
been made here, but let’s just bring 
back something that needs to be made. 
When we deal with this in the con-
tradiction of terms, a chaplain is there 
to provide services and spiritual guid-
ance and a guiding hand, if you would, 
to all—those of faith and those with no 
faith. That is done in a confidential 
setting, and it is done in a way in 
which the person who brings to the 
chaplain their feelings, their needs, and 
their conversations are kept in that in-
violate conversation. 

What I’m here to do is to support this 
amendment because I believe it at-
tacks the basis of the chaplaincy, it at-
tacks the chaplaincy as a whole, this 
introduction into the DOD to bring an 
atheist chaplain to, really, the heart of 
the chaplaincy itself. 

I think it is beyond more than just 
do those who have no faith have a place 
to go. It’s not about that. I believe it’s 
about the faith of the chaplaincy as a 
whole and the standards that have been 
set up. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FLEMING. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, if a chaplain is doing their job 
right, then all feel welcome. 

When I was in Iraq, I would go across 
and see everyone at night. I had many 
times those who profess no faith at all 
who would come to me and say, Chap-
lain, I don’t believe there is a God, but 
I have a wife at home that I’m having 
trouble with. Can you talk to me? 
That’s what a chaplain does. 

This amendment reaffirms the estab-
lishment of our chaplaincy, and I be-
lieve that is what it protects; and it 
protects those with faith and those 
without faith and those who are some-
where in between. This amendment 
needs to be approved. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman for his efforts on 
behalf of the chaplaincy. I agree with 
his interpretation of the rules and re-
sponsibilities of the chaplaincy. And 
we try to represent the diverse faith 
tradition of the men and women who 
serve. 

In that faith tradition are those who 
look at objective fact, free thinkers, 
humanists, atheists. They too have the 
same mentoring, spiritual existential 
needs as others. And, of course, just as 
Catholics have to handle the needs of 
Jews and Muslims in the service and 
Buddhist chaplains handle the needs of 
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others, they’re all trained to handle 
the needs of soldiers. We also want to 
make sure we have a chaplaincy that 
reflects the broad diversity of belief 
systems. 

Over 20 percent of today’s members 
of the military don’t have a theistic 
outlook, are nonbelievers. That’s an 
important thing to represent in the 
chaplaincy. Many major universities 
have humanist chaplains. Hospitals 
have humanist chaplains. Many of our 
allied European militaries have hu-
manist chaplains. 

As one of the other gentlemen ar-
gued, there is no political goal or sec-
ular agenda here. We simply want to 
make sure the military is not pre-
vented from providing chaplaincy serv-
ices for the men and women who put 
their lives at risk defending our coun-
try every day. Every man and woman 
who serves should be able, when the 
need arises, to have a private consulta-
tion with a chaplain; and we should in-
clude in the chaplaincy people who rep-
resent the full diversity of the beliefs 
of the quality of men and women who 
serve. 

Increasingly, there are seminaries 
who prepare humanist chaplains for or-
dination and work in the field, in hos-
pitals, in universities, and again in the 
militaries that have them. I personally 
hope that this is a direction that our 
military considers in the future. We 
ran a similar amendment that would 
move it in this direction to an author-
ization bill; 150 Members voted for it. 
I’m confident even more Members will 
want to vote against restricting the 
military from moving in this direction. 

Again, to be clear, the Obama admin-
istration and the military have given 
no indication that they want to go this 
way; but as we reassess our ongoing 
personnel needs and how best to sup-
port the men and women who serve, I 
believe that many members of the 
military will come to the conclusion 
that this is an excellent way to do this. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Louisiana has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, with all due respect to my good 
friend from Colorado, there is no way 
that an atheist chaplain or atheist 
whatever can minister to the spiritual 
needs of a Christian or a Muslim, or a 
Jew, for that matter. 

As a result, that is the whole prob-
lem here. When you’re talking about a 
chaplain, what are you talking about? 
How do we define chaplain? A chaplain 
is a person who ministers to spiritual 
needs, but who is assigned to a secular 
organization. The military is 99.9 per-
cent secular. The only thing that we 
add to it that is nonsecular is the chap-
laincy. 

Also, I would say to you is that there 
is a limited number of chaplains. And if 

we begin to displace chaplains who are 
actually from religious organizations 
with those who are atheists, who do 
not believe in spirituality or a deity, 
then that’s going to limit even the 
number that’s going to be available to 
the others. 

It’s nonsensical. It’s an oxymoron. 
But as I’ve said before, and I’ll say this 
again, remember that an atheist is a 
person who does not believe in a deity, 
does not believe in a spiritual world. 
It’s impossible for that person through 
his or her beliefs or training to min-
ister to the spiritual needs of somebody 
who does. 

In the final analysis, I believe that 
an atheist chaplain would be the last 
person in the world that we would want 
for a dying soldier who needs that last 
moment of counseling in their life. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING). 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. RIGELL 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 36 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 157, after line 2, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act for the ‘‘Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund’’ may be used to plan, de-
velop, or construct any project for which 
construction has not commenced before the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise to speak in support of my 
amendment, which would prohibit any 
of the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund 
to be used to begin new infrastructure 
projects. 

There are a host of amendments that 
will address current projects. That’s 
not the focus of my amendment. My 
amendment is focused on new projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I have in my hand the 
summary of an audit provided to Con-
gress on July 12, by the Special Inspec-
tor General for Afghanistan Recon-
struction. It contains key findings that 
really make the case that my amend-
ment is needed. The opening paragraph 
states this: 

More than 10 years after international 
intervention in Afghanistan, the U.S. Gov-

ernment, the international community, and 
the Afghan Government continue to face 
challenges in implementing programs to 
build basic infrastructure. 

That’s certainly consistent with 
what I observed firsthand during my 
trip to Afghanistan. 

It goes on to say that five of the 
seven infrastructure projects for fiscal 
year 2011 are up to 15 months behind 
schedule. USAID, the lead agency of 
this effort, certainly doesn’t need to be 
taking on new projects when it can’t 
get control of its current projects. 

Really of far more importance and 
what is so deeply troubling, Mr. Chair-
man, is what is stated at the close of 
that same paragraph: 

In some instances, these projects may re-
sult in adverse counterinsurgency efforts. 

Let that sink in, Mr. Chairman. The 
Inspector General is making clear to us 
that the American taxpayers’ dollars 
may be funding infrastructure projects 
that actually work against our coun-
terinsurgency efforts. 

It goes on to state the two reasons 
why that might occur. 

First, these projects create an expec-
tations gap among the affected popu-
lation; second, they lack citizen sup-
port. 

Look, even the Afghans don’t want 
some of these projects. 

The harsh reality is this, Mr. Chair-
man: while we’re furloughing hard-
working Americans who work along-
side and support our men and women in 
uniform, we have poured not millions, 
but literally billions, $89.4 billion, in 
reconstruction efforts really into a 
cauldron of graft and corruption. It’s 
not the way to spend America’s tax 
dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to stop 
building infrastructure in Afghanistan. 

Finally, the Inspector General’s re-
port makes clear that we are building 
infrastructure that the Afghans cannot 
possibly maintain and sustain. They 
don’t have the money, and they won’t 
have the money. Buildings will deterio-
rate. Generators will run out of fuel. 
Lights will go out. Yet we keep build-
ing. We keep adding to the national 
debt. 

Look, we’re hiring Afghans and lay-
ing off American workers. This doesn’t 
make any sense, Mr. Chairman. It’s 
time to stop building infrastructure in 
Afghanistan. 

That is why I urge my colleagues, 
both sides of the aisle, to look care-
fully at this issue. I believe that will 
lead to a vote for my amendment, 
which will prohibit any of the Afghani-
stan infrastructure funds be used to 
begin new infrastructure projects. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I claim time in op-

position to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, this 
is another in a line of amendments 
that we have debated here this evening; 
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and I hate to be repetitive, but I am 
going to be. We and the international 
community have failed the country of 
Afghanistan in the last century. 
Today, in terms of the loss of life, in 
terms of injury, and in terms of our na-
tional treasure, we are paying the 
price. For over a decade, we have now 
had a commitment to this country, and 
we ought to meet that commitment at 
the end just as we did at the beginning. 

The gentleman wants to prohibit es-
sentially any new projects from com-
mencing. I think it is important for 
our colleagues to understand that 
there are a number of very important 
projects that do need to be undertaken 
and completed. All of them involve, ba-
sically, power systems. 

I don’t think there’s anybody in this 
Chamber who has not at one time or 
another lost power to their home or 
their business. It’s something we all 
take for granted as American citizens. 
If any of you have read the Caro biog-
raphy on Lyndon Johnson, in the first 
volume I was most struck by his chap-
ter describing the day in the life of a 
woman in Texas with no energy and 
how hot that house was and how hard 
it was to bring that water to that 
house and how difficult it was to make 
sure clothes were cleaned and food was 
prepared and how exhausted and bent 
and broken these women were in the 
State of Texas before rural electrifica-
tion took place. 

b 2030 

I think there are a lot of people in 
the country of Afghanistan today, be-
cause they lack power, that they are 
bent and broken, and potentially are 
subject to being persuaded that there 
are other avenues to take in life for a 
better one, as opposed to the principles 
that our country espouses. I think par-
ticularly for those women who are bent 
and broken because they have no power 
in the country of Afghanistan, we 
ought to give them a fighting chance 
at the end. 

We’ve been fighting in that country 
for 12 years, let’s give them a fighting 
chance at the end. Let us undertake 
some new construction to give them 
that chance. Simply because we have 
failed in some instances in this country 
is not, again as I have said before, is a 
reason that we should fail others. 

I see the gentleman from California 
rise, and I am happy to yield to him. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I join 
the gentleman in opposition to this 
amendment. 

I understand the gentleman’s con-
cerns about what’s happened in Af-
ghanistan, what is happening in Af-
ghanistan. Many of us have been to Af-
ghanistan many times. That country 
was totally destroyed by the Russians 
during the prior war. They were left 
with nothing. It is probably, if not the 
poorest, one of the poorest countries on 
the face of the Earth, rubble on rubble. 

And when we leave, and we are going 
to leave Afghanistan in 2014, what 
we’re saying is we’re going to give 

them the basic parts of energy produc-
tion, which is what the primary source 
of this money is going to develop. 

So I reluctantly oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment, and join the gen-
tleman in his opposition. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s comments, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. RIGELL. I appreciate the com-
ments of both of my colleagues. I cer-
tainly don’t agree with them. However, 
if I understood the gentleman correctly 
who led in opposition, and I do want to 
get this right, and I will yield if I don’t 
get it correct, but I made the notes 
here that the gentleman said we have 
failed the nation, the people of Afghan-
istan. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RIGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I did not. I don’t 
want to fail them. 

Mr. RIGELL. Don’t want to. Thank 
you for the clarification. 

Mr. Chairman, by any measure, we 
won’t and have not and will not fail 
those people because we have sacrificed 
so great a measure of treasure and loss 
of life. We have met every obligation to 
the people of Afghanistan. And look, 
our principle and primary and exclu-
sive obligation, of course, is to the 
American people. The best indicator of 
future performance is past perform-
ance. We have not demonstrated com-
petence, as much as we’ve tried and 
good people have given their all. In 
fact, some of our civilians at USAID, as 
we all know, have given their life in 
this effort. But we have not dem-
onstrated a competency to advance 
these projects, and here are the facts 
on the economy. 

The entire revenue stream for the Af-
ghan government is about a billion dol-
lars a year. We’ve raised up a military 
operation there, the Afghan army and 
police, the largest employer by far in 
the country, that has an annual ex-
penditure of about 7 or $8 billion. Look, 
the math doesn’t work. We’ve created a 
structure here that’s going to require, 
absent some difficult decisions, a sharp 
reduction of expenditures there. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 

balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MR. SCALISE 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 37 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 157, after line 2, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to enter into 
any contract after the date of the enactment 
of this Act for the procurement or produc-
tion of any non-petroleum based fuel for use 
as the same purpose or as a drop-in sub-
stitute for petroleum. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I bring forward is a very 
basic, straightforward, commonsense 
amendment that deals with the funding 
priorities within the Department of De-
fense. We know we are living in a post- 
sequester world. We have many hear-
ings here on Capitol Hill where we have 
generals and, in fact, even the Sec-
retary of Defense talking about the 
threats to military operations through 
the sequester cuts. We all know that 
those are real, and especially in these 
tight economic times, and even if we 
weren’t in tight economic times, but 
especially right now, we ought to be 
watching every single dollar that is 
spent within the Department of De-
fense and work to find ways to make 
smarter use of those dollars. 

One of the things that we’ve found as 
we’ve combed through is that the De-
partment of Defense has been entering 
into contracts to buy renewable fuels, 
biodiesel and other forms of renewable 
fuels to supplant what are the tradi-
tional, conventional fuels. The problem 
is that the contracts they are entering 
into are tremendously more expensive 
to the taxpayer than if they just 
bought conventional fuel. 

So what this amendment would do is 
to say that the Department of Defense 
cannot enter into those contracts to 
buy nontraditional fuels at these high-
er costs. 

I want to give a couple of examples. 
I think it is important to note a few of 
them because this is something that 
has been happening recently that we 
found. There is a memorandum of un-
derstanding between the Navy, the De-
partment of Agriculture, and the De-
partment of Energy for each of those 
entities to spend $170 million each to 
‘‘assist development and support of a 
sustainable commercial biofuels indus-
try.’’ 

Now, Mr. Chairman, whatever you 
think of expanding and developing a 
biofuels industry, that’s not a mission 
of the Department of Defense, and es-
pecially when their budgets are being 
cut and the generals and the Secretary 
of Defense are saying they don’t have 
enough money to perform and execute 
their basic military operations. Yet 
they’re spending $170 million to prop 
up a failing biofuels industry when 
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they could instead be buying tradi-
tional fuels. 

I just want to give one example of 
what we call this renewable energy 
sticker shock. Here you’ve got fur-
loughs at the Pentagon, the military 
has grounded the Blue Angels, and yet 
they have a contract right now to buy 
renewable jet fuel at $59 per gallon—$59 
per gallon—when the traditional cost 
of conventional jet fuel is $3.73 per gal-
lon. And yet the military, to carry out 
some kind of social agenda, is spending 
an extra $56, almost $56 more per gal-
lon, so they can buy renewable fuel. So 
this is one example of many where the 
military is not making the smartest 
use of their military dollars, at a time 
when Secretary Hagel himself has tes-
tified before committee that the serv-
ices have begun to significantly reduce 
training and maintenance of operating 
forces. 

So if they’re reducing the training 
and maintenance of operating forces, 
why are they spending hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars to prop up a renewable 
energy industry that is clearly not via-
ble yet. One day it will be, but today 
it’s not, and yet they’re spending in 
some cases 5, 10, 12 times more to buy 
this renewable energy than they would 
pay for conventional, wasting hundreds 
of millions of taxpayer dollars. This 
amendment just says that has to stop. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would begin by pointing out that the 
Department of Defense is the single 
largest consumer of energy in the 
United States of America, and I cer-
tainly do believe that we need to move 
from a carbon-based economy, particu-
larly given some of the countries in the 
world where we procure carbon prod-
ucts such as petroleum. Many people 
talk about it as an economic problem, 
and it is. Many people characterize it 
as an environmental problem, and it is. 
We’re talking about the national de-
fense today, and I certainly agree with 
former Senator Richard Lugar from 
the State of Indiana who has always 
characterized our dependency on for-
eign petroleum as a national security 
issue. 

This is the perfect bill to have the 
largest consumer of energy begin to re-
duce our dependence on these very 
countries that have cost us so much of 
our treasure and so many of our lives. 

This amendment would defund sec-
tion 526 of the Energy Independence 
and Security Act. The fact is the argu-
ment is made that this hurts our readi-
ness and that’s not the case. In July 
the Department of Defense stated very 
clearly: 

The provision has not hindered the Depart-
ment from purchasing the fuel we need today 
worldwide to support military missions, but 

it also sets an important baseline in devel-
oping the fuels we need for the future. 

The gentleman would indicate that 
there is nearly a 20-fold difference in 
the price of renewables and the price of 
petroleum at the pump today. The 
price of $3-some cents a gallon, unfor-
tunately some jurisdictions $4 a gallon, 
can be purchased very close to this 
building. Many of these fuels have to 
be transported to places like Afghani-
stan. There’s an additional cost that is 
worked into that 20-fold increase. 

Additionally, I do not think we need 
to complicate the Department’s efforts 
to provide better energy options. We 
want to give our warfighters as many 
options as possible when they are in 
the field to take advantage of. 

This section also does not prevent 
the sale of petroleum products, nor 
does it prevent Federal agencies from 
buying these fuels if they need them. 
Instead, it simply prevents the Federal 
Government from propping up the 
makers of these types of fuels with 
long-term contracts when we’re trying 
to wean ourselves from them. 

So I do think that the amendment 
should be opposed, and I do so. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I will 

reserve the balance of my time to 
close. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time, and it is my under-
standing that I have the right to close. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana has the right to close. 

Mr. SCALISE. I will close, Mr. Chair-
man. The gentleman makes an impor-
tant point when he says that the De-
partment of Defense is America’s larg-
est user of energy. Then I think it is 
even more important that they watch 
every penny. You know, I’ve got hard-
working taxpayers, soccer moms in my 
district, that will drive an extra three 
blocks just to save a penny a gallon on 
gasoline because they can see that 
price at the pump, and it matters to 
them. If they can save a penny a gal-
lon, they’ll drive a couple of extra 
blocks. And yet you’ve got the Depart-
ment of Defense, the largest user of en-
ergy in the Nation, according to my 
friend, saying that they’re willing to 
not drive an extra block to save 
money; they’ll drive a couple of extra 
blocks to spend $59 a gallon when they 
can buy that same jet fuel for $3.73 a 
gallon. 

Again, another contract, there was a 
big, high-profile production on the 
Great Green Fleet where they flew 
some planes on renewable energy. It 
cost an extra $10 million just for that 
one example. 

Again, they’re flying the Blue An-
gels—they’re grounded right now, and 
we’re out there flying jets that run on 
algae and cooking oil, spending hun-
dreds of millions of dollars more than 
if you used traditional jet fuel. 

So while I applaud the gentleman’s 
effort to support renewable energy, 
that’s not something that the Depart-
ment of Defense should be wasting hun-

dreds of millions of dollars on when the 
Secretary of Defense has said that we 
actually are right now significantly re-
ducing training and maintenance of 
operational forces. We should take 
those hundreds of millions of dollars 
we’ll save with this amendment and 
provide it for our troops for the sup-
port they need because right now it ac-
tually risks our troops’ lives. It’s a 50 
percent higher risk for them to be 
transporting renewable fuels than it is 
to transport traditional fuels because 
of the density of that renewable fuel. 
So it puts them more at risk. I urge 
support of this amendment. Let’s save 
those hundreds of millions of dollars 
and dedicate it towards our Nation’s 
security. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I maintain my op-

position to the amendment. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 38 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 157, after line 2, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be available to enforce 
section 526 of the Energy Independence and 
Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110–140; 42 
U.S.C. 17142). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

b 2045 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise be-
cause of 650,000 people in my district; 
4,400 employees who serve at Offutt Air 
Force Base in Nebraska are being used 
as political footballs. 

Programs like the section 526 that we 
just heard the gentleman from Lou-
isiana discuss mandate that the armed 
services spend entirely too much 
money on fuels. Section 526 also bans 
our military from using other tradi-
tional energy sources like oil sands 
from Alberta, or even coal-to-liquids. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
offer my support, though, for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FLORES), who has done 
this amendment in the past. To me, it’s 
not about who gets the credit or who 
reaps the rewards, just that it gets 
done. 

I’m tired of the Pentagon using civil-
ian workers on base as a political foot-
ball and then spends the money that 
they do on fuels. So by working to-
gether to cut waste from this bill, like 
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section 526, we can find ways to protect 
our constituents who have devoted 
their lives to serving the men and 
women who wear the uniform. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. WITTMAN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 39 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 157, after line 2, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to propose, plan 
for, or execute an additional Base Realign-
ment and Closure round. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I 
have before you today provides that 
none of the funds in this year’s Defense 
appropriations act may be made avail-
able to propose, plan for, or execute an 
additional Base Realignment and Clo-
sure round, better known as BRAC. 

Remember, we have a current BRAC 
in place that continues to cost our Na-
tion dollars in the defense budget; and 
I want to remind folks, too, that this 
same language passed in this year’s Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act by a 
vote of 315–108 on June 14, and it says 
that we want to make sure that we’re 
making the right decisions in the con-
text of what’s going on around us. 

We have an existing BRAC that will 
not save a penny until 2018. The origi-
nal cost-savings estimates on that 
BRAC were $21 billion. Today, the cost 
of that BRAC is estimated at $35 bil-
lion, and the Nation won’t break even 
until 2018. In fact, in this year’s Presi-
dent’s budget, the estimated cost of 
that BRAC is $450 million. 

Now, we wouldn’t want to proceed 
with another BRAC with potential cost 
savings somewhere in the future while 
we’re still paying for the additional 
BRAC, especially in light of the budg-
etary needs that are before us with our 
Nation’s defense budget. 

With the sequester going on, with 
those reductions, and with the uncer-
tainty surrounding the current state of 
affairs with our national defense, why 
would we want to continue in the 
realm of uncertainty spending more 
dollars with an uncertain future about 
when savings would occur, when we 
haven’t even accrued savings from the 
2005 BRAC? 

Again, just not the time to go about 
this, not the time to put in place an-
other Base Realignment and Closure 
commission. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chair, I seek to 
claim time in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate that, 
Mr. Chair. 

I note that the gentleman’s amend-
ment says that none of the funds made 
available by this act may be used to 
propose, plan, or execute an additional 
Base Realignment and Closure round. 

If the gentleman had simply said 
today we should not execute that na-
tional additional Base Realignment 
and Closure round, I would not have 
stood on my feet. But the fact is, he 
said we shouldn’t propose or plan ei-
ther. 

He also indicated that because we are 
today paying, I believe, some hundreds 
of millions of dollars for the current 
base closure, we should not consider 
paying for another one. 

But the question I would ask, rhe-
torically, not necessarily of my col-
leagues, is, don’t we have to sometimes 
make an investment for the future? 

That is, there are cleanup costs, 
there are close-up costs, there are dem-
olition costs, and those are short-term 
costs. But potentially, those are in-
vestments year in and year out for dec-
ades where this Nation’s taxpayers can 
save money. 

And where the gentleman says we 
shouldn’t consider another closure and, 
at this point I’m not aware that there’s 
a proposal pending, what if we could 
save money by doing that? 

Should we simply say no? 
Should we just say no to everything? 
Is it wrong to consider how we might 

look at every last base and military fa-
cility in this country to save taxpayers 
money? 

Essentially, the gentleman’s amend-
ment says it’s wrong to look at them. 
It would be wrong to propose to the 
Congress, that has the authority under 
article I of the Constitution, to decide 
whether, then, we execute that pro-
posal. 

Is it wrong for an administration to 
look nationwide where we’re spending 
almost $600 billion for a more expensive 
Department of Defense, but not a larg-
er one, that says we have a plan, and 
they send it to the Congress? 

But we can’t even do that, so we 
can’t have a discussion. We can’t have 
an open and free debate. We can’t even, 
would not be allowed, under the gentle-
man’s amendment, to say, you know 
what, you’ve got a plan, but we can 
make it better. We could make it more 
efficient. We could amend it, but we’re 
prohibited from doing that. 

I think the time for simply saying 
no, no, no, no, no is gone, and I think 
the gentleman’s amendment is wrong. 

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

would say to the gentleman that, in 
light of what we have today, with the 

uncertainty, with the sequester, with 
the reduction in funds where we are 
saving money by furloughing Federal 
employees, now is not the time to 
spend more money in this realm of un-
certainty, especially when the Sec-
retary of Defense is undertaking a stra-
tegic choice in management review to 
determine what our strategy should be 
going forward. We certainly want to 
determine the strategy first before 
we’re going to make additional expend-
itures on closing bases. 

Also, there’s a current evaluation 
going on with our facilities in Europe 
and our facilities in the Pacific. 
Shouldn’t we finish that first before we 
start even considering closing bases 
here in the United States where, by the 
way, we still haven’t gotten to the 
point of saving money from the last 
BRAC round, which will take at least 
13 years to save money? 

So if we start another one that would 
take another 13 years, are we in the po-
sition to spend more money to do that 
while we have these areas of uncer-
tainty surrounding us, a sequester re-
sulting in furloughs, an evaluation of 
the current strategy for the United 
States, an evaluation of base struc-
tures in other areas of the world? 

I say that this is absolutely the 
wrong time to pursue a BRAC in any 
way, shape or form, to propose, plan or 
execute a BRAC in all those areas. 

Let’s create some certainty with 
what’s happening right now with this 
Nation’s defense, with what we’re 
doing with planning, to make sure it’s 
a logical, a thoughtful process where 
there’s some certainty, not throwing 
more uncertainty in the process, which 
is what a BRAC round would do now. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I understand I have 
the right to close, so I will reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, again, 
I want to emphasize, at this time in 
our Nation’s defense budgeting, we 
ought to be looking at where we can 
save dollars, where we can apply dol-
lars to those areas of greatest need. 
And I argue those areas of greatest 
need are for this Nation’s readiness, 
the training of our troops, the oper-
ation and maintenance of our equip-
ment, making sure that we get those 
dollars there; and that before we pur-
sue a BRAC, we ought to know what 
the areas are, where we are going to go 
with this Nation’s strategy, what our 
base structure should be in other areas 
of the world. 

After being at war for nearly 12 
years, now we have a well-trained, bat-
tle-hardened, combat-tested force, and 
they are an all-volunteer force that’s 
more joint than ever. We want to un-
derstand where we need to be going for-
ward to make sure that we provide for 
them. 

Closing these bases now, or even pur-
suing a Base Realignment and Closure 
commission, this is not the time to do 
that. 
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Mr. Chairman, again, this is the 

wrong time. We ought to be looking at 
the place in time where we have actu-
ally accrued the savings on the last 
BRAC, which started in 2005. Before we 
pursue another, we ought to make sure 
we know what this Nation’s strategy 
is, militarily, before we pursue a Base 
Realignment and Closure commission. 
We ought to know what should our 
base structures be elsewhere in the 
world. 

Before we pursue a Base Realignment 
and Closure commission here in the 
United States, we ought to make sure 
we understand where we’re going with 
the sequester, where we’re going with 
furloughs, where we’re going with end- 
strength with our military before we 
close bases. 

If we’re going to be reducing end- 
strength by 100,000 and say, by the way, 
let’s pursue a Base Realignment and 
Closure commission now, how do we 
know where we need to be? 

That uncertainty is not where we 
need to be, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of this amendment. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate that the gentleman, on any 
number of occasions during his discus-
sion, talked about the uncertainty that 
we face in this country because of se-
questration, and I couldn’t agree with 
him more and would point out that the 
gentleman voted for the Budget Con-
trol Act that created sequestration 
that has now created the uncertainty 
that we face, which I find very regret-
table. 

The gentleman, also, in his con-
cluding remarks, indicated that we 
need to look to save money. I couldn’t 
agree with him more. 

He also indicated, and I would accept 
it for the sake of our discussion here on 
the House floor, that some of these 
processes take 13 years. I think the 
gentleman makes my argument. If it 
takes 13 years, we ought to start today, 
so that that child who is born later this 
week has the benefit of these savings 
we both want before they get to high 
school. 

Why wait to save the American tax-
payers money by potentially not con-
sidering a plan? 

I think we ought to be thoughtful 
here, and I oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 40 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. FLORES 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 41 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 157, after line 2, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to enforce sec-
tion 526 of the Energy Independence and Se-
curity Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140; 42 
U.S.C. 17142). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FLORES) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
offer an amendment which addresses 
another misguided and restrictive Fed-
eral regulation. 

Section 526 of the Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act prohibits Fed-
eral agencies from entering into con-
tracts for the procurement of fuels un-
less their lifecycle greenhouse gas 
emissions are less than or equal to 
emissions from an equivalent conven-
tional fuel produced from conventional 
petroleum sources. 

My amendment is simple. It would 
stop the government from enforcing 
this ban on agencies funded by the De-
partment of Defense appropriations 
bill. 

As my good friend, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), said a few 
minutes ago, the initial purpose of sec-
tion 526 was to stifle the Defense De-
partment’s plans to buy and develop 
coal-based or coal-to-liquids jet fuel. 

We must ensure that our military 
has adequate fuel resources and that it 
can rely on domestic and more stable 
sources of fuel. One of the unintended 
consequences of section 526 is that it 
essentially forces the American mili-
tary to acquire fuel refined from unsta-
ble, Middle East crude resources. 

I offered this amendment to the Fis-
cal Year 2014 Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act and the Fiscal Year 
2014 Energy and Water Appropriations 
Act, and they both passed on the floor 
of the House with strong bipartisan 
support. 

My friend, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CONAWAY), also added similar lan-
guage to the latest defense authoriza-
tion bill to exempt the Defense Depart-
ment from this burdensome regulation. 

b 2100 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 

my good friend, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank my good 
friend from Texas. 

I also want to encourage my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this amend-
ment. 

Section 526 was added to the 2007 en-
ergy bill as a last-minute add-on, with 
no hearings, without any information 
about it whatsoever, and it is beyond 
misguided. It may sound good on paper, 
but it is totally unenforceable. 

No one in their right mind has a clue 
what the life-cycle greenhouse gases 
are for any of the fuels that anybody 
buys. And, quite frankly, as we blend 
crude oil sources at a refinery to run 
through the refinery on a most effi-
cient basis, there is absolutely no way 

to separate out the gasoline jet fuel 
diesel that comes from that refining 
that would be required if—let’s assume 
for sake of this conversation we actu-
ally get the Keystone pipeline done, 
some of that oil from Canada starts 
flowing south into our refineries. There 
is absolutely no way anyone can cer-
tify which gasoline coming out is re-
lated to those sources versus some oth-
ers. 

So this is misguided. It’s unworkable 
and extreme. I would prefer that we ex-
empt the entire all of government from 
section 526, but that’s obviously be-
yond the scope of tonight’s legislation. 
I want to thank my friends—Mr. FLO-
RES, Mr. HENSARLING, and Mr. 
GINGREY—for, again, posing the strik-
ing or exempting of the Department of 
Defense from the misguided require-
ments in section 526, and I encourage 
all of my colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, as we 
said earlier, this amendment is a sim-
ple fix, and that fix is to not restrict 
our fuel choices based on bad policies 
or misguided regulations like those in 
section 526. Stopping the impact of sec-
tion 526 will help us to promote Amer-
ican energy, grow the American econ-
omy, create American jobs, and be-
come more energy secure. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to claim time in opposition to the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
won’t prolong the debate because this 
is either the third or fourth install-
ment, if you would, of this debate, but 
my response to the current iteration is 
the same as I have expressed through-
out the night. We do have an energy 
problem in the United States of Amer-
ica, and I agree with former Senator 
Richard Lugar that it is, first and fore-
most, a national security interest, 
given where we get petroleum prod-
ucts. 

We’ve been at war in the Middle East. 
We’ve been at war in Afghanistan. We 
have other problems internationally, 
much of it precipitated because of our 
dependence on that fuel. This is not the 
time, I believe, that we ought to in any 
way, shape, or form retard the largest 
consumer of energy in this country 
from examining and helping to create a 
vibrant market for alternatives to re-
duce that. 

So, for those reasons and the reasons 
discussed earlier in this evening’s de-
bate, I would be opposed to the gentle-
man’s amendment, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
enjoyed the debate tonight and I appre-
ciate the comments of the gentleman. 

I would say this. This amendment 
does not do any of those things that he 
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said it would. It does not prevent and 
does not restrict the ability of the Fed-
eral Government or the Department of 
Defense to purchase any alternative 
fuels—it does not restrict those—in-
cluding biodiesel, ethanol, or other 
fuels from renewable resources. So it 
does not do any of those things that 
would prevent the flexibility of the De-
partment of Defense in acquiring fuels. 
As a matter of fact, it helps the De-
partment of Defense have more flexi-
bility. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
support this a amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FLORES). 

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

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MR. COLE 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 42 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to carry out a fur-
lough (as defined in section 7511(a)(5) of title 
5, United States Code) that— 

(1) includes in the notice of the furlough 
made pursuant to section 752.404(b) of title 5, 
Code of Federal Regulations, ‘‘sequestra-
tion’’ as the reason for the furlough; and 

(2) is of a civilian employee of the Depart-
ment of Defense who is paid from amounts in 
a Working Capital Fund Account pursuant to 
section 2208 of title 10, United States Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute. 

I’m offering a bipartisan amendment 
this evening, Mr. Chairman, to prevent 
funds from the so-called Working Cap-
ital Fund from being used to imple-
ment furloughs of DOD employees. 
This amendment would affect approxi-
mately 180,000 workers scattered 
around the country in different work-
ing Capital Fund units. Tinker, Hill, 
Robbins, the great Air Logistics Cen-
ters, account for 26,000 of those. 

Working Capital Fund employees are 
indirectly funded by the government 
and not by direct appropriations. The 
commands where these employees are 

paid have more than sufficient funds to 
continue to operate without a fur-
lough. Indeed, furloughing these work-
ers would be counterproductive and ul-
timately cost money. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim time 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s concern and 
the fact that he is focused on working 
capital that is essentially funded 
through customer reimbursement, but 
as I mentioned in an earlier debate, I 
am opposed to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

I voted against the Budget Control 
Act. I think sequestration is an abhor-
rent way to run the government. I was 
disappointed last year when we made 
every Federal agency in this Nation, 
including the Department of Defense, 
wait 7 months until we told them how 
much money we were going to give 
them. And then, we told most of the 
agencies that we’re going to give you 
what we gave you last year. 

Now we’re suffering because of fur-
loughs. And the concern I have here, 
again, is making distinctions between 
one Federal employee and another. 
They’re all very important. I don’t 
know what going to work every day as 
a guard in a maximum security Federal 
prison must be like, but I don’t know 
that we carve out an exception for 
them. I don’t know what it is like to be 
a Federal law enforcement official 
working undercover, putting your life 
at risk, getting reimbursed, but not 
being carved out for furlough. 

We have people at NIH, the National 
Institutes of Health, doing ground-
breaking research as far as people’s 
health and safety; and perhaps they not 
themselves are risking their lives, but 
tomorrow, if they were at work, could 
make a discovery that could improve 
or prolong someone’s life. And I think 
it’s a very difficult proposition to begin 
to make those distinctions between 
various Federal employees. 

I absolutely share the gentleman’s 
concern as to what is happening with 
the Federal workforce. I have men-
tioned in committee and on this floor 
more than once today that I’m ap-
palled that for 4 years we hold Federal 
employees in so little regard. We have 
not given any of them a raise in 4 
years. But we scurried to the floor be-
cause people were going to be incon-
venienced at airports because of poten-
tial slowdowns at the FAA. Well, Fed-
eral employees actually do things for 
our safety like make sure, when we 
leave the ground in an airplane, we’re 
safe. 

So, again, I’m very concerned here. 
The fact is I do think allowing excep-
tions for one agency is unfair to others. 
Allowing exceptions that pit one agen-
cy against another wrongly determines 

the value of the work performed by 
some government employees vis-a-vis 
others. We ought to value all of their 
work collectively, together, and should 
not be looking for temporary fixes of 
one dislocation, as great as it is, 
caused by sequestration. What we 
ought to be about—and I know the gen-
tleman is about—is to end this mad-
ness, if you would, and get back to the 
business of governing this country. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to my good friend from the 
State of Washington (Mr. KILMER), a 
new Member from the Sixth District. 

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. 

Let me take a second here to say I 
oppose sequestration, I oppose the fur-
loughs, and I believe Congress should 
be moving forward on a plan to elimi-
nate sequestration and the process of 
furloughing workers. But Congress 
hasn’t done that, and now we’re forced 
to deal with an ugly process where 
we’re cutting accounts and cutting 
workers, not because it makes any 
sense for the public interest or for our 
security, but because Congress can’t 
get its act together. 

This amendment responds to what I 
believe was an incorrect decision by 
the Department of Defense to furlough 
civilian workers who work at entities 
that were funded through Defense 
Working Capital accounts. The Work-
ing Capital Funds are revolving funds 
that provide goods and services across 
the DOD that were established to pro-
mote stable pricing and reliable access. 
They were designed to be self-sus-
taining. 

I certainly empathize with the other 
workers and groups that are facing fur-
loughs, but these workers are not fund-
ed through direct appropriation. I be-
lieve that these indirectly funded em-
ployees are specifically exempted by 
law from sequestration. Furthermore, I 
believe that furloughing these employ-
ees and, thereby, delaying their work 
will not save any money, will only in-
crease costs for DOD and hurt tax-
payers and jeopardize our military 
readiness. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished majority 
whip from the great State of California 
(Mr. MCCARTHY). 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment. This issue is straight-
forward. It deals with Defense Working 
Capital Funds. 

This is just like owning a business. 
When you provide a service or a prod-
uct, you get paid for it. That is how De-
fense Working Capital Funds operates. 
They’re paid through reimbursements 
for the services they provide to the De-
partment of Defense, which is already 
funded for the fiscal year. Thus, Work-
ing Capital Funds do not receive direct 
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appropriations and, therefore, fur-
loughing these individuals have no sav-
ings. They actually have the direct op-
posite effect. It will cost you more, 
there will be delays, and, most impor-
tantly, individuals will be harmed in 
the process. 

The specialized work the Defense 
Working Capital Fund employees per-
form is vital to our Nation’s security 
and our warfighters around the globe. 
A blanket 11-day furlough policy, such 
as China Lake in my district, will only 
end up slowing down getting our 
warfighters the best and latest tech-
nology to complete their mission when 
called upon to protect and defend 
America and safely return home to 
their families. 

This is very simple. They are a busi-
ness that performs work and they get 
paid for it, and the money is already 
there. That’s why I ask and urge all of 
us to join in supporting this amend-
ment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I continue to re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. BISHOP), my classmate 
and colleague on the Rules Committee. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
as stated, this workload is a self-sus-
taining process, which means, if the 
workload is there, and it is, then the 
money is there, and it is. To furlough 
the employees in this area saves no 
money, it completes no work, but it 
does raise the cost of overhead for all 
of the depots. 

I have empathy for the Pentagon. 
They made a decision that everyone 
should share the pain in an effort to be 
fair. Unfortunately, title 10, section 
2472, tells us how this fund should be 
managed. Sharing the pain isn’t one of 
the options. 

I appreciate what is going on here, 
but the Defense Department cannot 
simply pick and choose. This amend-
ment does not start a new program. It 
simply requires that the existing law 
be followed. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I continue to re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. COLE. I yield 1 minute to my 
good friend from the great State of 
Iowa (Mr. LOEBSACK). 

Mr. LOEBSACK. I want to thank my 
friend from Oklahoma for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a proud cospon-
sor of this truly bipartisan amend-
ment, as demonstrated by those who 
are speaking in favor of it tonight. I, 
too, voted against sequestration, and I 
oppose furloughing any DOD citizens 
who work on behalf of our national se-
curity and our troops. Those working 
at the Rock Island Arsenal, which I 
represent, proudly serve our country. 
They don’t deserve a pay cut because of 
Washington’s dysfunction. It’s as sim-
ple as that. That’s why Congress and 
the administration must find a bal-
anced, commonsense way to replace se-
questration. 

This amendment addresses the 
unique situation of Working Capital 

Fund civilians like those at the Joint 
Manufacturing and Technology Center, 
who are already funded from prior 
years. I think that’s important to keep 
in mind. Furloughing these men and 
women doesn’t create direct savings, as 
has already been mentioned; rather, it 
delays work for our troops, hurts our 
readiness, and increases costs for tax-
payers without direct savings. 

b 2115 

Again, I oppose all furloughs, and I 
do oppose sequestration. This amend-
ment, I believe, is a commonsense pol-
icy for DOD and for Working Capital 
Fund employees, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it. Again, it’s a fully 
bipartisan amendment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to my good friend 
from the great State of Georgia (Mr. 
AUSTIN SCOTT). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 15 seconds. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. 
Chairman, this is a sensible, bipartisan 
solution. It helps the country by help-
ing those who work at our depots and 
other areas. I would just ask that my 
colleagues join this bipartisan coali-
tion that’s working in support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. COLE. I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-

stands that amendment No. 43 will not 
be offered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 44 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following: 

SEC. l. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be obligated or expended to 
train the Afghan National Security Forces 
Special Mission Wing to operate or maintain 
Mi-17 helicopters. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would prohibit funds in 
this bill from being used by the Defense 
Department to train the Afghan Spe-
cial Mission Wing to operate or main-
tain Russian-made Mi-17 helicopters. 

Over 93,000 people have died in a trag-
ic war in Syria that is being fueled by 

Russian arms being supplied to the 
Assad regime. Over 1.6 million Syrian 
refugees are now hosted across five 
countries. By the end of the year, half 
the population of Syria will be in need 
of aid. 

We know for a fact that the Russian 
arms manufacturer, Rosoboronexport, 
is arming Syria. The Syrian Army re-
quested 20,000 Kalashnikov assault ri-
fles, 20 million rounds of ammunition, 
machine guns, grenade launchers, gre-
nades, and sniper rifles with night-vi-
sion sights. And Russia also recently 
announced it would provide Assad with 
advanced S–300 missile defense bat-
teries. Yet, our Defense Department 
continues to channel business to this 
Russian arms manufacturer. 

DOD recently skirted around a prohi-
bition on purchasing Mi-17 helicopters 
from Russia’s state arms dealer in last 
year’s Defense appropriations bill, 
signing a contract with Rosoboronex-
port to procure 30 Mi-17s for the Af-
ghan Specialty Mission Wing using 2012 
Afghanistan Security Forces Fund 
moneys. 

This contract signing, flying in the 
face of congressional intent, incredibly 
came just days after this House voted 
423–0 to strengthen the prohibition on 
Pentagon business with the Russian 
arms dealer—a prohibition also in-
cluded in this Defense appropriations 
bill. 

Even more egregious, it also came on 
the heels of a report by the Special In-
spector General for Afghanistan Recon-
struction that recommended suspen-
sion of the plans to purchase these hel-
icopters for the Afghan Special Mission 
Wing as the Afghans do not even have 
the capacity to use them. 

The Defense Department touts the 30 
years of experience the Afghans have 
with the Mi-17 helicopters as a key rea-
son to purchase them, yet we are still 
trying to train them to fly these heli-
copters instead of American-made heli-
copters—training that the Inspector 
General report says has been slow and 
uneven. 

The report also argues that moving 
forward with the acquisition of these 
Mi-17 helicopters is highly imprudent 
until, among other things, an agree-
ment is reached on NATO’s Afghani-
stan Training Mission concept for reor-
ganization within the Afghan Govern-
ment to support this Special Mission 
Wing. 

Mr. Chairman, U.S. taxpayers should 
not be subsidizing the Russian state 
arms dealer that is fueling the war in 
Syria. The language already included 
in this bill states this. We should also 
not be spending money to train an Af-
ghan unit to fly these Russian heli-
copters, particularly when the Inspec-
tor General has raised serious ques-
tions about the content of that unit’s 
capabilities. 

I urge support for my amendment, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, the 
Afghan National Army Special Forces 
are the most capable component of the 
Afghan National Security Forces and 
have made significant strides toward 
becoming an independent and effective 
force in Afghanistan. 

The only path forward to getting out 
of Afghanistan is to make sure that we 
have an effective army, special force, 
that can do the necessary work to 
make sure that the fragile Afghan gov-
ernance that is there survives. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
not to limit the Afghan Special Forces 
but to further restrict the use of the 
helicopter it employs to support its 
mission. The development of the Af-
ghan Army Special Operators remains 
a critical component of the overall op-
eration structure and strategy to sus-
tain the transition to Afghan security 
lead. 

In other words, if we want to get out 
of there by 2014, 2015, the Afghan Air 
Force must succeed. And it has a his-
tory, whether we like it or not, with 
the Mi-17. It’s more efficient to expand 
its fleet and build on their existing 
knowledge of maintaining that fleet 
than to completely shift to an entirely 
different aircraft. 

Additionally, U.S. helicopters are 
more technologically advanced. 
They’re a better helicopter, I’ll agree. 
But it would further prolong the 
timelines of getting the AAF where 
they need to be to completely take 
over the program. 

The Mi-17 has been certified by the 
Department of Defense and is to be the 
right aircraft for the missions in Af-
ghanistan. The Mi-17 has a long history 
in Afghanistan and was designed for 
the high altitude terrain there. 

So I reluctantly oppose the 
gentlelady’s amendment, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Ms. DELAURO. I just want to say to 
my good friend that I think that we 
ought to be amenable to working with 
Afghanistan in these final days, but I 
don’t make up this information. 

Our Defense Department continues to 
channel business to this Russian arms 
manufacturer. DOD skirted around the 
prohibition on purchasing Mi-17 heli-
copters in the last appropriations bill. 
We voted overwhelmingly—I don’t 
know that there has been a vote in this 
House on a bipartisan basis that was 
423–0—to prohibit this. 

So what did the DOD do? The DOD 
went around that and went to a dif-
ferent pot of money. And one could ac-
knowledge that, but in addition to ac-
knowledging that, I’m going to quote 
to you from the Special Inspector Gen-
eral for Afghanistan Reconstruction: 

Afghan Special Mission Wing: DOD plans 
to spend $908 million to build air wing that 
the Afghans cannot operate and maintain. 

Now, I don’t know why we keep in 
business an Inspector General that 
would give us this report, and then we 
fly in the face of it and not acknowl-
edge its veracity. In addition to which, 
we are dealing with an arms dealer 
that is supplying arms, grenades, 
Kalashnikovs, missiles to Syria, where 
over 93,000 people have already been 
killed. 

The point is that we shouldn’t enter 
a contract when there is no capability 
to fly these helicopters. 

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

we’re not talking about a helicopter 
manufacturer that would suffer. It’s 
the combat unit in Afghanistan that 
would be devastated and unable to ful-
fill its mission, and if it’s not able to 
fulfill its mission, then we will not 
have a capable military to take over 
when the United States leaves in 2014. 

I’m not going to defend Russia or 
their foreign policy and what they’re 
doing in Syria, but we do want Afghan-
istan to succeed. So I reluctantly must 
oppose the gentlelady’s amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MS. LEE OF 
CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 45 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. (a) The total amount of appro-
priations made available by this Act is here-
by reduced by one percent. 

(b) The reduction in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to amounts made available— 

(1) under title I for ‘‘Military Personnel’’; 
(2) under title VI for ‘‘Defense Health Pro-

gram’’; or 
(3) under title IX. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LEE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

Ms. LEE of California. First, let me 
thank Congressmen POLIS, BLU-
MENAUER, CONYERS, and SCHRADER, who 
have joined me in offering this amend-
ment. 

Our amendment is very straight-
forward. It would trim Pentagon spend-
ing by a very modest 1 percent. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates our amendment would result in 
a reduction of discretionary spending 
of $5.9 billion, and it does so while 
maintaining our national security and 
protecting our Active Duty military 
personnel. 

This Defense appropriations bill is 
$28.1 billion more than the Pentagon’s 
current funding level, which includes $5 
billion more than the President’s re-
quest for war spending in the Overseas 
Contingency Account. In total, this bill 
includes over $85 billion in war spend-
ing at a time when the majority of the 
American people and a growing bipar-
tisan group in Congress are calling for 
an expedited end of military activities 
in Afghanistan. 

Our amendment simply takes the 
total amount in the bill, reduces that 
amount by 1 percent, and then allows 
the Department of Defense to choose 
what accounts to take the reduction 
from. As I mentioned before, military 
personnel accounts and medical and 
health care programs are exempt from 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, month after month we 
have been talking about ways to ad-
dress the budget and the impacts of the 
harmful sequester. The question before 
the body today is: How do we ensure 
that we have a budget that reflects our 
national security priorities, our moral 
values, and our underlying economic 
strength? I’m talking about a budget 
that protects the most vulnerable in 
our country and a budget that ensures 
that we have priorities to create jobs 
and turn this economy around—in 
other words, nation-building in our 
own country. 

What this amendment does is say 
that we need to put everything on the 
table—and I mean everything—and 
that includes the Pentagon. Believe 
me, if I could, I would support much 
greater cuts to the Pentagon. But sure-
ly $5 billion can be found among the 
tens of billions of dollars lost each year 
at the Pentagon due to waste, fraud, 
and abuse. You know that that $5 bil-
lion is a mere drop in the bucket when 
you look at what has been actually 
taken away without knowledge of 
where that money has gone, when you 
look at the suitcases filled with cash in 
Afghanistan, and previously in Iraq. 

Even with this modest cut of 1 per-
cent, the Pentagon base budget would 
still far outpace any other nation in 
defense spending. The United States 
spends as much on its military as 13 
countries combined. But all three of 
these are close allies. I’m talking about 
China, Russia, the United Kingdom, 
France, Japan, India, Saudi Arabia, 
Germany, of course Brazil, Italy, South 
Korea, Australia and Canada. Com-
bined, we spend more than those coun-
tries. 

Finally, Americans believe that no 
Federal agency should really be im-
mune from cuts, including the Pen-
tagon. In fact, the average American 
would pursue a much larger cut of over 
$93 billion, according to a poll released 
in 2012 by the Stimson Center. 
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So it’s long overdue that we be hon-

est with the American people and begin 
to have some real debate about deficit 
reduction, job creation, and the reduc-
tion of spending. And that includes the 
Pentagon. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CALVERT. I’m the first to admit 
that the Department of Defense should 
not be immune to reasonably based re-
ductions. We should be doing that. 
That’s exactly what we’ve been doing 
the past few years and will continue to 
do this year. 

b 2130 
This bill that we are deciding today 

and tomorrow is $3.4 billion below the 
President’s request. In fact, over the 
past 3 fiscal years, this committee has 
produced defense budgets which totaled 
$71 billion below the request, only $32 
billion of which has been due to seques-
tration. 

The Department is already facing an-
other $44 billion arbitrary reduction in 
spending if we don’t stop sequestration 
from going into effect in FY 2014. Any 
further immediate and arbitrary reduc-
tions would likely bring the Depart-
ment to a grinding halt, perhaps past 
the point of recovery. 

Specifically, reductions could require 
reducing/canceling training for return-
ing troops; canceling Navy training ex-
ercises; reducing Air Force flight train-
ing; delaying or canceling maintenance 
of aircraft, ships, and vehicles; and de-
laying important safety and quality-of- 
life repairs to facilities and military 
barracks. 

Finally, the allocation of this bill is 
essentially in line with both the Ryan 
budget, as well as the Defense author-
ization bill. National security should 
not be subject to partisan politics. In-
stead, we should show our support for 
these brave men and women who have 
sacrificed so much and continue to do 
so. 

I strongly oppose this amendment, 
and I yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman for yielding, and I appre-
ciate the gentlewoman’s approach. I 
have on more than one occasion in 
talking about the Department of De-
fense, my constituency indicated, as 
the gentleman noted, no one should be 
immune to cuts; and if you can’t find 1 
cent out of every dollar at the Depart-
ment of Defense to save, there is some-
thing wrong with the leadership at the 
Department of Defense. 

But I rise in reluctant opposition for 
two reasons: 

One is I have an inherent objection to 
across-the-board cuts because I think 
we ought to make sure we are very tar-
geted as far as our financial decisions. 

Secondly, given the across-the-board 
cut that has been referenced of more 
than $30 billion in the current fiscal 
year because of sequestration under a 
bill I voted against, we are talking in 
this instance about filling a significant 
arbitrary hole. 

So again, I would reluctantly be op-
posed to the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. CALVERT. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me first thank our ranking mem-
ber for his comments and just reiterate 
the fact that while this is a 1 percent 
cut across-the-board, it allows the Pen-
tagon to make those decisions about 
where the Pentagon and our military 
officials believe the cuts should come 
from and how to reallocate our funds. 

Certainly as the daughter of a vet-
eran of 25 years—I’m an Army brat—I 
recognize and support our young men 
and women who have been placed in 
harm’s way and who have sacrificed so 
much for our country. There is no way 
that I would offer an amendment that 
would harm our troops. 

A 1 percent cut really forces us to 
pause, quite frankly, and forces us to 
look where we can find savings when 
we scrutinize the Pentagon budget, the 
same way that we scrutinize our do-
mestic discretionary spending. At a 
time when American families, busi-
nesses, and government agencies are 
facing budget cuts, why shouldn’t the 
Pentagon be asked to become more ef-
ficient and eliminate waste, fraud, and 
abuse? 

Let me reiterate that this bill in-
cludes $5 billion more than the Presi-
dent’s request for the overseas contin-
gency account. So it makes no sense. 
We need to begin to focus our resources 
on nation-building at home, ensure our 
national security, and really make sure 
that all of our agencies begin to look 
at waste, fraud, and abuse. Certainly, 
the Pentagon should be the first to do 
that, especially given the fact that we 
have not had audit requirements of the 
Pentagon and still don’t know what 
type of resources there have been wast-
ed and misallocated. 

I ask for support for this very modest 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, again, 
I rise in opposition to this amendment. 
We have made significant cuts in our 
national defense and continue to do so. 
We are at lowest levels as a percentage 
of GDP expenditures for our national 
security in a long time. 

I would rise in opposition to this 
amendment, would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE). 

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

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. QUIGLEY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 46 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to operate or main-
tain more than 300 land-based interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is very straightforward. It 
simply reduces the number of deployed 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, nu-
clear missiles, by a third, from 450 to 
300. 

We are in the midst of an extraor-
dinary budget crisis. We are facing 
unsustainable debt. Yet we continue to 
spend approximately $50 billion to $55 
billion annually to maintain and even 
grow a nuclear arsenal and associated 
programs designed for a Cold War that 
no longer exists. 

Russia is no longer the existential 
threat it once was, and we are working 
closely with Russian leaders to reduce 
our nuclear arsenals together. While 
other nations, such as China, have 
some nuclear weapons, their stockpiles 
pale in comparison. China has no more 
than 50 to 75 single warhead interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. 

We can significantly reduce our nu-
clear arsenal of 1,700 and still maintain 
a robust military edge over any rival. 
As we look to reduce our nuclear 
stockpile, we should be strategic and 
make targeted cuts. 

According to a recent report issued 
by General James Cartwright, retired 
vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and former commander of U.S. 
nuclear forces; Secretary Chuck Hagel; 
and a number of other military and for-
eign experts, all land-based ICBMs 
could be eliminated. Let me take a mo-
ment to repeat that. The former com-
mander of all U.S. nuclear forces 
thinks we don’t need any ICBMs—none. 
According to the report: 

The U.S. ICBM force has lost its central 
utility. 

The report outlines four key reasons 
ICBMs should be eliminated: 
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First, ‘‘Direct wartime nuclear oper-

ations against Russia alone, were Cold 
War scenarios that are no longer plau-
sible.’’ 

Second, flight paths over all land- 
based ICBMs to any potential adver-
saries—Iran, North Korea, China— 
would have to travel through Russian 
air space. This could trigger ‘‘confusing 
Russia, and triggering nuclear retalia-
tion.’’ 

Third, ‘‘U.S. Trident submarines and 
B–2 strategic bombers can deliver nu-
clear weapons to virtually any point on 
the Earth.’’ 

Fourth, ‘‘ICBMs in fixed silos are in-
herently targetable.’’ 

Once again, these are not my assess-
ments, nor the assessments of some 
anti-nuclear groups. These are the as-
sessments of General Cartwright, the 
retired vice chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and former commander 
of U.S. nuclear forces; Richard Burt, a 
former chief nuclear arms negotiator; 
Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel, 
former Ambassador to Russia, Thomas 
Pickering; and General John Sheehan, 
a former senior NATO official. 

The former commander of U.S. nu-
clear forces has issued his support for 
the elimination of ICBMs. 

This amendment merely calls for a 
reduction by one-third. We have lim-
ited resources, and that means we have 
to make choices. As we look to cut 
spending, let’s cut military invest-
ments that do nothing to keep us safe 
in today’s threat environment, such as 
ICBMs. 

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

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Montana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
in strong opposition to this amend-
ment, which amounts to the unilateral 
reduction of our nuclear forces. Unilat-
eral reductions of our nuclear forces 
are wrong for national security—pe-
riod. 

These reductions have been directly 
and explicitly recommended against by 
the Joint Chiefs and senior DOD civil-
ian officials, all who have said that re-
ductions must be made bilaterally in 
concert with Russia. 

I am deeply concerned that not only 
is this proposal to unilaterally disarm 
unwise; it is also shortsighted. It could 
seriously diminish the long-term secu-
rity of our Nation. 

We face a world today in which nu-
clear threats to the United States are 
increasing and our conventional mili-
tary capabilities face dramatic reduc-
tions. Given this, our nuclear deterrent 
is becoming more important, not less. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, in my 
home State of Montana, is home to 150 
of our Nation’s intercontinental bal-
listic missiles. Earlier this year, I vis-
ited Malmstrom and I met with the 
leaders of the 341st Missile Wing to dis-
cuss the importance of our ICBM mis-
sion to our national security. 

Colonel Robert W. Stanley, the com-
mander at Malmstrom, gave me this 
commander’s coin, which bears a motto 
that truly sums up why our defense 
strategy is effective. It says this: 
‘‘Scaring the hell out of America’s en-
emies since 1962.’’ 

This motto clearly demonstrates the 
importance of our peace-through- 
strength strategy. We cannot under-
estimate the role that our strong nu-
clear defenses have played in keeping 
America secure and maintaining peace 
not only with Russia, but throughout 
the world. In fact, some say we have 
never had to use our ICBMs. I would 
argue we use them every day to ensure 
that the world is a safer place. 

That is why I urge my colleagues to 
also support the amendment that I’ve 
introduced, alongside Congressman 
LAMBORN, Congresswoman LUMMIS, and 
Congressman CRAMER. Our amendment 
will help keep America safe by main-
taining a strong nuclear deterrent and 
preventing the Obama administration 
from pursuing efforts to unilaterally 
reduce our nuclear arsenal. 

The Obama administration requested 
funds in their 2014 budget proposal to 
do environmental impact studies of our 
ICBMs, which is widely seen as a back 
door to attempting to reduce our ICBM 
fleet. 

Our amendment simply prohibits this 
study. Now is not the time to reduce 
our ICBM fleet, which is why I would 
urge all of my colleagues to oppose Mr. 
QUIGLEY’s amendment and to support 
the Daines-Lamborn-Lummis-Cramer 
amendment. 

I yield such time as she may consume 
to the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Wyoming (Mrs. LUMMIS). 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Quigley amend-
ment as well. It will defund the oper-
ation and maintenance of 150 of our 
land-based intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. 

Regardless of your stance on the nu-
clear triad—and we will have the op-
portunity to discuss it later—it is irre-
sponsible to stop funding maintenance 
of our nuclear weapons with no formal 
reduction plan. 

Are we supposed to leave warheads 
rotting in the silos? This amendment 
does not fund the decommissioning of 
warheads. If it did, a full-scale reduc-
tion of our force would be a costly en-
deavor, one that takes time and is a de-
cision that should not be taken lightly. 

But it will effectively reduce our 
ICBM capabilities by one-third without 
any strategic considerations or multi- 
lateral negotiations with other nuclear 
powers. The Joint Chiefs have directly 
and explicitly recommended against a 
unilateral reduction. 

As the administration continues to 
weigh final force structure decisions 
scheduled to occur in FY 15, I ask my 
colleagues to consider the con-
sequences of removing this funding the 
year before. 

The mission of the Air Force Global 
Strike Command is to provide a safe, 

secure, effective nuclear deterrent 
force for the President of the United 
States. The Quigley amendment would 
impede the Air Force’s ability to fulfill 
that mission, preempts the President’s 
force structure decision, and lacks fea-
sibility without preparation. 

I urge you to oppose the Quigley 
amendment. 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT). 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

This cut is not required by any trea-
ty. There is no strategic analysis, as 
the gentlelady said. There is no esti-
mate of how this would affect the bal-
ance between the United States and 
other nuclear powers. 

Events over the last several years, as 
well as through analysis, such as that 
done under the Nuclear Posture Re-
view, have confirmed that we need to 
maintain and revitalize our nuclear de-
terrent. 

I rise in strong opposition to this 
reckless amendment. 

b 2145 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Chairman, I am al-
ways concerned when the Joint Chiefs 
have a strong opinion about our na-
tional defense. Given that, these reduc-
tions have been directly and explicitly 
recommended against by the Joint 
Chiefs and by senior DOD civilian offi-
cials. These gentlemen have all said 
the reductions must only be made bi-
laterally, in concert with Russia. 

This is shortsighted; it is unwise; and 
it is a threat to our national security. 
Therefore, I oppose this unilateral re-
duction in our nuclear forces. 

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask how much time is remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Illinois has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Let me just say that 
I’ve been here 4 years now, and I recog-
nize what the Department of Defense 
is—it is our jobs program. 

I respect my colleagues for defending 
jobs in their districts, but this isn’t 
about national security—it’s about job 
maintenance, which is not what this is 
supposed to be about. If we’re going to 
spend money in creating jobs, I want to 
build bridges and schools and transit 
systems. 

I now yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I rise in strong 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as I quoted in my 
opening remarks, rather than getting 
larger and more expensive over the 
past decade, the military has simply 
grown to be more expensive. Our world 
has fundamentally changed since the 
days of the Cold War, and certain as-
pects of our military’s national secu-
rity strategies have evolved. However, 
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I do not believe that our nuclear weap-
ons have had a corresponding change 
relative to our consideration as to 
their deployment in numbers. 

I do think that Congress has a very 
important role to play in helping the 
administration make rational deci-
sions as to the size and composition of 
the stockpile and of the complex that 
supports it. In talking about that com-
plex as a member of the Energy and 
Water Subcommittee, I will point out 
that there are significant costs over 
and above those in this particular bill 
given the civilian control over the war-
heads at that particular Department. 

I also do not have a concern that, in 
any way, shape, or form, the gentleman 
is proposing that we unilaterally dis-
arm this Nation. I believe that we cer-
tainly have adequate protection, and I 
support his amendment. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. DENHAM 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 47 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title) insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be used to implement the Trans Regional 
Web Initiative. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DENHAM) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, it is 
crucial in this time of limited budgets 
that we transfer funds from those pro-
grams which are either duplicative or 
ineffective to the highest priority uses 
for the Department, such as maintain-
ing readiness and taking care of our 
personnel. With that in mind, I have 
introduced a limiting amendment to 
prohibit the Department of Defense 
from using funds to implement the 
Trans-Regional Web Initiative. 

This program consists of a series of 
general news Web sites that cater to 
foreign audiences. The Department re-
quested $19.7 million to continue this 
effort during fiscal year 2014. An April 
2013 GAO report found that the TRWI 

program lacks meaningful performance 
metrics and is poorly coordinated with 
other U.S. Government public diplo-
macy programs. I want to put this $19.7 
million in perspective. 

With this money, the Army National 
Guard could have retained 2,000 sol-
diers of the 4,000 it has been forced to 
reduce from its end strength due to 
budget cuts. That is 2,000 guardsmen 
who could be supporting our active 
component, responding to natural dis-
asters, or securing our border. Instead, 
that money is going to Web sites pro-
viding entertainment news and life-
style advice to the Balkans and Middle 
East. 

It is important to remember that the 
United States already spends hundreds 
of millions of dollars each year in pro-
viding quality, independent journalism 
overseas through the Broadcasting 
Board of Governors. In fact, every 
week, more than 203 million listeners, 
viewers, and Internet users around the 
world engage with U.S. international 
broadcasting programs which are com-
pletely separate from the duplicative 
and expensive TRWI program. 

How can we possibly justify unneces-
sary and ineffective, duplicative meas-
ures by the Department of Defense? 
How can I tell someone in my district 
that he was furloughed but that we 
found the cash to pay for an article 
about the plight of child actors in Tur-
key? 

Our colleagues in the Senate have al-
ready acted. The Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee found that the costs to 
operate the Web sites are excessive, 
that the effectiveness of the Web sites 
is questionable, and that the perform-
ance metrics do not justify the ex-
pense. 

I want to thank Citizens Against 
Government Waste, Taxpayers for 
Common Sense, and the Project on 
Government Oversight for their sup-
port on this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in this time of limited 
Federal resources, we cannot afford to 
continue wasteful programs like this. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I rise to 

claim the time in opposition to the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, over the past several years, this 
committee has taken a very hard look 
at all of our military information oper-
ations programs—a very hard look. 
While the committee reduced or elimi-
nated funding for those we judged not 
to be appropriate Defense Department 
activities, this was not one of them. 

This is a fully acknowledged pro-
gram, with each Web site sponsored by 
a geographic combatant commander. 
These Web sites provide important 
news and information about events in 
their regions and about U.S. activities 
being conducted in those regions. 
These Web sites are an important op-
portunity for the United States Gov-

ernment to inform foreign audiences 
about U.S. military activities in their 
regions, including joint military train-
ing exercises or, very importantly, 
about humanitarian assistance. 

Too often, we find ourselves frus-
trated that foreign populations fail to 
appreciate the support they receive 
from the United States, particularly 
from the United States military, or to 
understand the U.S. position on issues 
impacting their parts of the world. 
This is often because people are un-
aware of our efforts. These Web sites 
offer the combatant commanders the 
ability to get the word out, and I be-
lieve and we, the committee, believe 
that that’s important. Therefore, I 
urge the rejection of the amendment. 

With that, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman for yielding. I would simply 
associate myself with his remarks and, 
particularly, with his introduction. 

The subcommittee has had concerns 
and questions about the program in the 
past and has worked very closely with 
the Department of Defense. I do think 
it shows the oversight that this sub-
committee continues to exercise. 
Again, I join with the gentleman in op-
position. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, I will 
just end by saying that this is another 
attempt to cut waste. 

Give the Department of Defense the 
flexibility to retain our personnel. 2,160 
National Guardsmen, to be exact, could 
be saved and retained by cutting this 
amount of waste. As well as having 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
the Senate has shown great wisdom in 
this particular instance in coming to-
gether with us and cutting this type of 
waste. 

I think this is a great opportunity to 
really show that we support those 
brave men and women by retaining 
those positions. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, this program also supports our 
very brave men and women. 

I oppose the gentleman’s amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DENHAM). 

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in House Report 113–170 on 
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which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 28 by Mr. CICILLINE 
of Rhode Island. 

Amendment No. 29 by Mr. COHEN of 
Tennessee. 

Amendment No. 30 by Mr. COFFMAN 
of Colorado. 

Amendment No. 33 by Mr. GARAMENDI 
of California. 

Amendment No. 35 by Mr. FLEMING of 
Louisiana. 

Amendment No. 36 by Mr. RIGELL of 
Virginia. 

Amendment No. 41 by Mr. FLORES of 
Texas. 

Amendment No. 44 by Ms. DELAURO 
of Connecticut. 

Amendment No. 45 by Ms. LEE of 
California. 

Amendment No. 46 by Mr. QUIGLEY of 
Illinois. 

Amendment No. 47 by Mr. DENHAM of 
California. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 237, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 388] 

AYES—184 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 

DeLauro 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gingrey (GA) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 

Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kilmer 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Labrador 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quigley 

Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Rush 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shea-Porter 

Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Upton 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoho 

NOES—237 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capito 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Duckworth 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 

Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pompeo 
Price (NC) 
Reichert 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Scott, Austin 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Terry 

Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 

Vargas 
Veasey 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walorski 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Wenstrup 
Whitfield 

Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Campbell 
Cantor 
Coble 
Gohmert 

Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Horsford 
Hudson 

McCarthy (NY) 
Rokita 
Schock 
Simpson 

b 2222 

Messrs. TONKO, ISRAEL, Ms. LINDA 
T. SÁNCHEZ of California, Ms. SE-
WELL of Alabama, Messrs. PASTOR of 
Arizona and SMITH of Missouri 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. KUSTER, Messrs. NEUGE-
BAUER, RIBBLE, WATT, GINGREY of 
Georgia, LANGEVIN, FINCHER, 
MEEKS, HANNA, and YOHO changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. COHEN 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 249, noes 173, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 389] 

AYES—249 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 

Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Collins (GA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 

Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
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Honda 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Joyce 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Meeks 
Meng 
Mica 
Michaud 

Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Nolan 
Nugent 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quigley 
Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 

Sanford 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 
Speier 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Upton 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 

NOES—173 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cotton 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 

Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Israel 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
Lipinski 

Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Noem 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pompeo 
Price (NC) 
Reichert 
Richmond 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Ruiz 
Runyan 

Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sarbanes 
Scott, Austin 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 

Stewart 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 

Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walorski 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Wenstrup 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yoho 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Campbell 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 

Denham 
Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Horsford 

McCarthy (NY) 
Rokita 
Schock 

b 2228 

Ms. EDWARDS changed her vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. GOSAR and AL GREEN of 
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to 
‘‘aye.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. COFFMAN 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. COFF-
MAN) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 346, noes 79, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 390] 

AYES—346 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Black 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 

Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 

Deutch 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleming 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gosar 
Gowdy 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 

Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 

Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—79 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachus 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 

Cantor 
Cárdenas 
Carter 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crenshaw 
Daines 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Ellmers 
Fleischmann 
Forbes 
Foster 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Goodlatte 

Granger 
Grimm 
Hartzler 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Marino 
McKeon 
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McNerney 
Miller (FL) 
Mullin 
Pearce 
Pompeo 
Reichert 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 

Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Sewell (AL) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Turner 
Visclosky 
Walorski 
Wenstrup 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—8 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 
Schock 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2232 

Messrs. COLE and GRAVES of Mis-
souri changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to 
‘‘aye.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 150, noes 276, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 391] 

AYES—150 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Camp 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Cummings 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 

Doggett 
Doyle 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gowdy 
Grayson 
Green, Gene 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hurt 
Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kelly (IL) 

Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Labrador 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Massie 
Matsui 
McClintock 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinley 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, George 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 

Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ribble 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Schakowsky 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stutzman 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—276 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Cassidy 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Gardner 

Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Griffin (AR) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Kuster 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meng 
Messer 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 

Moore 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pompeo 
Price (NC) 
Radel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 

Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walz 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Watt 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 

Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2236 

Mr. LYNCH changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MR. FLEMING 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. FLEM-
ING) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 253, noes 173, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 392] 

AYES—253 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 

Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Enyart 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallego 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 

Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
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Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 

Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 

Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—173 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 

Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 

McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 

Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Veasey 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 

Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2239 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. RIGELL 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 332, noes 94, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 393] 

AYES—332 

Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barton 
Bass 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 

Chu 
Cicilline 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Daines 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Esty 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 

Hinojosa 
Holding 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kingston 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lowenthal 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quigley 
Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Runyan 

Salmon 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shea-Porter 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Turner 
Upton 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 

NOES—94 

Aderholt 
Barber 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Beatty 
Bishop (GA) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Clarke 
Cole 
Connolly 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Davis (CA) 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Enyart 
Farr 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Grayson 

Grijalva 
Grimm 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Hudson 
Israel 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Levin 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
McCaul 
Meeks 
Meng 
Nunnelee 
Owens 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 

Reichert 
Roby 
Rogers (KY) 
Roskam 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schock 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stewart 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thornberry 
Tsongas 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
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Vargas 
Veasey 

Visclosky 
Wilson (FL) 

Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2244 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD changed her 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. FLORES 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of 
Georgia). The unfinished business is 
the demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FLORES) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 189, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 394] 

AYES—237 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 

Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallego 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 

Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 

Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 

Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 

Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—189 

Andrews 
Barber 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Garcia 

Gibson 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 

Waters 
Watt 

Waxman 
Welch 

Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—7 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2247 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 333, noes 93, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 395] 

AYES—333 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Barber 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Black 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Connolly 
Conyers 

Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Crawford 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
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Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Radel 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—93 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Cárdenas 
Carter 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Daines 
Denham 
Diaz-Balart 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Flores 
Forbes 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gardner 
Gingrey (GA) 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Hartzler 
Holding 
Hudson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
King (NY) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCaul 
McKeon 
Meadows 
Miller (FL) 
Mullin 
Noem 
Olson 

Pearce 
Perry 
Pompeo 
Reichert 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Scott, Austin 
Shuster 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Valadao 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Wenstrup 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2250 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MS. LEE OF 

CALIFORNIA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 109, noes 317, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 396] 

AYES—109 

Amash 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Costa 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
Deutch 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fudge 

Grayson 
Green, Gene 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings (FL) 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
Pallone 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (MI) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Swalwell (CA) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Velázquez 
Walz 
Waters 
Watt 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—317 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 

Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 

Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cárdenas 

Carter 
Cartwright 
Cassidy 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Griffin (AR) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 

Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Kelly (PA) 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 

Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Takano 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Campbell 
Coble 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 
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So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. QUIGLEY 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 142, noes 283, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 397] 

AYES—142 

Andrews 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Grayson 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 

Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jeffries 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rohrabacher 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shea-Porter 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—283 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Benishek 

Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 

Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 

Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Delaney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 

Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Kelly (PA) 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 

Rangel 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—8 

Bass 
Campbell 
Coble 

Herrera Beutler 
Holt 
Horsford 

McCarthy (NY) 
Rokita 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 2257 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. DENHAM 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DENHAM) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This is a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 238, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 398] 

AYES—185 

Amash 
Bachmann 
Barletta 
Barr 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chu 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Costa 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
Doggett 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hensarling 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lance 
Lankford 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Marchant 
Massie 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meng 
Messer 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nolan 
Pascrell 

Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters (MI) 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Radel 
Rahall 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Roe (TN) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Wagner 
Walden 
Walz 
Waters 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Williams 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—238 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Bachus 

Barber 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 

Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bonamici 
Bonner 
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Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cicilline 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellmers 
Enyart 
Esty 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Franks (AZ) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Gardner 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Granger 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Harper 

Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Lamborn 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Matsui 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 

Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walorski 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Campbell 
Coble 
Frelinghuysen 
Herrera Beutler 

Holt 
Horsford 
Lowenthal 
McCarthy (NY) 

Rokita 
Ruppersberger 

b 2301 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 48 OFFERED BY MR. JONES 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 48 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following: 

SEC. l. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
obligated or expended to carry out any ac-
tivities under the United States-Afghanistan 
Strategic Partnership Agreement, signed on 
May 2, 2012, except for such activities au-
thorized by Congress. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I’ve been 
here all day, like most of my col-
leagues. I’ve watched it on TV, I’ve 
been here on the floor. And I’ve heard 
so many times other Members say 
we’re going to be out of Afghanistan in 
2014. I hate to tell them, but that’s not 
true. The administration is about to 
finish a negotiation with Mr. Karzai, 
who is a crook, to say that we will be 
there for 10 more years. 

This amendment, what it does is ba-
sically just say that we in Congress 
have a responsibility to the American 
people to meet our constitutional re-
sponsibility of making sure that any 
agreement that the President should 
negotiate with any country, we’re re-
sponsible for funding that agreement, 
that we will the vote on it. That’s basi-
cally what this amendment does; it 
just says that, as we move forward 
with this strategic agreement, that the 
Congress will vote on the funds, and 
not just have any administration, 
Democrat or Republican, just to as-
sume for 10 years that the taxpayers 
are going to buy into this agreement. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s concern, and would point 
out that I do think it is long past time 
that we should be reconsidering the un-
derlying authority—the Authorized 
Use of Military Force that was ap-
proved by the Congress and signed by 
the President of the United States in 
2001. But I do believe, absent the recon-
sideration of that legislation—which I 
do think this body should be about—I 
believe it does provide the underlying 
authority for the Strategic Partnership 
Agreement that the President has ini-
tiated. It has been in force for over a 
year, serving as a guide for the rela-
tionship between the United States and 
Afghanistan. And in May of last year, 
the President and the Afghan President 
signed the agreement. 

The agreement does, I believe, infer 
the role of Congress to fund training of 
the Afghan Security Forces. The agree-
ment indicates that the administration 
associate such funding annually, and 
obviously there is a congressional role. 

This agreement provides the nec-
essary long-term framework for the re-
lationship between the two countries 
after the drawdown that will have 
taken effect by the end of 2014. 

I do believe that the amendment of-
fered makes no allowance for what 
agreement might serve to guide our re-
lationship with Afghanistan in the fu-
ture. And given it’s important in man-
aging our drawdown and in 
transitioning the Afghan security 
forces themselves, I believe it is essen-
tial for the U.S. to continue to honor 
this agreement. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, at this 

time I’d like to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of this amend-
ment offered by my good friend and 
colleague from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES). I want to thank him for his 
long and tireless leadership on ending 
the war in Afghanistan. He always asks 
the hard questions—or the questions 
that no one else wants to take on—be-
cause he believes so strongly in stand-
ing by our uniformed men and women 
and their families. 

In May of 2012, the United States and 
most of our NATO allies entered into 
an agreement with Afghanistan called 
the Strategic Partnership Agreement. 
That agreement outlined in fairly 
broad terms how we and our allies will 
continue to support the security and 
economic development of Afghanistan 
over the near and long term. 

Now, on the positive side, it was this 
agreement that provided the outline 
for how the United States would turn 
over responsibility for combat oper-
ations and national security to Afghan-
istan forces this year and next year in 
order to draw down our forces and end 
the war in Afghanistan by the end of 
next year. Congressman JONES and I 
would like to see that drawdown hap-
pen faster and sooner, but at a min-
imum, to happen on the time frame 
outlined by the President. 

The unknown question is: What hap-
pens post-2014? Will the President de-
termine that U.S. troops need to re-
main in Afghanistan? If so, how many 
troops, for how long, and for what pur-
pose? Will we continue to train the Af-
ghanistan military and police forces? 
And if so, how many U.S. troops will be 
involved? How long will it take to com-
plete that mission? How much will it 
cost? 

I believe it is right to demand that 
Congress specifically authorize the 
terms and costs of America’s con-
tinuing involvement in Afghanistan. 
Congress has put this war on autopilot 
for too long. It is shameful. We need to 
take responsibility. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. This is a reasonable, ra-
tional amendment. And quite frankly, 
every one of us, Democrat and Repub-
lican, should vote for this. 
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Mr. JONES. May I inquire of the 

Chairman how much time I have re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from North Carolina has 13⁄4 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Indi-
ana has 31⁄4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. JONES. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN). 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, if this Strategic Part-
nership Agreement involves the protec-
tion of our American troops and our al-
lies, then there’s good reason to oppose 
this amendment. 

This is an agreement between two 
sovereign nations. Understandably, the 
two proponents of this amendment are 
against our involvement and would 
like us to leave tomorrow—and indeed 
we may. But in the process, I would 
hope that we wouldn’t be putting our-
selves and our soldiers at risk by an 
amendment of this type and nature. 
For those reasons, I oppose it. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
chairman’s remarks. 

As I mentioned before, I would not 
argue that we should not be reconsid-
ering the underlying authorization. 
But to the extent it exists today, I do 
believe it does authorize this agree-
ment. I continue to be opposed to the 
gentleman’s amendment, and reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, you 
know, it is so ridiculous that America 
is financially broke, can’t pay our own 
bills, and we’re going to borrow money 
to pay for this agreement in Afghani-
stan. 

The former Commandant of the 
United States Marine Corps, when I 
asked him, what do you think about 
this agreement? I’ll read his one sen-
tence: 

Simply put, I am not in favor of this agree-
ment signed. It basically keeps the United 
States in Afghanistan to prop up a corrupt 
regime. It continues to place our troops at 
risk. 

We are not being realistic. The Amer-
ican people are fed up and tired. We 
had 79 Americans killed the first of 
March to the end of June, and not one 
person on this floor knows that tonight 
but me. 

Why and how can the American peo-
ple continue to work their butts off, 
pay their bills, and we’re going to prop 
up a crook in Afghanistan named 
Karzai and give him 10 more years of 
the American taxpayers paying his 
bills? It is a sad day for the taxpayers 
of America. 

Thank you, Mr. MCGOVERN. This is a 
reasonable approach. All it says is that 
we in Congress, every year, will vote 
whether we keep funding the wasted 
time, life, and money in Afghanistan. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES). 

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
will be postponed. 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 49 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Amendment No. 
49 has been withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 50 OFFERED BY MR. KLINE 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 50 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to give covered 
graduates (as described in section 532(a)(2) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2012 (10 U.S.C. 503 note)) a lower 
enlistment priority than traditional high 
school diploma graduates as described in the 
second paragraph of the memo with the sub-
ject line ‘‘Education Credential—Definition 
and Tier Placement’’, dated June 6, 2012. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

b 2315 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of this amendment. 
As chairman of the House Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, as a 
member of the House Armed Services 
Committee, as a retired Marine colo-
nel, I have a unique and fortunate posi-
tion to ensure the young men and 
women enlisting in our Armed Forces 
have the best education in preparation 
for the defense of our Nation. 

Currently, students who earn a high 
school diploma from charter schools, 
home schools, hybrid schools, and 
other means of modern education are 
required to score significantly higher 
on the Armed Forces qualification test 
than others just to qualify to enter the 
military. 

This policy, Mr. Chairman, is in di-
rect contravention of congressional in-
tent established in the National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
2012. 

Last month, my colleagues unani-
mously supported my amendment to 

the FY 14 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act to reverse the DOD’s discrimi-
natory policy and ensure equal treat-
ment for all students who desire to 
enter military service. The bipartisan 
Kline-Polis-Paulsen amendment pro-
hibits funds from being used by the De-
partment of Defense to enforce any pol-
icy that continues to not equally treat 
education credentials for enlistment. 

This amendment stops DOD from giv-
ing a lower enlistment priority to stu-
dents who attend home schools and 
charter schools and makes congres-
sional intent clear that all students 
should be given the same opportunities 
to enlist in the Armed Forces. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the dream of military serv-
ice for all patriotic Americans who 
simply want the chance to be able to 
raise their hand and pledge to defend 
our Nation without unnecessary bur-
dens. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to claim the time in opposition. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I strongly 
support this amendment. 

I salute the leadership of Chairman 
KLINE who fully understands the public 
education side and the military side. 
We are bringing forth this amendment 
as another opportunity to make sure 
that what is already clearly the will of 
this House, as articulated through the 
NDAA, actually comes to pass. 

Very simply, this is a provision that 
ensures that any student who receives 
a diploma from a legally operating ac-
credited secondary school in compli-
ance with the education laws of the 
State and district in which the person 
resides is given the same opportunity 
to enlist in the U.S. Armed Forces as a 
traditional bricks and mortar high 
school graduate. This includes grad-
uates of online schools and hybrid 
schools who completed their secondary 
education and earned a degree. 

Currently, these classified students 
who attend online schools are called 
tier 2 for purposes of military enlist-
ment. What this effectively means is 
they can enroll in the military; how-
ever, on the Armed Forces qualifica-
tion test, they have to score 50 or high-
er instead of 31 to 36, depending on the 
service branch, for a bricks and mortar 
high school. 

What we should care about in public 
education and in the military is pre-
paredness for the job, not what par-
ticular type or model or size or shape 
of school that they went to. From the 
military perspective, we need young 
men and women who are capable and 
able to execute their responsibilities to 
serve our country. 

From the education perspective, we 
want to encourage innovation, and we 
shouldn’t be sending a message—and 
this body has spoken clearly and has 
the opportunity to speak clearly 
again—that we discourage innovation 
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within public education. We should not 
say that just because a particular 
school is distributed or doesn’t have a 
bricks and mortar campus, as long as it 
is fully accredited by a school district 
and held to the same standards as any 
other public school, that should not be 
dealt with in a separate way in this 
matter. 

Congressional intent is clear. The 
NDAA bill includes language to not let 
the DOD make a distinction between 
graduates of traditional high schools 
and those who attend online schools. 
This amendment would ensure that all 
students are held to the same standard 
when it comes to being eligible for 
military service. 

That is why I am proud to join Chair-
man KLINE and Representative PAUL-
SEN, leaders for charter schools and 
education choice and online education, 
to propose this amendment to the de-
fense authorization act which would 
ensure that no funds are used to give a 
lower enlistment priority to students 
from online schools as compared to tra-
ditional bricks and mortar high school 
diploma graduates. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield as 
much time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN). 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
gentleman from Minnesota for yield-
ing. 

We accept his amendment. 
I would note that I know marines 

never retire. 
Mr. KLINE. I thank the gentleman. 
I thank my colleague and friend from 

Colorado (Mr. POLIS). 
I think that congressional intent has 

been absolutely clear and is, in fact, in 
law. It is astonishing to me that we 
have to be down here on the floor this 
evening with this amendment to bar 
funds from the Department because 
they are just failing to comply with 
congressional intent in the law. 

I appreciate the support of my col-
leagues. I urge all my colleagues to 
vote for this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MR. LAMALFA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 51 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title) insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to pay any fine as-
sessed against a military installation by the 
California Air Resources Board. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 

from California (Mr. LAMALFA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LAMALFA Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to ask for support for my amend-
ment to H.R. 2397. 

This amendment ensures that funds 
appropriated to support our men and 
women in uniform are used for the pur-
poses the House intends, not diverted 
by overzealous regulatory agencies at-
tempting to pad their own budgets. 

This amendment provides a simple 
funding limitation prohibiting use of 
any funds appropriated in H.R. 2397 to 
pay fines levied against the various 
branches of the military by the Cali-
fornia Air Resources Board. 

As you may be aware, the California 
Air Resources Board is known for the 
excessive regulatory burdens it at-
tempts to impose on virtually every 
sector of California’s economy from 
personal automobiles to farming. In re-
cent years CARB, and its subsidy re-
gional boards, have targeted military 
installations for alleged emissions vio-
lations, in many cases as minor as sim-
ply failing to notify CARB of activities 
in the manner that CARB finds most 
convenient. 

For example, a northern California 
Air Force base faced fines of $10,000 per 
day after using emergency generators 
to power radar installations serving a 
vital anti-ballistic missile warning 
role. 

In another instance, a southern Cali-
fornia Navy installation was initially 
fined $917,000 for simply demolishing an 
old and outdated building without ap-
proved documentation. 

Lastly, Camp Pendleton was fined in 
July of last year for unapproved sol-
vents in a bottle of spray cleaner. 

These California installations are 
critical to our national defense as we 
pivot towards the Pacific. How can we 
tie the hands of these vital installa-
tions when they are at the forefront of 
our national security initiatives? 

These amounts may seem minor in 
the context of the appropriations meas-
ure we are taking up. However, at 
$10,000 a day, just two days of these 
fines could actually fund at least a 
year of college for a veteran under the 
GI Bill. 

Voting for this amendment keeps 
funding for our military in the hands of 
our servicemembers instead of the 
California Air Resources Board. 

Please support our servicemembers 
and vote ‘‘yes’’ on my amendment. 

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

rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would point out that the amendment, 
as the gentleman suggests, seeks to ex-
empt the Department of Defense from 
paying any fines related to infractions 

which seem to be environmental in na-
ture from the California Air Resources 
Board. 

I would point out to my colleagues 
that, as they know, there are a large 
number of military bases in California, 
and I believe it is imperative to main-
tain good working relationships with 
the communities who host the bases, as 
well as the various State agencies who 
ensure good living conditions for all 
Californians. 

Accepting this amendment could cre-
ate the perception that the Federal 
military installations in California are 
above the law when dealing with envi-
ronmental issues. 

I would certainly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
this particular amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMALFA Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponding to that, this is a very narrow 
amendment that simply gives a green 
light to our military installations that, 
yes, we welcome you in California, we 
like the idea that you are here pro-
viding a safety security net over not 
only our State, but to all of the United 
States, and that overzealous regulators 
have had actually a very hostile rela-
tionship with these installations, as 
well as many businesses in California. 
So we need to send a signal that they 
can no longer go unchecked with the 
ability to come write up a fine at any 
time they choose to. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMALFA Mr. Chairman, I think 
that being such a narrow measure is 
what we have here, that we do need to 
send the proper message to our mili-
tary, to our people, that when they 
serve in the military and would want 
to get out and be part of the GI Bill 
and, importantly, to the American tax-
payers, that your dollars are actually 
being expended for this appropriation 
towards the type of thing that you care 
about, and that is defending the Nation 
and not having to defend themselves 
from overzealous regulations like any-
body could enlist in California. 

I hear CARB is one of the biggest 
complaints of my constituents all 
around my district, as well as from our 
friends in the military that are just 
there to try and defend us. 

In taking up this measure here to-
night, I think it is a very proper thing 
that we do to have the right signal that 
we do support our military, we do sup-
port our fighting men and women, and 
that it is best to put forward the de-
fense of our country rather than de-
fending some frivolous environmental 
regulation. 

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

would notice that the gentleman sug-
gests that his amendment is very nar-
row in scope, and I appreciate that 
fact. I appreciate the fact that, for ex-
ample, the Indiana Department of En-
vironmental Management was not 
cited, the Department of Environ-
mental Management in the State of Il-
linois was not cited, nor for the other 
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47 States in this country relative to 
the enforcement of environmental stat-
utes. 

I would further propose to my col-
leagues that the gentleman is seeking 
a solution for a problem that does not 
exist. I do not know the specifics of the 
fines that were purportedly imposed at 
Camp Pendleton. However, the gen-
tleman did allude to a northern Cali-
fornia Air Force base and did suggest 
that fines were imposed by the Cali-
fornia Air Resources Board. 

I would suggest that that is not nec-
essarily the case. In fact, it was the 
Feather River Air Quality Management 
District, it was not the California Air 
Resources Board, that found that this 
Air Force base had 526 days of multiple 
violations of local air district rules. 
The district came to a settlement 
agreement with the Air Force base to 
properly permit its equipment and 
bring it back into compliance on a cer-
tain timeline. The settlement states 
that if the Air Force base did not hold 
up its end of the bargain, it could face 
a fine. 

The gentleman provided a second ex-
ample for a southern California naval 
installation. In fact, it was not the 
California Air Resources Board that 
was involved. It was the San Diego Air 
Quality District that took enforcement 
action when this naval base demolished 
a building without doing proper asbes-
tos removal and remediation that is a 
danger for those who are engaged in 
that activity. The San Diego Air Qual-
ity District, not the California Air Re-
sources Board, was enforcing a Federal 
asbestos law in this case, and in the 
end the Air Quality District fined the 
Navy—that is true—$40,000, not 
$917,000. So I would suggest the amend-
ment is a solution that is looking for a 
problem. 

I strongly oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 2330 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LAMALFA). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 52 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 52 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to conduct an envi-

ronmental impact study in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. et seq.) of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles or the facilities in which, 
as of the date of the enactment of this Act, 
such missiles are located. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very simple. It prohibits 
funds in this bill from being used to do 
an environmental impact study on our 
intercontinental ballistic missiles. You 
might think that an environmental im-
pact statement, or an EIS, sounds in-
nocuous, but let me lay out the facts 
that we have. 

First, the Obama administration has 
made it clear that it believes in nu-
clear zero—the idea that we can 
achieve a world without nuclear weap-
ons. This sounds like a wonderful idea, 
but our competitors and adversaries 
will almost certainly never give up 
their nuclear weapons. So, until there 
is a change of heart on the part of our 
adversaries, this could be a dangerous 
idea. 

We’ve had reductions in our nuclear 
forces to date, and it hasn’t stopped 
our potential adversaries—or hostile 
countries for that matter—from reduc-
ing their nuclear programs. As a mat-
ter of fact, they’ve been increasing. I’m 
talking about countries like Iran and 
North Korea. In President Obama’s sec-
ond Berlin speech just a few weeks ago, 
he announced a desire to reduce Amer-
ica’s nuclear arsenal by one-third re-
gardless of what the Russians, the Chi-
nese, the North Koreans, the Iranians, 
the Pakistanis or anyone else, for that 
matter, does. 

It is in this context that we see in 
this budget the President’s requesting 
an environmental impact statement for 
our current ICBM forces. We decisively 
rejected an amendment not just a few 
minutes ago here on this House floor 
that would have defunded one-third of 
our ICBM forces. 

I am proud to be joined in this effort 
to protect our ICBMs by the three 
Members who represent States in 
which bases are located at which we 
find our ICBMs. 

At this point, I yield 1 minute to my 
colleague from Wyoming, Representa-
tive LUMMIS. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Colorado for sponsoring 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the New START Trea-
ty does not require the closing of an 
ICBM facility, but the purpose of this 
study is to close an ICBM wing or 
squadron. 

While President Obama has an-
nounced plans to further reduce Amer-
ica’s nuclear capabilities, there is no 
negotiated proposal with Russia or a 
Senate-confirmed treaty for reductions 
of this size. The Air Force has a plan 

for the ratified reductions, placing 30 
silos in warm status before February 
2018. These baseline numbers will meet 
the New START deadline if the admin-
istration just allows them to move for-
ward. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Lamborn-Lummis-Daines-Cramer 
amendment and ensure that Congress 
provides proper approval of the goal be-
fore spending money on the process. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank my colleague 
for pointing that out. I appreciate her 
coming to the floor. 

I know we are joined in this effort by 
Representative STEVE DAINES of Mon-
tana and by Representative KEVIN 
CRAMER of North Dakota, and they 
wholeheartedly support this amend-
ment as well. A strong nuclear deter-
rent is what we need in the face of un-
certainty, not any kind of unilateral 
disarmament. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim the 
time in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment is directed at the adminis-
tration’s plan to consider further re-
ductions below the levels established in 
the New START Treaty. As the gen-
tleman indicated, it would prohibit 
funds from being used to conduct a 
study of the environmental impact on 
intercontinental ballistic missiles and 
their facilities. 

The President in his June 2013 guid-
ance on nuclear employment affirms 
that the United States will maintain a 
credible deterrent, capable of con-
vincing any potential adversary that 
our abilities and the adverse con-
sequences of attacking the United 
States or an ally far outweigh any po-
tential benefit they may seek through 
such an attack. 

I believe that the United States’ na-
tional security resources ought to also 
be considering other possibilities as to 
our national security beyond the re-
mote possibility of a direct nuclear ex-
change. Events of the past several 
years demonstrate that the U.S. faces a 
very complex set of national security 
threats: 

The possibility of attacks such as 
those preceding 9/11, including the USS 
Cole bombing and the U.S. Embassy 
bombings in Tanzania and Kenya; 

Regional instability and strategic 
challenges arising from the Arab 
Spring in Egypt, Syria, Libya, and 
elsewhere; 

The continuing challenge of Iran, in-
cluding its support of terrorist organi-
zations with regional and global aims; 

Refocusing U.S. national security 
priorities to the Asia-Pacific region 
with a focus on China and North Korea; 
and, 

The nearly constant threat of 
cyberattack. 

As I said in an earlier argument, I 
also do not think we ought to arbi-
trarily, throughout this evening and 
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tomorrow, continue to say ‘‘no’’ about 
proposals and studies and plans. We 
ought to be having a full and complete 
conversation and debate about those 
possibilities. 

For those reasons, I do oppose the 
gentleman’s amendment, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I inquire of the bal-
ance of my time remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Colorado has 11⁄2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Indiana 
has 23⁄4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
to take issue with what was just stated 
as far as maintaining a credible deter-
rent even with massive unilateral fur-
ther reductions. We’ve already reduced 
our nuclear forces under New START 
to 1,550 weapons, and when you reduce 
beyond that, it becomes less credible to 
our allies that we will have a credible 
deterrent. 

We have a nuclear umbrella right 
now with about 30 countries relying on 
us. If we start unilaterally reducing 
the number of our nuclear warheads, 
they will become less certain about our 
deterrent. They will be incentivized to 
go out and start their own nuclear pro-
grams. I’m talking about countries like 
Japan and South Korea, which have a 
neighbor, North Korea, that is threat-
ening to them. If we want to see more 
nuclear weapons in the world, we 
should reduce ours. Other countries are 
simply not going to follow our exam-
ple, and it will lead to more nuclear 
weapons worldwide. 

So I would urge the adoption of this 
amendment. I disagree with my col-
league from Indiana, and I would ask 
for a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this amendment. 

I yield the balance of my time to my 
colleague from Wyoming (Mrs. LUM-
MIS). 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

The ICBM land-based missiles are the 
most cost-economical deterrent of the 
nuclear triad. This is the most efficient 
way to deter our enemies. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would simply reiterate my objection to 
the gentleman’s amendment, and 
would ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 53 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for a furlough 

(as defined in section 7511(a)(5) of title 5, 
United States Code) of any civilian employee 
of the Department of Defense. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, 
across this country tonight, 600,000 De-
fense Department civilian employees 
are struggling with a 20 percent pay 
cut due to civilian furloughs, and these 
are scheduled to go through the end of 
September. 

These are hardworking American pa-
triots who work hard to keep our Na-
tion secure. They are supporting our 
warfighters. They are doing essential 
work. They are working side by side, 
shoulder to shoulder, with Active Duty 
personnel who, because of the language 
of the Budget Control Act, are exempt 
from any kind of furloughs. I approve 
of that, but it’s sad that the civilians 
are singled out for this treatment. 

Mr. Chairman, I talked today to 
someone from the administration who 
came to a hearing for Armed Services. 
He said that the savings are estimated 
to be about $2 billion for the rest of the 
year. That may sound like a lot of 
money except when you look at the en-
tire DOD budget of $500 billion. $2 bil-
lion is four-tenths of 1 percent—less 
than half a percent—of the total de-
fense budget for this year. 

This is a savings that is a false econ-
omy. It is demoralizing, and it is hard 
on the families that are suffering this. 
We should adopt this amendment, 
which says that the Defense Depart-
ment can find other savings but not 
take it out of the hides of the civilians 
who are supporting our warfighters. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time, I yield 1 
minute to my colleague from Texas 
(Mr. O’ROURKE). 

Mr. O’ROURKE. I want to thank Rep-
resentatives LAMBORN, BARROW, and 
JENKINS for their bipartisan work on 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we obviously need a 
comprehensive solution to the seques-
ter. Ideally, that’s what we would be 
doing. I don’t want to proceed in a 
piecemeal manner, but absent a com-
prehensive solution, I think we have an 
obligation to act to ease the pain of the 
sequester when and where we can. 

At Fort Bliss in El Paso, Texas, 11,000 
Department of Defense civilian em-
ployees are furloughed for 11 days, 
which is a 20 percent pay cut for the re-
mainder of this year. These workers 
are essential. Many of them work at 
Beaumont Army Medical Center, where 
they care for our wounded warriors re-
turning from war. Those wounded sol-
diers are now facing longer wait times 
and reduced care because of these fur-
loughs, and it is already becoming 
harder to retain the best employees. 

We have to do better both by our 
servicemembers and those civilian em-
ployees, who are so critical to our mili-

tary. I urge all of my colleagues to help 
prevent more furloughs and to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

I now yield 1 minute to my colleague 
from Georgia (Mr. BARROW). 

Mr. BARROW of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today as a cosponsor and 
strong supporter of this amendment. 

Because Congress can’t get its act to-
gether, more than 3,200 Department of 
Defense employees in my district are 
being furloughed. This amendment of-
fers a simple fix to that serious prob-
lem. It’s also a positive indicator of 
what we can accomplish if Congress is 
willing to come together on the issues 
that matter most to the folks back 
home. 

We have a fiscal crisis, but the solu-
tion to that problem shouldn’t be built 
on the backs of the people who didn’t 
get us in this mess in the first place, 
especially since our national security 
depends so much on civilian DOD em-
ployees. This amendment allows for 
the necessary cuts in Federal spending, 
but it also protects the folks whose 
livelihoods are on the line. 

Issues like this demand that we put 
aside our differences and find common 
ground. I urge my colleagues to get be-
hind this bipartisan effort and to sup-
port this amendment to end these fur-
loughs. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 1 minute 
to my colleague from Kansas, Rep-
resentative JENKINS. 

Ms. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. 

My district is home to Fort Leaven-
worth and Forbes Field, which are two 
Kansas military installations at which 
families are struggling with the DOD 
civilian furloughs. While they may not 
serve in uniform, many of these civil-
ians provide critical support for our 
warfighters. 

While I support this level of funding 
cuts, I oppose the administration’s de-
cision to take certain programs off the 
table and put an unfair burden on our 
military. The House acted six times to 
prevent these furloughs, to resolve se-
questration, and to find savings else-
where in our bloated budget; and even 
though the administration and the 
Senate majority had nearly 2 years to 
develop an alternative, they did noth-
ing. 

Civilian employees are not the prob-
lem, and they should not be singled out 
to pay for Washington’s out-of-control 
spending habits. I ask my colleagues to 
join me to protect these Americans 
from another round of painful fur-
loughs next year and support this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair will re-
mind the gentleman from Colorado 
that he has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield the balance of 
my time to my colleague from Texas 
(Mr. FARENTHOLD). 
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Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of this amendment, 
which does away with painful furloughs 
and which, in very many cases, may 
have been political in nature. 

I represent the Corpus Christi Army 
Depot at which civilian employees are 
actually Working Capital Fund em-
ployees. They are not funded by appro-
priations but are funded by the work 
that they do and are equally subjected 
to this when, in fact, they could be sav-
ing the government money by rebuild-
ing helicopters for less cost than that 
of the original equipment manufactur-
ers. 

We need to relieve all Federal em-
ployees from this burden, which, in my 
opinion, is politically motivated, and 
this is a good way to do it—through 
this amendment. 

b 2345 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I agree with the 
proponent of this amendment on one 
very important detail. I have noted 
throughout the evening that a number 
of my colleagues voted for the Budget 
Control Act that led to sequestration, 
that led to some of these problems. 
And I would like to note that the gen-
tleman voted against that bill, and I 
think very knowingly anticipated that 
there could have been very serious un-
intended consequences. 

So I do respect the persistence and 
consistency of his views. But having 
said that, again, as I have on a number 
of these amendments this evening, I 
have a great concern about differen-
tiating between certain civilian em-
ployees in one department and those in 
another. 

There’s no question that the civilian 
employees throughout the Department 
of Defense do critical work. It could be 
serving in a hospital. It could be doing 
security analysis. It could be serving 
the troops in any number of capacities. 
No question about it. But I don’t think 
we should make a distinction between 
that type of work and those who work 
for OSHA, who make sure that work-
places are also safe for American citi-
zens every day when they go to work. 
We shouldn’t make that distinction be-
tween those civilian employees and 
FBI agents who risk their lives every 
day. We shouldn’t make that distinc-
tion between those employees and U.S. 
marshals who risk their lives every 
day. 

Correctional officers in the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons, U.S. Capitol Police 
Officers, U.S. Custom and Border Pro-
tection officers, those who serve within 
the Coast Guard as civilian employees, 
those who are forestry aides and fight 
fires out west—all are obviously risk-
ing their lives—Federal protective 
service law enforcement specialists. 

Again, the point I would make is we 
do have a very bad law. We ought not 

to be making temporary fixes for dis-
locations that have been caused by it. 
That only defers decisions that need to 
be made of a more permanent basis. 

Again, I appreciate the fact that the 
gentleman, I believe, was correct in the 
first instance, as far as not wanting to 
see us reach this point. I understand 
his impulse in trying to begin to cor-
rect some of these problems. I person-
ally think we need a more holistic ap-
proach, and for that reason would re-
spectfully oppose his opinion and ask 
for a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 54 OFFERED BY MR. MEADOWS 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 54 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to pay the salary of 
individuals appointed to their current posi-
tion through, or to otherwise carry out, 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 5503(a) 
of title 5, United States Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is simple and straight-
forward. It prohibits the use of funds 
for the payment of salaries to Presi-
dential recess appointees until they’re 
formally confirmed by the Senate. 

In 1863, a law was passed that barred 
unconfirmed recess appointees from 
being paid. This law stayed on the 
books until 1940. However, over time, a 
number of broad exceptions were made 
that gradually eliminated the original 
intent of the law and rendered the pro-
hibition useless. 

This amendment reapplies the origi-
nal intent of the law to further re-
assert the Senate’s authority in the 
confirmation process and prevent tax-
payers from having to pay the salaries 
of unconfirmed Presidential ap-
pointees. 

Our Founders envisioned a Nation of 
checks and balances to ensure no 
branch of government has too much 
power. The United States Senate is in 
charge of confirming executive ap-
pointees for a reason—to ensure Presi-
dential appointees are in the best in-
terest of the American people. 

For too long, both Republicans and 
Democrats have ceded Congress’ au-
thority to the executive branch. This 
amendment is a positive step, which 
will ensure the administration is ac-
countable to Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, due to the lateness of 
the hour, I urge support and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim time 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is trying to undue long-
standing rules about when salaries can 
be paid to people who receive recess ap-
pointments under the President’s con-
stitutional powers. The amendment is 
injecting unnecessary and unrelated 
controversy into this bill. Its enact-
ment could further worsen the paral-
ysis and gridlock that is already affect-
ing our ability to govern. 

The Constitution clearly gives the 
President of the United States the 
power to make temporary appoint-
ments during the recess of the Senate 
to positions normally requiring Senate 
confirmation. This is a power that has 
been routinely exercised by Presidents 
since the beginnings of our govern-
ment. 

It is true that an issue has recently 
arisen about the scope of that power. 
Two Federal courts have recently ruled 
that the language is being interpreted 
too broadly and that recess appoint-
ments can only be made during a recess 
between sessions after sine die adjourn-
ment. Those rulings are contrary to 
previous rulings by other courts and to 
longstanding practice by Presidents of 
both parties. The new interpretations, 
of course, would invalidate of course 
not only certain appointments by 
President Obama, but also many doz-
ens of appointments made by his prede-
cessors, including Ronald Reagan, 
George Bush, and George W. Bush. 

The issue is now before the Supreme 
Court, which has accepted these cases 
for decision during its next term. If the 
Court does rule that Presidents Obama, 
Bush, Clinton, Reagan, and their prede-
cessors were misreading the appoint-
ments clause of the Constitution, then 
the whole landscape for these appoint-
ments will have changed and the pro-
posed language of this amendment will 
be largely irrelevant. But if, as many 
believe likely, the Court upholds the 
more traditional interpretation, the 
tight restrictions proposed by this 
amendment may themselves be con-
trary to the Constitution. 

The proposed amendment would alter 
rules that have been in place for more 
than 70 years and which say that recess 
appointees cannot receive salaries 
under certain, fairly narrow cir-
cumstances. The amendment would 
greatly expand that prohibition. The 
current rule strikes a reasonable bal-
ance, which the amendment would 
completely upset. 

We already have enough gridlock. I 
do not want to make it worse, and I 
certainly do not believe this bill is the 
place for this particular amendment or 
this debate and would strongly oppose 
the gentleman’s amendment. 
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Understanding he has rescinded his 

time, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MEADOWS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 55 OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 55 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. The total amount of appropria-
tions made available by title IX (not includ-
ing amounts made available under the head-
ing ‘‘Overseas Deployments and Other Ac-
tivities—Procurement—National Guard and 
Reserve Equipment’’) is hereby reduced by 
$3,546,000,000. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

This amendment is very similar, al-
most identical, to a similar amend-
ment that Mr. VAN HOLLEN and I of-
fered during the National Defense Au-
thorization Act several weeks ago. 
We’ve added a couple of cosponsors. 
We’ve added Mr. COFFMAN, a Repub-
lican, and also Mr. MURPHY, a Demo-
crat. In addition to that, we’ve made 
some important changes to the amend-
ment. 

What does the amendment do first of 
all? The amendment simply seeks to 
take the OCO budget back down to 
what the Pentagon asked for. The Pen-
tagon asked for roughly $81 billion. The 
committee saw fit to give them $86 bil-
lion, and we think maybe letting the 
Pentagon decide how much the Pen-
tagon needs for OCO is probably a good 
basis for discussion, and it is the basis 
for this discussion. 

There is one exception to that, Mr. 
Chairman, and this is where the impor-
tant difference from the last amend-
ment several months ago comes in, 
which is there is some concern. Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN and I believed it was ill 
founded, but there was some concern as 
to whether or not the previous amend-
ment prejudiced in some fashion the 
National Guard. While we disagreed 
with the National Guard’s position, we 
respect it. So for that specific reason, 
there is explicit language in this 
amendment that excludes the National 
Guard from this reduction. Instead of 
going all the way back down to where 
the Pentagon asked for, we’re giving 
the Pentagon what they asked for, plus 
the $1.5 billion for the National Guard. 

For folks who had some difficulty 
with our amendment a couple of 

months ago because they were con-
cerned about the impact on the Na-
tional Guard, even though we thought 
that was, again, ill founded, we have 
sought to protect that in this par-
ticular amendment. 

To sum up, Mr. Chairman, what we’re 
asking for is simply what the Pentagon 
asked for in the first place, with extra 
protections for the National Guard. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, I claim time in opposition. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Budgeting for contingency oper-
ations, especially 11⁄2 years in advance, 
is very difficult. Goodness knows, the 
war on terror in Afghanistan and what 
we did in Iraq, we never knew how long 
we would be there and how expensive it 
was. 

For example, despite having a higher 
overseas contingency allocation for fis-
cal year 2013 of $87 billion, budget exe-
cution during fiscal year 2013 has prov-
en that that request was understated 
by as much as $10 billion. As a result of 
the extent possible, funds for OCO are 
being cash-flowed from baseline funds 
which have already been squeezed due 
to the sequester, resulting in profound 
readiness implications. Ships are not 
sailing, planes are not flying, and civil-
ians are being furloughed. We’ve heard 
a lot about that on the floor today. 

Additionally, I think all of us know 
that we are exiting out of Afghanistan. 
The timetable may be a year or two, or 
maybe the Commander in Chief will de-
cide to expedite our departure. Trans-
portation costs are spiked as men and 
equipment are moved and deployed, 
and God only knows things can happen 
on the travel route. We’ve heard a lot 
about that on the floor, too. Things can 
happen in Pakistan that might require 
additional expenses, billions of dollars 
more if we have to move men and ma-
teriel by aircraft. Contractor costs 
spike for many functions such as dis-
mantling forward operating bases. 
Some of that’s occurring now in dis-
posing of excess materiel or turned 
over to the private sector to complete. 
Of course, the reset of equipment car-
ries a very high price tag. There are a 
lot of reasons that this money is need-
ed. 

I strongly oppose this amendment 
and reserve the balance of my time. 

MR. MULVANEY. I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank my col-
league, Mr. MULVANEY from South 
Carolina, and our colleagues for offer-
ing this bipartisan amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, just last month, Sec-
retary of Defense Hagel and the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff testi-
fied before this House as to the amount 
of money that would be necessary to 
support the war in Afghanistan and our 

overseas operation, the so-called OCO 
account. What they told this Congress 
was that the President’s request of $80 
billion was the amount necessary to 
accomplish our objectives and to sup-
port our troops. Yet this defense spend-
ing bill that is before us adds another 
$5 billion that was unasked for and un-
necessary. 

So if there are extra moneys stuffed 
into this account, why are they put in 
this account as opposed to somewhere 
else? The answer is that it’s a very 
clever accounting scheme because the 
other account, the base budget for de-
fense spending, is subject to a cap, but 
moneys for the war account are not. So 
every dollar you somehow put into the 
war account is a dollar that escapes 
the cap. You can put lots of dollars 
into that war funding account, even 
though they have nothing to do with 
supporting overseas operations. I give 
the committee an A for creative ac-
counting and an F for truth in budg-
eting. 

What this amendment does is it says 
to the military we’re going to provide 
you the funds you asked for, but, as the 
gentleman from South Carolina said, 
we’re actually going to add $1.5 billion 
additional for the Guard and the Re-
serve. 

There’s no reason we should be 
throwing money into the war accounts 
that don’t belong there simply as an 
accounting scheme to avoid the cap. 

b 0000 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Before I 
close, let me just say for the RECORD, 
the $5 billion extra was in the National 
Defense Reauthorization Act which the 
House passed I believe in June, and just 
for the record, funding for the overseas 
contingency fund in our bill matches 
the amount recommended by the House 
Budget Committee, which membership 
is well known and is present on the 
floor this evening. So it has a pretty 
good endorsement, and for this reason I 
strongly oppose the amendment. 

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

closing, I thank my friend for the op-
portunity here today. I would simply 
agree with him that it is difficult to 
plan out 18 months in advance as to 
what is going to be happening in Af-
ghanistan. However, I would think that 
the folks best suited to be able to do 
that planning would be the folks who 
are actually running the overseas oper-
ations. It would be the Pentagon and 
the Armed Forces, who are the folks 
who asked for the $81 billion that we 
are giving them. 

To Mr. VAN HOLLEN’s point, the Sec-
retary was here saying this is exactly 
what he needs. I recognize the fact that 
there could be contingencies, but you 
have to think that number is already 
built into the request. More impor-
tantly, the additional money, the slush 
fund, the money over and above the 
$80.7 billion that the Defense Depart-
ment has asked for, is not saved for 
some rainy day, it’s not saved for some 
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contingency that we haven’t antici-
pated that might come up in the next 
18 months—it’s spent. It’s spent. 

So we simply ask for support for this 
amendment and try to get us back in 
line with spending the amount of 
money that the Pentagon asked us to 
spend, respecting the integrity of the 
base budget, the 302(b)s, but also not 
using up money in a wasteful fashion 
in the OCO account. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
MULVANEY). 

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 56 OFFERED BY MR. PALAZZO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 56 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to rebase Air Force, 
Air Guard, and Air Force Reserve aircraft 
until 60 days after the National Commission 
on the Structure of the Air Force has sub-
mitted its report under section 363(b) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My amendment is very simple. It pro-
hibits the Air Force from making 
changes in fiscal year 2014 until 60 days 
after Congress hears from the Commis-
sion we established to report on the 
global structure of the Air Force. 

Over the last two years, Congress and 
the Air Force have engaged in numer-
ous discussions about the future of our 
forces. I’ve had an opportunity to en-
gage in many of those conversations 
about what the Air Force can afford, 
what provides us the greatest capa-
bility, and what ensures that our men 
and women get home safely. 

These discussions have included deci-
sions the Air Force has made regarding 
the realignment of forces. Some of 
these decisions made a lot of sense. 
Some of them did not. But as we’ve had 
these conversations as these decisions 
are being made, I can’t help but feel 
like I’m listening to the Air Force play 

the same broken record over and over 
again. 

What I see happening, Mr. Chairman, 
is the Air Force continues to talk 
about cutting costs. They talk about 
mission capabilities and readiness. And 
then they turn around and spend mil-
lions upon millions of dollars re-basing 
planes and uprooting personnel all over 
the Nation, only to reevaluate and 
move them again just a few years later. 

And in the end, it seems like the Air 
Force isn’t making smart financial de-
cisions, and some of these moves don’t 
even make sense from a mission per-
spective. 

Last year, my colleagues and I ad-
dressed some of these issues during the 
National Defense Authorization Act 
process. We included language in the 
House version of the bill that would 
have stopped movement of some of 
these planes until the Air Force could 
provide better answers for their deci-
sions. I was disappointed that the final 
version of the bill omitted this amend-
ment. 

Instead the final bill established a 
National Commission on the Structure 
of the Air Force for the very purpose of 
reevaluating these basing decisions and 
reporting back to Congress. Specifi-
cally, we are looking for that Commis-
sion to tell us if or how the current Air 
Force structure should be modified to 
best fulfill mission requirements in a 
manner that is consistent with our 
available and limited resources. 

The Commission was also given sev-
eral considerations to keep in mind 
while completing this study. They 
wanted to ensure structure meets cur-
rent and anticipated requirements of 
the combatant commands, achieve the 
appropriate balance between Active 
Duty Air Force and reserve compo-
nents, provide sufficient numbers of ac-
tive Air Force to ensure we can recruit 
from the pool for reserve components, 
and make sure that we maintain an 
adequate peacetime rotation force. 

I am encouraged by the formation 
and the progress of this Air Force Com-
mission in last year’s NDAA. In fact, I 
went and testified before this Commis-
sion earlier this afternoon. I think 
they have some valuable contributions 
to make in these discussions. 

But I am still disappointed that the 
Air Force is still determined to enact 
those questionable decisions before 
hearing from the Commission. If this 
body doesn’t act, those decisions will 
go into effect in October of this year— 
moving hundreds of planes, uprooting 
families, transferring units, modifying 
missions, spending millions of dollars 
possibly to rethink it all and re-base 
again in a few short years. Yet the 
commission’s report is only a few short 
months away. 

Am I the only one who thinks this 
doesn’t make much sense? 

We’re making bold decisions on the 
structure of the Air Force without 
waiting for the recommendations of 
the study that we mandated. This is a 
plain-as-day example of putting the 
cart before the horse. 

My amendment would simply call for 
a temporary freeze on Air Force move-
ments until we can review the findings 
of the report. I feel like this is a pretty 
reasonable amendment given that we 
asked for the study in the first place. 
At a time when our military is already 
under incredible strain, when budgets 
are already tight, it is imperative that 
we get this right. My amendment may 
even save us money in the long run. I 
ask that my colleagues support this 
amendment. 

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

rise to claim time in opposition to the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 
gentleman raising the issue about the 
Air Force’s total force plan that was 
contained in the fiscal year 2013 budg-
et. The subcommittee would agree 
that, looking back, it was poorly con-
ceived and was made even worse by the 
lack of communication between the 
services, the reserve, and Congress. 
And I supported and the subcommittee 
supported and the Armed Services 
Committee supported a requirement 
that the Air Force go back and re-
evaluate its force restructuring. 

But I ran for Congress and I’m a 
Member of the House of Representa-
tives, and we’re elected to make deci-
sions. I’m not a member of a commis-
sion. I don’t support commissions, and 
I’m disappointed that at the insistence 
of the other body, the Armed Services 
authorized another commission. I find 
it interesting that often we say we 
need a commission, we need a select 
committee, each time there is a dif-
ficult decision to be made. We ought to 
make them. That’s what we get paid 
money for. We ought to make those de-
cisions and not give it to a commis-
sion. 

And what happens when we give it to 
a commission? Well, that’s a bad idea. 
We don’t support the commission’s de-
cision, and then that report sits on a 
desk. 

The gentleman mentions that the 
time is short. We have but a few short 
months before the Commission’s report 
is due back to the United States Con-
gress. The report is due on February 1, 
2014. That means that we have the 
short month of August, the short 
month of September, the short month 
of October, the short month of Novem-
ber, the short month of December, and 
the short month of January before the 
Commission reports back to the Con-
gress, before the Congress can begin to 
act now two years after a botched re-
port by, I would admit, the United 
States Air Force in the first instance. 

The gentleman mentions that budg-
ets are tight. I absolutely agree with 
him. All the more reason why if the Air 
Force now has a plan to wait more 
than another half year to look at a re-
port to decide what we’re going to do, 
we ought to see what the Air Force has 
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to say. If it makes sense, to do it. If 
not, to make them have it changed. 
But not wait for the Commission. I’m a 
Member of the House of Representa-
tives, not a Commission. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
gentleman, Mr. VISCLOSKY, for yielding 
to me. I reluctantly rise to oppose the 
amendment. It seems as though this 
amendment attempts to reopen issues 
that were resolved in the 2013 bill, and 
would prohibit the Air Force from con-
ducting authorized re-basing actions 
until April 2014. 

This amendment appears to be not so 
great for the National Guard. The Na-
tional Guard is depending on re-basing 
actions or remission or backfilling 
units that otherwise would lose air-
craft. I think that needs to happen, and 
I don’t think it necessarily needs to 
happen after the receipt of this report, 
which is due some time in the future. 

I appreciate the gentleman yielding. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 

gentleman’s remarks, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate my colleague’s remarks, but 
the Air Force has a very bad track 
record of doing this every few years. 
And what they’re doing is they’re 
spending millions upon millions of dol-
lars. They’re talking about cutting 
costs, but all they’re doing is moving 
planes around, re-basing them, spend-
ing more money on capital investment, 
and basically upsetting communities 
that have given their heart and shared 
everything they’ve had in support of 
our armed services over and over again. 
And I hope eventually that the Air 
Force can get their act straight and 
that they will be able to figure out a 
strategic and structural plan that will 
save taxpayer dollars. And that’s what 
this is about. We are living in a time of 
limited resources. I know there are a 
lot of people out there who want to do 
Americans harm, and we have to have 
our national security forefront and 
center as our top priority. I just wish 
the Air Force would discontinue dis-
rupting communities all around the 
country. I ask Members to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 

balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MR. PALAZZO 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 57 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to plan for or 

carry out a furlough of a dual status mili-
tary technician (as defined in section 10216 of 
title 10, United States Code). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This is a very simple amendment 
that corrects what I believe was a sim-
ple oversight when exemptions were 
laid out for sequestration. In July of 
2012, OMB offered an exemption for all 
military personnel accounts. I believe 
that decision was driven by a desire to 
relieve all uniformed deployable mili-
tary personnel from the furloughs that 
were caused by sequestration’s dam-
aging defense cuts. 

Unfortunately, a very specific group 
was left out of this exemption because 
of a technicality. Our Nation’s Na-
tional Guard and Reserve military 
technicians—or MILTECHs—are some 
of the most important assets we have 
to keeping our servicemen and -women 
safe. Just like any other servicemem-
ber, they proudly wear the military 
uniform to work, and are expected to 
abide by the very same standards. Per-
haps most importantly, every one of 
them is deployable. MILTECHs are Na-
tional Guardsmen and Reserve per-
sonnel. Many of them have deployed to 
Iraq, Afghanistan, and have been in 
harm’s way all around the world. 

These dual status technicians work 
every day in direct support of our 
warfighters. They supply our troops 
with the equipment they need to fight 
and win and return home safely. But 
because of a technicality, because they 
are paid out of a different account, 
these Guardsmen and Reservists have 
been on furlough for almost a month 
now. 

All my amendment would do is en-
sure that these men and women receive 
the same treatment as our other uni-
formed personnel and are included in 
the furlough exemption. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has verified that 
my amendment is budget neutral. 

Let me say, I was one of the first on 
the House Armed Services Committee 
to sound the alarm about the damaging 
effects of these cuts to our national de-
fense. I have supported several alter-
natives that would resolve the seques-
tration mess around our defense budg-
ets and across the Federal Govern-
ment. I have lain awake at night, wor-
ried about the damaging effects these 
cuts will have if we do not prioritize 
cuts and fix this problem. I hope we 
will see some consensus on a real fix to 
sequestration soon. 

But the exception has already been 
made for the men and women who put 
their lives on the line every day to de-
fend this Nation. And rightly so. My 
amendment simply ensures we include 
all of our deployable men and women 
in uniform in that exemption. 

This legislation is supported by our 
enlisted and commissioned National 
Guard members and many other orga-
nizations. I ask that my colleagues 
support the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
NUGENT). 

b 0015 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. PALAZZO). 

This is a simple fix to a problem that 
is an oversight. And I will tell you, 
from the State of Florida’s percep-
tion—I live in Florida—we are obvi-
ously prone to hurricanes. 

Our National Guard are our first re-
sponders when it comes to a natural 
disaster like a hurricane. These dual 
status technicians are in a position to 
keep the men and women of the Florida 
Army National Guard up and flying 
those helicopters that are utilized 
across the gulf coast to rescue people. 

Without these dual service techni-
cians, without these women and men 
who actually repair and keep the 
equipment running, we are at risk, par-
ticularly in the State of Florida, but 
all along the gulf coast when we can’t 
field the force to go out and protect us 
here at home, much less out in the 
world. 

And our National Guard, and particu-
larly the aviation unit in my home-
town, that’s affected, they’re currently 
deployed in Europe. But the fact that 
they have the inability to keep their 
equipment maintained, and we’re fur-
loughing these dual service techni-
cians, it puts us at risk. It hurts our 
readiness. 

And so from a Florida perspective, I 
will tell you that it is imperative that 
we pass this. I really appreciate Rep-
resentative PALAZZO from the great 
State of Mississippi bringing this for-
ward. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Reclaiming my time, 
I want to thank the Representative 
from Florida. He brought up a good 
point: it’s not just our dual-purpose 
technicians, our MILTECHs making 
sure our equipment that our 
warfighters need is operating. And 
many times they deploy with them to 
Iraq and to Afghanistan on multiple 
deployments and hot spots all around 
the world. 

But there’s another purpose of our 
National Guard, and that’s helping us 
here in the homeland. We’re in the 
middle of hurricane season, and I know 
that Congressman NUGENT’s Governor, 
my Governor, Phil Bryant, the Gov-
ernor of Louisiana, have all sent a let-
ter to the President of the United 
States asking for this exemption as 
well, because those are the first re-
sponders. 

They’re there before the storm, dur-
ing the storm, and after the storm. So 
I thank him for bringing that impor-
tant point up. 

And I’d like to close by saying, again, 
in times of bitter partisanship and 
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gridlock, the one unifying trait of this 
Congress is that we keep our promises 
to the young men and women who tire-
lessly defend this Nation at home and 
abroad at great personal sacrifice. 

A vote against this amendment is a 
vote to break faith with our military 
and their families. A vote for this 
amendment is a vote to uphold our 
promise to our military and their loved 
ones. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

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

rise in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes in opposition. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would, first of all, 
want to suggest that I appreciate the 
gentleman from Mississippi raising the 
issue relative to the Guard, as well as 
my colleague from the State of Flor-
ida, the Guard that protects us inter-
nationally as far as our military and 
international threats, as well as takes 
care of us at home. 

The gentleman mentioned, given 
their portion of the country, that it is 
hurricane season. It is tornado season 
in the Midwest. It is flood season in the 
Midwest. It is earthquake season every 
day in the State of California, and we 
have wildfires out west. The Guard 
does terrific work. 

I am very proud of the fact that, al-
though Indiana has continued to de-
cline relative to other States, and is 
now only the 16th largest State by pop-
ulation in this great Republic, the Indi-
ana National Guard is the fourth larg-
est Guard unit in the United States of 
America. And it’s not just numerical; 
it is the quality of the men and women 
who serve, just as in the States of Mis-
sissippi, Florida, and throughout our 
country. 

But I would, again, reference back to 
the observations I’ve made on all of the 
furlough amendments that have been 
made tonight. Everyone who does civil-
ian work, whether it be at the Depart-
ment of Defense or any other agency of 
this government, does important work; 
and we ought not to make that distinc-
tion. 

The gentlemen who have spoken in 
favor of this did vote for the Budget 
Control Act that did create sequestra-
tion, that did create this problem. 

I would suggest that what we ought 
to do is comprehensively begin to solve 
this problem and not move chairs 
around on this particular deck. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 58 OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF 

ALABAMA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 58 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to carry out reduc-
tions to the nuclear forces of the United 
States to implement the New START Treaty 
(as defined in section 495(e) of title 10, United 
States Code). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. ROGERS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, in light of the late hour, I’m 
going to synopsize my more full state-
ment, if that’s okay with everybody. 

Recently, the House passed the FY14 
NDAA, and in that document we in-
cluded a provision that, before the $75 
million that the White House had re-
quested for implementation of the New 
START Treaty, they have to provide to 
the Congress the 1042 report, which was 
due 18 months ago, by law, that out-
lines how they’re going to spend the 
money. 

The White House has refused to sub-
mit that report to date. We put in the 
authorization language saying, give us 
the report and we’ll give you the 
money. I went to Chairman YOUNG and 
asked him to include this in his appro-
priations bill. He said he would wel-
come the amendment. I hope that’s 
still the case tonight, and I urge my 
colleagues to support my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is simple and 
it’s similar to one that the House has already 
approved on a different bill, specifically, the 
FY14 National Defense Authorization Act. 

I wish this amendment wasn’t necessary, 
but, the President’s actions compel it. 

Too often, this President acts as if he is 
above the law. 

He ignores the law when it comes to his 
healthcare law, he ignores the enforcement of 
immigration laws, and he violates the Constitu-
tion to bypass the Senate to appoint unquali-
fied or ideological individuals to important gov-
ernment positions. 

Now he is applying this approach to defense 
policy. 

The President’s priority appears to be tear-
ing down our nuclear deterrent, which is 
America’s ultimate security guarantee. 

And he is ignoring Congress and the law in 
doing so. 

A clear example is his implementation of the 
New START treaty with Russia. 

The President, in his budget request for fis-
cal year 2014, is asking for a blank check 
from Congress to implement the treaty with no 
questions asked. 

This is not the way our Constitutional gov-
ernment was set up to work. 

This amendment will force the President to 
follow the law and hold him accountable if he 
expects one dime of the American people’s 
money to be appropriated. 

The House, through the appropriation 
power, must have a chance to evaluate 
whether the implementation of a treaty, and 
the manner in which an Administration intends 

to implement a treaty, is in the US national se-
curity interest. 

That is the reason the 1042 report was re-
quired in the FY12 NDAA in the first place. 

I remind the House, this report is mandated 
by law. 

Are we really comfortable in this House with 
letting the President ignore the law of the land 
as he sees fit? 

Recently, the President announced a major 
new nuclear weapons policy before a modest 
crowd of Europeans. 

He stated he will seek to reduce our de-
ployed nuclear forces by a third—beyond the 
New START reductions we haven’t yet put in 
place. 

We need to put the brakes on this rush to 
zero. 

This President is proposing dangerous and 
irreversible changes to our nuclear forces. 

Congress must ensure we use caution when 
tinkering with the nation’s ultimate insurance 
policy—our nuclear deterrent. 

We know the President has been itching to 
announce further nuclear force cuts. 

Based on the most recent arms control 
compliance report, it appears, yet another year 
is passing while the President will ignore sig-
nificant Russian cheating—let me say that 
again, Russia is cheating on a major treaty 
with the United States—so that he can pro-
pose further reductions with Vladimir Putin. 

And the President appears to have so little 
confidence in his proposal, he refuses to af-
firm that his reductions will follow the estab-
lished precedent—what some call the Biden- 
Helms standard—of proceeding through a 
treaty or affirmative Act of Congress. 

We must be wary; the Appropriations Power 
was never intended to be a blank check. 

I thank the gentleman from Florida for his 
support and I urge the House to pass the 
Rogers amendment and send a signal to the 
President that we won’t cut him blank checks 
while he tries to circumvent the Congress. 

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

rise to claim time in opposition to the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim time 
in opposition to the amendment and 
would state my opposition to it. 

We have a handful of amendments 
that have been made in order on the 
bill regarding our Nation’s nuclear 
weapons stockpile. This is one that 
urges maintaining the status quo, and 
others have pushed for a reduction in 
the number of nuclear weapons. 

I firmly believe that a further reduc-
tion in the number of nuclear weapons 
in our inventory will not negatively 
impact our deterrence goal. Even under 
the recently ratified New START Trea-
ty, both the United States and Russia 
will have more than 1,500 deployed war-
heads each. 

Additionally, the treaty contains no 
limits on nonstrategic nuclear weapons 
or nondeployed nuclear warheads. 

With regard to the amendment, I 
don’t think it’s responsible to prohibit 
the United States from carrying out 
the reductions prescribed by the New 
START Treaty. That bilateral stra-
tegic arms reduction treaty was passed 
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by a wide margin in the United States 
Senate, according to the Constitution, 
and it remains in force. 

I think it is very bad policy to go 
back on an international treaty obliga-
tion that would, in fact, reduce the 
number of nuclear weapons in this 
world and would, again, reference back 
a quote that I read in my opening 
statement because, again, the gen-
tleman is essentially saying let us 
maintain the status quo. 

Over the last 12 years, it has gotten 
us a more expensive military that has 
grown more expensive, but has not got-
ten any larger. The reality that we face 
today gives us very difficult choices 
that we are going to have to make 
looking forward. 

Our military is at a familiar cross-
roads, one they have been at before at 
the end of combat operations. The ad-
ditions and subtractions to funding 
that we make today must be carried 
out with an eye to the future. The sta-
tus quo will no longer get the job done, 
one, as far as our national security, the 
security of this world, or a responsible 
budget that does truly, looking for-
ward, provide us with an affordable de-
fense. And for those reasons, I do ob-
ject to the gentleman’s amendment 
and oppose it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-

man, I appreciate the gentleman’s ob-
servations. And while I may not agree 
with the New START Treaty, I am in 
no way trying to prohibit it being im-
plemented. It is the law of the land. 

However, we do have a constitutional 
obligation in this House to be respon-
sible with taxpayers’ dollars. And 
under the new treaty law that was 
signed by the President, he had 90 days 
to provide the Congress a report on 
how he was going to spend the money 
to implement it. 

That’s all we’re saying in this 
amendment, is when he gives us the re-
port by law that was due 18 months 
ago, we’ll give him the money, but not 
until then. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 

balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ROGERS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. 

ROHRABACHER 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 59 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following: 

SEC. l. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to provide assist-
ance to Pakistan. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 

from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I will con-
sume. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
supporting my amendment, which 
would eliminate all American military 
aid to Pakistan. 

Since 9/11, the United States has 
given Pakistan over $25 billion, with 
over $17 billion going to their security 
forces. These funds have been, and con-
tinue to be, used to fight an internal 
war of suppression against the Sindi, 
the Baluch, and others who reject their 
corrupt and brutal domination by 
Pakistan. 

Sadly, Pakistan also uses billions of 
American military aid to support ter-
rorist attacks on its neighbors, includ-
ing Afghanistan. And in this last dec-
ade, our generous gifts to Pakistan 
have been used to finance the killing of 
Americans, both military and diplo-
matic personnel. 

We’ve been acting like suckers. No 
shame on Pakistan for being two-faced 
and murderous. Shame on us for being 
so stupid in financing a regime that ob-
viously despises us and considers us its 
enemy. 

It is a charade to believe that our aid 
is buying Pakistan’s cooperation and 
hunting down terrorists when the Pak-
istani establishment not only gave safe 
haven to Osama bin Laden for 10 years, 
but jailed Dr. Afridi, the courageous 
man who pinpointed bin Laden and was 
instrumental in bringing justice to him 
for the mass murder of our fellow 
Americans on 9/11. 

Dr. Afridi is an American hero; yet 
we have left Dr. Afridi to rot in a Paki-
stani dungeon. Shame on us for letting 
Dr. Afridi languish in misery and pain 
for helping us bring justice to Osama 
bin Laden and those he murdered 
on 9/11. 

Pakistan is not a government to 
which we should be giving billions of 
dollars of aid. My amendment would 
cut off all aid because Pakistan has be-
trayed our friendship time and again. 
Any money we send them only 
strengthens their ability to act against 
us, to murder Baluch and Sindi and 
Sikhs, and to undermine moderate 
Muslims in Afghanistan, even as we 
withdraw in 2014. 

At a time of tight budgets, we should 
reserve our aid for our friends and our 
allies and end assistance to a govern-
ment that targets and kills Americans. 

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

rise to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Section 9114 of the 
bill specifies the certification required 
of the Secretary of Defense in order to 
execute the coalition support funds re-

imbursement to Pakistan. The Sec-
retary of Defense must certify that 
Pakistan is cooperating with U.S. 
counterterrorism operations, not sup-
porting terrorist activities against the 
U.S. or Afghanistan, taking measures 
to curb the export of IED materials, 
and preventing the proliferation of nu-
clear materials. 

b 0030 
As mentioned earlier this evening, 

the relationship with Pakistan has al-
ways been difficult. It is a gray world. 
But maintaining that relationship is 
essential. It has helped the United 
States make progress against ter-
rorism. And Pakistan has allocated a 
significant part of their forces within 
their own borders to the counterterror-
ism mission. 

In June of 2012, Pakistan dem-
onstrated its commitment to a stable 
and secure Afghanistan by reopening 
the ground lines of communications. I 
certainly regret that previously they 
had been closed. But this has eased ten-
sions with the U.S. and improved 
logistical support for our troops. 

I do think withdrawal of assistance 
at this time is likely to polarize Paki-
stan and exacerbate significant pro- 
and anti-American rifts within their 
military and their government, gen-
erally, and I don’t think we need to ag-
gravate a very sensitive relationship 
that can, in the future, be more pro-
ductive to the United States. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN). 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I rise to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment but understand, because 
we’re good friends, his passion and his 
very, very strong feelings which he ex-
presses on any number of occasions and 
has done so eloquently tonight. 

Some would argue this isn’t true, but 
I believe Pakistan does remain a key 
U.S. counterterrorism partner. Their 
cooperation is essential. As we did dur-
ing the war in Afghanistan, we’re going 
to have to use air routes over Paki-
stan. We’re going to have to use their 
maritime capabilities. We’re going to 
have to use the land routes to get our 
troops and material out; otherwise, 
we’re going to depend on Kyrgyzstan 
and Russia. It’s going to be expensive. 
It will probably be $20 billion worth of 
expense to withdraw from Afghanistan 
if we don’t have the cooperation of the 
Pakistanis. 

The other issue is Pakistan is a nu-
clear power. I think we need to have a 
close working relationship with them 
to make sure that those weapons in the 
future never fall into the wrong hands. 

So I appreciate the gentleman’s re-
marks. I associate myself with them. I 
strongly oppose this amendment but 
obviously respect the sponsor for his 
strong views as well. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s remarks. As 
he mentioned, I do appreciate the pas-
sion that the author of this amend-
ment has brought to this. Obviously, 
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there have been problems, and it is in-
cumbent upon this country to make 
sure that this is an arm’s-length and 
adult relationship that is, in the end, 
beneficial to our Nation. 

So I certainly appreciate his objec-
tive but am opposed to his amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman noted that this is a gray 
world. It is not a gray world in so many 
cases. This is not a gray world when 
people are killing Americans. This is 
not a gray world when someone orga-
nizes the slaughter of 3,000 Americans 
on 9/11 and then is given safe haven by 
someone who’s claiming to be our 
friend. No, that’s not gray at all. 

The Pakistanis decided a long time 
ago that they consider us their enemy. 
When they took Osama bin Laden and 
gave him safe haven from us and took 
our money while they were doing it 
and used it to finance terrorist groups 
that have murdered American soldiers 
in Afghanistan, no, that’s not a gray 
world. That’s black and white. And we 
should stand up for the principle that 
people who are killing Americans will 
not receive American military aid, and 
we can proclaim this tonight in this 
resolution. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
standing up to make sure that the 
world knows that when they kill Amer-
icans, they’re not going to be treated 
like they’re our friends. We’re not that 
stupid. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 60 OFFERED BY MR. STOCKMAN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 60 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following: 

SEC. l. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available in this Act may be used for 
United States military exercises which in-
clude any participation by the People’s Re-
public of China. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STOCKMAN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

This is an important amendment in 
that the Chinese have demonstrated 
time and time again that they’re will-
ing to take our tactics and our tech-
nology. Coming up in 2014, President 
Obama has invited the Chinese to par-

ticipate in a RIMPAC exercise, the 
world’s largest international maritime 
exercise. Right now, the Chinese plan 
to use these exercises to increase their 
knowledge about our tactics. 

The participation in these military 
exercises is particularly concerning at 
this time when China is hacking our 
computers, stealing our weapons plans, 
and escalating the pressure in the 
South Sea of China. China’s behavior 
does not appear to be even on the radar 
of the administration. I’m really con-
cerned now that they’re becoming bel-
ligerent in the Pacific area of the rim. 
They’re declaring rights to land. And 
we’re going to, by participating with 
the Chinese, make it look like we’re 
siding with the Chinese in helping the 
Chinese allies and against the United 
States. 

At this time, I yield to my friend, the 
cosponsor, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of this amendment of-
fered by my good friend from Texas. 

The Chinese Communist Party is a 
gangster regime that rules over a bil-
lion subjects. It is the world’s worst 
human rights abuser and does not de-
serve the recognition nor the legit-
imacy that comes with participating in 
military exercises with the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

As the greatest threat to world peace 
and stability, the last thing we should 
be doing is helping them fine-tune 
their military and their familiarization 
with the strengths and weaknesses of 
America’s Armed Forces. 

The Chinese military is the armed 
wing of the Communist Party in that 
country. For decades, China has occu-
pied Tibet, East Turkistan, and threat-
ened the democratic nation of Taiwan 
with total annihilation. The Com-
munist Party uses force to control its 
population. Thousands of Falun Gong 
practitioners who do nothing more 
than promote yoga and meditation 
have had their organs ghoulishly 
ripped from their bodies before they 
were executed so that those organs 
could be sold. The moral depravity of 
the Chinese Communist Party cannot 
be overstated. 

China is aggressively using military 
expansion to back up territorial claims 
against India, Japan, Taiwan, Vietnam, 
the Philippines, and other countries. 
The Chinese military is guilty of even 
more aggression in cyberspace, as we 
have just heard from my colleague 
from Texas. They have stolen dozens of 
our defense systems. They have vast 
amounts of intellectual property 
they’ve stolen, as well as the business 
records for many of our companies. The 
damage has been estimated in the tril-
lions of dollars. 

Any cooperation with the Chinese 
military only weakens our own moral 
credibility and discourages our allies 
in the face of threats from Communist 
China. We should be drawing a clear 
distinction between us and the Chinese 
military, not helping them train to be-
come even more efficient. 

I call on my colleagues to vote for 
Congressman STOCKMAN’s terrific 
amendment, again, making sure that 
we stand up and are counted when 
there is a threat to the freedom and 
stability of the world. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim time 
in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman’s amendment seeks to block 
funds for our military to participate in 
any exercise in which China partici-
pates as well. The Chinese President 
confirmed last month in meetings with 
President Obama his navy’s attendance 
to participate in the rim of the Pacific, 
known as RIMPAC, in 2014. An invita-
tion to participate had been extended 
to China during then-Secretary of De-
fense Panetta’s visit to that country in 
September of 2012. 

RIMPAC is the world’s largest inter-
national maritime exercise, where 28 
countries and more than 40 ships and 
submarines work together. In 2012, not 
all participants were our traditional al-
lies. Russia and India, for example, 
were participants. 

I believe the amendment is short-
sighted and attempts to place an 
unneeded stumbling block in the path 
of a relationship that is tenuous. I 
would suggest that the Secretary 
would not have extended the invitation 
if the Department and the United 
States Navy did not feel that there 
would be a benefit to be gained by 
these exercises with Chinese participa-
tion. I refuse to believe, as a Member of 
the United States Congress, that the 
Department would take such a posi-
tion. 

The United States gains maritime 
knowledge and renewed relationships 
with other navies of the world and con-
siders participation in this exercise as 
crucial to their mission. RIMPAC par-
ticipation has gained an ever-greater 
meaning with the Defense Depart-
ment’s rebalance to the Asia Pacific, 
and I do think that this amendment 
should not be adopted by the House. 

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

would like to point out that the mili-
tary works for Congress, not the other 
way around. So if we direct the mili-
tary to do something, they do it. If 
they object, they’re not going to object 
and say, We’re not going to do it. We’re 
the body that controls the military, 
and we’re responsible for this Nation’s 
future. 

It’s so obvious what we’re doing is 
giving away our secrets. I can tell you 
right now that they’ve stolen the plans 
to the F–22. They’re building more F– 
22s than we are. 

They’re not part of the negotiation 
for nuclear weapons right now. We only 
negotiate with Russia. We have no idea 
how many weapons they have. We have 
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no idea how many nuclear weapons 
they have. We are blindsided by what 
they’re doing. They’re shooting down 
satellites, and they could blind us. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s remarks and 
would agree with his assertion that we 
do have civilian command of the De-
partment of Defense and the United 
States Navy; and, God bless the United 
States Navy, they follow orders. But 
also having dealt with the Navy for 
some number of years as a member of 
this subcommittee, I would suggest to 
my colleagues, if the Navy had reserva-
tions or had some concerns, we would 
have had a whiff of that objection and 
concern wafting from the Potomac to 
this particular building, and I have not 
sensed that myself. 

I would yield to the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Let me associate myself with Mr. 
VISCLOSKY’s remarks. I think there’s 
some benefit for us to have a joint 
military exercise. They may learn 
something about us; we may learn 
something about them. 

I can assure you the committee isn’t 
in a state of denial. We know the Chi-
nese are very aggressive, setting out a 
strategy for a blue navy. I think these 
joint exercises may be extremely bene-
ficial to us in terms of their naval 
strategy, and to be part of an overall 
Pacific rim program gives us a pretty 
good opportunity to take a look at 
their capabilities. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the 

gentleman’s remarks, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STOCKMAN). 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 61 OFFERED BY MR. TURNER 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 61 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to reduce the stra-
tegic delivery systems (as defined in section 
495(e)(2) of title 10, United States Code) of 
the United States in contravention of sec-
tion 303(b) of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Act (22 U.S.C. 2573(b)). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentleman 

from Ohio (Mr. TURNER) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would restrict President 
Obama from unlawfully divesting our 
Nation’s strategic delivery systems. 

Since the enactment of the New 
START Treaty in 2010, the President 
has continued to jeopardize the secu-
rity of the United States by unilater-
ally pursuing policies and inter-
national agreements that call for the 
drastic reduction of our Nation’s nu-
clear deterrent. Not only are these pro-
posed policies and agreements harmful 
to the United States, but also they are 
in violation of standing laws such as 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act, which states that international 
agreements cannot limit or reduce the 
military forces of the United States 
unless enacted pursuant to a treaty or 
congressional-executive agreement. 

b 0045 

It is unfortunate that amendments 
such as this one have become nec-
essary, as the President chooses to ig-
nore the role of Congress when negoti-
ating arms reductions. 

As recently as last month, President 
Obama delivered a speech in Berlin in 
which he outlined his plan to further 
reduce nuclear warheads by as much as 
one-third. Since that time, the admin-
istration has given no indication that 
he would seek to negotiate or seek Sen-
ate ratification of a formal treaty as 
required by law. Instead, the adminis-
tration continues to engage directly 
with the Russian Federation while 
averting a formal treaty process in co-
ordination with the Senate. 

These drastic reductions by the 
President are ill conceived and have 
only encouraged the further prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons by countries 
like Russia, China, and North Korea, 
which continue to expand their nuclear 
weapons programs. 

This amendment seeks to rein in the 
President’s misguided policies by en-
suring that none of the appropriated 
funds be used to reduce the strategic 
delivery systems of the United States 
in contravention of section 303(b) of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim time in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. We have had a 
number of amendments in this vein 
this evening. Again, I would allude 
back to some of my earlier comments 
that we have proposals and discussions 
and consideration taking place, and I 
don’t think it’s our duty to stop all of 
that from happening. 

The fact is, none of these weapons 
have ever been used in the United 
States or elsewhere on the planet 

Earth. I would hope, as an institution, 
we would take this much time to con-
sider the asymmetrical threats that 
have occurred against this country and 
its citizens and our allies across the 
country, such as the attack on the USS 
Cole, the U.S. embassy bombings in 
Tanzania and Kenya, and the events of 
2001. 

I think about the instability and the 
strategic challenges we face now in 
Egypt, in Syria, in Libya, in North Af-
rica; the continuing challenge of Iran, 
which supports terrorist organizations 
with regional and global aims; the ef-
fort that we are going to have to put 
into the prioritization of an Asia-Pa-
cific region focus, with a particular 
emphasis on China and North Korea; 
and the instantaneous and continual 
attack by cyber against our Nation and 
our assets. 

Again, as far as deliberation and con-
sideration, I don’t think we should sim-
ply be here all evening saying no, no, 
no. The President obviously, if there is 
any further reduction according to a 
treaty, would have to have that rati-
fied through the United States Senate. 

So I do oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment and would reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. TURNER. With all due respect to 
the gentleman from Indiana, I won’t 
question his historical description of 
the issues of the use of nuclear weap-
ons, although I find it confusing. 

I will say that this amendment and 
its terms are not about the issue of the 
use of or even the number of weapons 
the United States or Russia might 
have. This is about the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States. All 
this says is that the President has to 
follow the Constitution, make certain 
that he seeks Senate ratification of 
any formal treaty, or that he conform 
with the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Act, which would prohibit him 
unilaterally taking action. 

The concern and the reason why this 
amendment is necessary is because the 
President felt the need to actually 
leave this country and go to another 
country and announce his attention, 
perhaps, to undertake unilaterally— 
both as President, and unilaterally, 
without even getting a bilateral agree-
ment with another nation—his inten-
tion of further reducing our nuclear 
weapons. 

This amendment is not about num-
bers, it’s about the law. It’s about our 
Constitution, it’s about upholding it, 
and requiring that the President of the 
United States conform to it in some-
thing certainly as important as our na-
tional security. 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 62 OFFERED BY MRS. WALORSKI 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 62 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to transfer or re-
lease to the Republic of Yemen (or any enti-
ty within Yemen) a detainee who is or was 
held, detained, or otherwise in the custody of 
the Department of Defense on or after June 
24, 2009, at the United States Naval Station, 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from Indiana (Mrs. WALORSKI) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Indiana. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Chairman, in 
May, the President declared a renewed 
intention to transfer detainees from 
Guantanamo. He also announced he 
was lifting his self-imposed suspension 
on the transfers of detainees to Yemen. 
I believe it’s a dangerous policy, both 
for our troops fighting terror overseas 
and for our citizens living in the home-
land. 

The amendment I am offering pro-
hibits any funds in the defense bill 
from being used to transfer Gitmo de-
tainees to Yemen. This amendment is 
similar to an amendment I offered in 
this House past during consideration of 
the FY14 NDAA. 

I believe this amendment is needed 
because detainees at Guantanamo Bay 
represent some of the most dangerous 
terrorists in the world. After Yemen 
was the starting point for the foiled 
airline bombing over Detroit, the 
Obama administration correctly de-
cided not to transfer these terrorists 
back to this troubled nation. 

Detainees at Gitmo pose a real threat 
to our national security. In addition, 
transfers to Yemen should be prohib-
ited because the country has become a 
hotbed for terrorist activities. The Di-
rector of National Intelligence testified 
in 2011 that AQAP remains the affiliate 
most likely to conduct a transnational 
attack. AQAP remains resolute on kill-
ing as many Americans as they can if 
we don’t stop them first. 

It makes no sense to send terrorists 
to a country where there is an active al 
Qaeda network that we know has been 
engaged in targeting the U.S. The 
Christmas day Detroit bombing at-
tempt, the ink cartridge bomb plot, the 
radicalization of the Fort Hood shooter 
all can be traced back to Yemen. 

Lastly, we should not transfer de-
tainees to Yemen because of their poor 
track record of securing its prisons. 
Let’s look at the facts. A Yemeni cit-
izen, the convicted mastermind of the 
USS Cole bombing who took the lives 
of 17 American sailors, was being held 

by Yemeni authorities when he escaped 
from prison in 2003. Luckily, he was re-
captured, but he was able to escape 
again from Yemeni custody in 2006 
with 22 other terrorists. Why would we 
risk another jailbreak by people who 
intend to do us harm? 

Just this morning I woke up to head-
lines describing how 500 prisoners es-
caped from an Iraqi prison after their 
comrades launched a military-style as-
sault to free them. Many of these pris-
oners were senior members of al Qaeda 
who were convicted and received death 
sentences. Unfortunately, it’s an exam-
ple of what happens when the U.S. dele-
gates its national security interests to 
other countries. This is a commonsense 
amendment with the purpose of pro-
tecting Americans. 

I believe it’s prudent that this Con-
gress receive the Department of De-
fense’s report on factors that con-
tribute to re-engagement so that in-
formed choices about future transfers 
can be made. That report is mandated 
by law and is still currently overdue. 

In 2012, the DIA reported that the 
combined suspected and confirmed re- 
engagement rate of former Gitmo de-
tainees has risen to almost 30 percent. 
I ask my colleagues to consider the na-
tional security implications of trans-
ferring detainees to Yemen and join me 
in support of this amendment. 

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

claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. May I inquire of 
the balance of my time, Mr. Chair? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlelady 
has 21⁄4 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Indiana has 5 minutes re-
maining. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. I yield 11⁄2 minutes 
to my good friend from the State of 
Oklahoma (Mr. BRIDENSTINE). 

Mr. BRIDENSTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Walorski amend-
ment to prohibit transfer or release of 
Guantanamo Bay detainees to Yemen. 

Mr. Chairman, over the weekend, 
hundreds of convicts, including senior 
members of al Qaeda, broke out of 
Iraq’s Abu Ghraib jail. The Abu Ghraib 
prison break perfectly demonstrates 
that most countries cannot credibly se-
cure highly dangerous terrorists, in-
cluding Yemen. Indeed, Yemen has a 
particularly bad record of prison 
breaks involving al Qaeda terrorists. 

In December 2011, several al Qaeda 
militants escaped from an Aden prison. 
In 2006, 23 al Qaeda militants broke out 
of a Sanaa jail and established the core 
leadership of al Qaeda in Yemen, a 
group which has since metastasized 
into al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. 

Given Yemen’s terrible track record, 
it seems obvious that we should not 
consider transferring a single detainee 
to Yemen. Yet President Obama is so 

ideologically committed to fulfilling 
his misguided promise of closing Guan-
tanamo Bay that I fear he may try. 

Mr. Chairman, recidivism among the 
transferred Gitmo detainees is a huge 
problem. According to the Director of 
National Intelligence, the latest re-
port, 97 of the 603 transferred Gitmo de-
tainees have re-engaged in terrorism. A 
further 72 are suspected of re-engaging. 
Nearly one-third of all transferred 
Gitmo detainees are either confirmed 
or suspected of getting back in the 
fight. Clearly, Congress needs to get in-
volved and set acceptable boundaries 
on the President. 

As a Navy pilot with combat tours in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, I can tell you 
that our troops’ job is already difficult 
enough. We don’t have to fight the 
same people twice. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the fact that this is the first 
instance that my friend and colleague 
from Indiana and I are participating in 
a debate on an amendment on the 
House floor, which is why I respectfully 
and regretfully have to oppose her 
amendment, as well-intentioned as it 
is. 

I do not believe that we should im-
pose on ourselves the legal and moral 
problems arising from the prospect of 
indefinite detentions at Guantanamo. 
Working through civil courts since 9/11, 
hundreds of individuals have been con-
victed of terrorism or terrorism-re-
lated offenses and are now serving long 
sentences in Federal prison. Not one 
has ever escaped custody. 

But we’re told we cannot bring these 
detainees to the United States for trial 
or custody. And we are told in three 
other instances in the bill that we can-
not close Guantanamo. But I think the 
rationale for establishing Guantanamo 
in the first instance was a misplaced 
idea that the facility could be beyond 
the law—a proposition rejected by the 
Supreme Court. As a result, continued 
operation of this facility creates the 
impression in the eyes of our allies and 
enemies alike that the United States 
selectively observes the rule of law. 
With this amendment, now we would 
have a fourth restriction within this 
bill, and I think that is not the best 
policy for this country to pursue. 

For that reason, respectfully, I do op-
pose the gentlewoman’s amendment, 
and would reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
could I inquire on the balance of my 
time? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Indiana has 45 seconds remaining, 
and the gentleman from Indiana has 31⁄4 
minutes remaining. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. With all due re-
spect to my esteemed colleague from 
Indiana as well, this amendment isn’t 
about whether Gitmo stays open or 
Gitmo closes. This amendment is spe-
cifically about not allowing transfers 
of highly dangerous terrorists to the 
country of Yemen because Yemen has 
proved it is not capable of holding 
these terrorists. 
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The job of this Congress and what 

we’re talking about with this amend-
ment is protecting the American peo-
ple, which is what we’re charged with. 

I would respectfully ask our body to 
approve and support this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Indiana (Mrs. 
WALORSKI). 

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

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Indiana will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 63 printed in House Report 
113–170. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 64 printed in House Report 
113–170. 

AMENDMENT NO. 65 OFFERED BY MS. BONAMICI 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 65 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to retire, di-
vest, transfer, or prepare to divest, retire, or 
transfer, C–23 aircraft assigned to the Army. 

(b) The amounts otherwise provided by this 
Act are revised by reducing and increasing 
the amount made available for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance—Operation and Mainte-
nance, Army’’ by $34,000,000. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Oregon. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of this amendment to provide our Na-
tional Guard with the aircraft it needs 
to perform its missions effectively and 
efficiently. 

The National Guard relies on C–23 
Sherpa aircraft for a variety of uses, 
and they’re especially important for 
missions stateside. These small cargo 
aircraft transported relief supplies and 
personnel after Hurricanes Sandy and 
Katrina. They support special oper-
ations missions and training, and they 
aid the Guard in fighting wildfires. 

These planes are flexible, they can be 
put into use quickly and—this is im-
portant, Mr. Chairman—they’re less 
expensive to operate than other op-
tions. 

b 0100 
Despite opposition from the National 

Guard Association of the United States 
and from Governors around this coun-
try, the Army now wants to eliminate 
use of the Sherpa. The C–130 planes 
they propose using instead are almost 
two times as expensive to operate. 
Plus, eliminating the Sherpa would re-
quire that the Guard rely on the Air 
Force for the use of planes. This would 
add up to a week to access planes, cut-
ting off the Guard’s ability to be re-
sponsive and flexible. Additionally, the 
Sherpa is extremely popular with the 
Special Operations community. 

Last year, the House voted to pro-
hibit the Sherpa’s retirement. My 
amendment would uphold current law 
and prevent the retirement, divest-
ment, or transfer of C–23 aircraft. It 
would also ensure their continued via-
ble operation, preventing the Army 
from getting around the law by 
mothballing the Sherpa into ‘‘flyable 
storage.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this amend-
ment. Let’s listen to the men and 
women of the National Guard and sup-
port their success to the fullest extent 
possible. 

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to claim the time in opposi-
tion. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise reluctantly to oppose the 
amendment. 

The Army has made it clear to our 
committee that it does not want to re-
tain C–23s, the Sherpas, the work-
horses, that have been doing some re-
markable work for over 30 years, or ac-
quire any replacement platform. In 
fact, the Army is already taking steps 
to put the aircraft out of operation 
while stopping short of full retirement. 

At the beginning of fiscal year 2013, 
the Army National Guard was oper-
ating 34 of these Sherpas. As of July, 14 
of those had been turned into Fort Sill, 
Oklahoma, where they are being main-
tained in semi-flyable storage. That 
tells you something. The remaining 
aircraft are scheduled to be turned into 
Fort Sill by the end of October of this 
year. 

Because this amendment only applies 
to fiscal year 2014, the aircraft likely 
will be out of operation before this 
amendment would take effect. Unfortu-
nately, because the C–23s will already 
be in storage by the time this amend-
ment takes effect, it is unlikely it will 
accomplish its intent. 

We do not believe that taking funds 
from other critical readiness programs 
to apply to the C–23 operations is the 
best use of the Army’s increasingly 
limited resources. Thus, reluctantly, I 
oppose this amendment, and reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chairman, I do 
appreciate the comments of the chair. 

However, if we are talking about lim-
ited resources, it makes so much more 
sense to use planes that are less expen-
sive. Give the men and the women of 
the National Guard the flexibility and 
the aircraft that they need. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI). 

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

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Oregon will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 66 OFFERED BY MS. HANABUSA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 66 printed 
in House Report 113–170. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to implement an en-
rollment fee for the TRICARE for Life pro-
gram under chapter 55 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii (Ms. HANABUSA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Hawaii. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

In the President’s budget the past 2 
years, there has been a push to phase in 
substantial TRICARE fee increases. 
Even the TRICARE For Life program, 
the promise of life-long health care 
many were given when they first joined 
the military, has been the subject of 
proposed enrollment fees. 

The House Armed Services Com-
mittee, of which I am a member, and 
other Congressional defense commit-
tees, have declined to grant the author-
ity for these fee increases. 

My amendment would do nothing 
more than ensure that the funds in this 
act are not made available to imple-
ment any new enrollment fees in the 
TRICARE For Life program. 

Year after year, we hear from the De-
partment of Defense that health care 
costs of our soldiers and veterans are 
spiraling out of control and that 
TRICARE is crippling the DOD with its 
rise in costs. Yet, Mr. Chairman, for 
the past 2 fiscal years, the Pentagon 
has found a way to reprogram hundreds 
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of millions of dollars from defense 
health accounts to higher priorities. 
These reprogramming actions totaled 
$708 million last year in 2012 and $500 
million in the prior year in 2011. 

DOD has explained that the surplus 
was due to ‘‘uncertainty about medical 
inflation and health care use, and the 
impact of continual benefit changes 
and efficiency initiatives.’’ If there is 
uncertainty about costs, the assertion 
cannot be made that added fees are 
necessary for even our most senior vet-
erans. 

DOD’s own documents prove military 
health care costs are not exploding. 
The combined personnel and health 
care costs are less than one-third of 
DOD’s budget and the same as they’ve 
been for 30 years. The overestimation 
of cost growth that has resulted in 
hundreds of millions of dollars being 
reprogrammed by DOD the past 2 years 
is proof that costs are not growing as 
much as anticipated. In fact, they are 
not growing at all. 

The relatively low cost of health care 
and strong benefits are the 
foundational elements and they are 
necessary not just to recruit, but also 
to sustain an all-volunteer force. Sig-
nificant cuts to the critical incentive 
packages that sustain a top-quality ca-
reer force will undermine long-term re-
tention and readiness. 

I ask my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment and uphold our commit-
ment to the brave men and women of 
our armed services, as well as the mil-
lions of veterans in need of health care 
today. Again, I reemphasize this 
amendment is to prohibit funds to be 
used to add any enrollment fees to the 
TRICARE For Life program. 

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

rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the gentlewoman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would begin my remarks by suggesting 
that I deeply appreciate the gentle-
woman’s concern and her commitment 
to make sure everyone who has taken 
that oath of office and put on the uni-
form of the United States of America 
receives the health care benefits they 
deserve and that they have earned. 

But I would point out, as I have on a 
number of occasions this evening, that 
we have got to start looking ahead and 
begin to make some very difficult deci-
sions. 

I would quote again from the Center 
for Strategic and Budgetary Assess-
ments that has noted that over the last 
decade, rather than getting larger and 
more expensive, the military has just 
grown more expensive. This reality 
makes our future choices even more 
difficult, and it is imperative that Con-
gress joins with the Department in 
working through these decisions in an 
arm’s length relationship, but also as a 
partner. 

The Department has made rec-
ommendations, one of which we are de-

bating at this moment, that are very 
difficult decisions to have to make. On 
the other hand, we have to begin to not 
reflectively reject these recommenda-
tions out of hand. 

I understand what the gentlewoman 
is trying to do with her amendment, 
but she does rightfully describe it as 
saying that no funds shall be used to 
implement an enrollment fee. Is that 
enrollment fee 25 cents? Is that enroll-
ment fee $1? Is that enrollment fee $2? 
Is that enrollment fee $250 for an indi-
vidual and $500 for a family? We are 
going to have to consider the pressure 
that the budget is under. 

The gentlewoman has indicated that 
the Department has reprogrammed 
money, and that means that, in fact, 
costs have not gone up. The fact is I do 
believe that the Department has, if you 
would, underexecuted and over-
requested moneys in past years. 

The subcommittee mark in the bill 
we are debating tonight cut $400 mil-
lion from the request of $15.8 billion 
based on the execution history. We 
would not have done that if we thought 
we had endangered anyone’s health. 
And in fact, these costs are going up. 

The cost of military medical care has 
risen almost by triple in the past 12 
years, rising from $19- to $56 billion. If 
the increase continues at this rate for 
another decade, coupled with seques-
tration, military health care could con-
sume close to 20 percent of all defense 
spending. 

According to a report published by 
the Congressional Budget Office enti-
tled ‘‘Long-Term Implications of the 
2013 Future Years Defense Program,’’ 
the annual cost to the Department’s 
health care program could grow from 
$51 billion in fiscal year ’13 to $65 bil-
lion in 2017 and $90 billion by 2030. 

If we continue to block enrollment 
fees for TRICARE For Life, defense 
funding for this program will place 
other programs at risk. The Center for 
Strategic and Budgetary Assessments 
estimates that pay and benefits for 
each Active Duty servicemember grew 
by 57 percent in real terms between 
2001 and 2012, or 4.2 percent annually. 

I am not suggesting our servicemem-
bers do not deserve adequate com-
pensation for the risks they take in the 
defense of this country, but we have to 
understand what the growth of those 
costs means for the overall budget and 
the future implications. Operation and 
maintenance costs per Active Duty em-
ployee grew by 34 percent. 

I oppose the amendment respectfully 
because I am worried that if we don’t 
address the rising cost of health care 
now there will be even a smaller pool of 
resources to make our military ready 
in the future. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the comments of the ranking 
member, however, the facts are as stat-
ed: DOD has reprogrammed $708 million 
last year alone and $500 million in the 
prior year. These have been from the 
health accounts. 

In addition to that, we must look at 
the fact that the DOD budget as to per-
sonnel and health costs are less than 
one-third of the DOD budget, and that 
has been a consistent percentage for 
the past 30 years. 

The health care fund has been the 
one that has been taking the hit every 
time. It has been the bogeyman to say 
that is where we are going to have to 
cut and that is what is rising the costs 
out of control, it is spiraling out of 
control. But that is, in fact, not true. 

I think that to threaten health care 
or to not give our men and women in 
uniform, and the veterans, in par-
ticular, the security with which they 
joined the military for—these are one 
of the benefits they looked for—by not 
being able to ensure them that, espe-
cially health care, is the worst that we 
can do. When we don’t have the evi-
dence that this is where we should cut, 
we should not cut and add any addi-
tional enrollment fees. 

As I stated, this amendment is to 
prevent any funds to be used to in-
crease any enrollment fees for the 
TRICARE For Life. 

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

yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. 
HANABUSA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

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

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Acting Chair of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 2397) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

HOUSE BILLS APPROVED BY THE 
PRESIDENT 

The President notified the Clerk of 
the House that on the following dates 
he had approved and signed bills of the 
following titles: 

May 1, 2013: 
H.R. 1246. An Act to amend the District of 

Columbia Home Rule Act to provide that the 
District of Columbia Treasurer or one of the 
Deputy Chief Financial Officers of the Office 
of the Chief Financial Officer of the District 
of Columbia may perform the functions and 
duties of the Office in an acting capacity if 
there is a vacancy in the Office. 

H.R. 1765. An Act to provide the Secretary 
of Transportation with the flexibility to 
transfer certain funds to prevent reduced op-
erations and staffing of the Federal Aviation 
Administration, and for other purposes. 

May 17, 2013: 
H.R. 1071. An Act to specify the size of the 

precious-metal blanks that will be used in 
the production of the National Baseball Hall 
of Fame commemorative coins. 
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May 24, 2013: 

H.R. 360. An Act to award posthumously a 
Congressional Gold Medal to Addie Mae Col-
lins, Denise McNair, Carole Robertson, and 
Cynthia Wesley to commemorate the lives 
they lost 50 years ago in the bombing of the 
Sixteenth Street Baptist Church, where 
these 4 little Black girls’ ultimate sacrifice 
served as a catalyst for the Civil Rights 
Movement. 

June 3, 2013: 
H.R. 258. An Act to amend title 18, United 

States Code, with respect to fraudulent rep-
resentations about having received military 
decorations or medals. 

June 25, 2013: 
H.R. 475. An Act to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to include vaccines 
against seasonal influenza within the defini-
tion of taxable vaccines. 

July 12, 2013: 
H.R. 324. An Act to grant the Congressional 

Gold Medal, collectively, to the First Special 
Service Force, in recognition of its superior 
service during World War II. 

H.R. 1151. An Act to direct the Secretary of 
State to develop a strategy to obtain ob-
server status for Taiwan at the triennial 
International Civil Aviation Organization 
Assembly, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2383. An Act to designate the new 
Interstate Route 70 bridge over the Mis-
sissippi River connecting St. Louis, Mis-
souri, and southwestern Illinois as the ‘‘Stan 
Musial Veterans Memorial Bridge’’. 

July 18, 2013: 
H.R. 251. An Act to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior to convey certain Federal fea-
tures of the electric distribution system to 
the South Utah Valley Electric Service Dis-
trict, arid for other purposes. 

H.R. 254. An Act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to facilitate the development 
of hydroelectric power on the Diamond Fork 
System of the Central Utah Project. 

H.R. 588. An Act to provide for donor con-
tribution acknowledgments to be displayed 
at the Vietnam Veterans Memorial Visitor 
Center, and for other purposes. 

f 

SENATE BILLS APPROVED BY THE 
PRESIDENT 

The President notified the Clerk of 
the House that on the following dates 
he had approved and signed bills of the 
Senate of the following titles: 

June 3, 2013: 
S. 982. An Act to prohibit the Corps of En-

gineers from taking certain actions to estab-
lish a restricted area prohibiting public ac-
cess to waters downstream of a dam, and for 
other purposes. 

June 13, 2013: 
S. 622. An Act to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to reauthorize user 
fee programs relating to new animal drugs 
and generic new animal drugs. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. COBLE (at the request of Mr. CAN-
TOR) for today and July 24 on account 
of personal matters. 

Mr. HORSFORD (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for July 22 and today on ac-
count of medical mandated recovery. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 15 minutes 
a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until today, Wednes-
day, July 24, 2013, at 10 a.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

2303. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting The 
Fiscal Year 2012 Inventory of Contracts for 
Services for the Military Departments, De-
fense Agencies, and Department of Defense 
Field Activities; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

2304. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Financial Sta-
bility Oversight Council 2013 Annual Report; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

2305. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Singapore pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

2306. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on a transaction involving U.S. ex-
ports to Israel pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

2307. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Avolon Aerospace Leasing Limited 
(Avolon) of Dublin, Ireland, pursuant to Sec-
tion 2(b)(3) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945, as amended; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

2308. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Mexico pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

2309. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the FY 2012 Financial Report to Con-
gress for the Food and Drug Administration 
required by the Medical Device User Fee 
Amendments of 2007; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2310. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Pub-
lic Safety and Homeland Security Bureau, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Fa-
cilitating the Deployment of Text-to-911 and 
Other Next Generation 911 Applications; 
Framework for Next Generation 911 Deploy-
ment [PS Docket No.: 11-153] [PS Docket No.: 
10-255] received July 19, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2311. A letter from the Deputy Bureau 
Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Review of 
Wireline Competition Bureau Data Prac-
tices, Computer III Further Remand Pro-
ceedings; Bell Operating Company Provision 
of Enhanced Services; 1998 Biennial Regu-
latory Review — Review of Computer III and 
ONA Safeguards and Requirements [WC 
Docket No.: 10-132] [CC Docket Nos.: 95-20, 98- 
10] received July 19, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2312. A letter from the Chief, Branch of 
Listing, Department of the Interior, trans-

mitting the Department’s final rule — En-
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Critical Habitat Map for the Foun-
tain Darter [Docket No.: FWS-R2-ES-2013- 
0064] (RIN: 1018-AZ68) received July 16, 2013, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

2313. A letter from the Chief, Branch of En-
dangered Species Listing, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants; Determination of En-
dangered Species Status for Six West Texas 
Aquatic Invertebrates [Docket No.: FWS-R2- 
ES-2012-0029] (RIN: 1018-AX70) received July 
16, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

2314. A letter from the Chief, Branch of En-
dangered Species Listing, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants; Designation of Critical 
Habitat for Six West Texas Aquatic Inverte-
brates [Docket No.: FWS-R2-ES-2013-0004] 
(RIN: 1018-AZ26) received July 19, 2013, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

2315. A letter from the Chief, Branch of 
Foreign Species, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Listing One Distinct Population Seg-
ment of Broad-Snouted Caiman as Endan-
gered and a Second as Threatened With a 
Special Rule [Docket No.: FWS-R9-ES-2010- 
0089; 4500030115; 1113F116] (RIN: 1018-AT56) re-
ceived July 16, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

2316. A letter from the Branch Chief, En-
dangered Species Listing, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants; Designation of Critical 
Habitat for Buena Vista Lake Shrew [Docket 
No.: FWS-R8-ES-2009-0062; 4500030114] (RIN: 
1018-AW85) received July 16, 2013, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

2317. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General, Department of 
Justice, transmitting the semi-annual report 
of the Attorney General concerning enforce-
ment actions taken by the Department 
under the Lobbying Disclosure Act, Public 
Law 104-65, as amended by Public Law 110-81, 
codified at 2 U.S.C. Sec. 1605(b)(1) for the 
semi-annual period beginning on January 1, 
2011 and July 1, 2011; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

2318. A letter from the Acting Chief, Trade 
and Commercial Regulations Branch, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Inadmis-
sibility of Consumer Products and Industrial 
Equipment Noncompliant With Applicable 
Energy Conservation or Labeling Standards 
[Docket No.: USCBP-2012-0004] (RIN: 1515- 
AD82) received July 1, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2319. A letter from the Acting Chief, Trade 
and Commercial Regulations Branch, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Prohibi-
tions and Conditions on the Importation and 
Exportation of Rough Diamonds [USCBP- 
2012-0022] (RIN: 1515-AD85) received July 2, 
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

2320. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department 
of State, transmitting a semi-annual report 
to Congress on the continued compliance of 
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Uz-
bekistan with the Trade Act’s freedom of 
emigration provisions, as required under the 
Jackson-Vanik Amendment; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 
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2321. A letter from the Chief, Publications 

and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Applicable Federal Rates — July 2013 
(Rev. Rul. 2013-15) received July 2, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

2322. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘‘National Coverage Determinations for Fis-
cal Year 2012’’; jointly to the Committees on 
Education and the Workforce and 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. WOLF: Committee on Appropriations. 
H.R. 2787. A bill making appropriations for 
the Departments of Commerce and Justice, 
Science, and Related Agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2014, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 113–171). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. CRENSHAW: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 2786. A bill making appropria-
tions for financial services and general gov-
ernment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes (Rept. 
113–172). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ALEXANDER: Committee on Appro-
priations. H.R. 2792. A bill making appropria-
tions for the Legislative Branch for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2014, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 113–173). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. BURGESS: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 315. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2218) to amend 
subtitle D of the Solid Waste Disposal Act to 
encourage recovery and beneficial use of coal 
combustion residuals and establish require-
ments for the proper management and dis-
posal of coal combustion residuals that are 
protective of human health and the environ-
ment, and providing for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 1582) to protect consumers by pro-
hibiting the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from promul-
gating as final certain energy-related rules 
that are estimated to cost more than $1 bil-
lion and will cause significant adverse ef-
fects to the economy (Rept. 113–174). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar. 

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. HECK of Nevada: 
H.R. 2788. A bill to prevent homeowners 

from being forced to pay taxes on forgiven 
mortgage loan debt; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. ELLMERS: 
H.R. 2789. A bill to delay enrollment in 

qualified health plans in State or Federally 
facilitated Exchanges until 1 year after final 
rules are published establishing the 
verification and other procedures to be used 
to implement section 1411 of the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act and carrying 
out sections 6055 and 6056 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. PETERS of California (for him-
self and Mr. MCNERNEY): 

H.R. 2790. A bill to authorize private non-
profit organizations to administer perma-
nent housing rental assistance provided 
through the Continuum of Care Program 
under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assist-
ance Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. STIVERS, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. COFFMAN): 

H.R. 2791. A bill to prohibit the export from 
the United States of certain electronic 
waste, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology, 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. ISSA: 
H.R. 2793. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Home Rule Act to permit the Gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia to deter-
mine the fiscal year for the Government of 
the District of Columbia, to amend such Act 
to make local funds of the District of Colum-
bia available for use by the District at the 
beginning of the District’s fiscal year at the 
rate of operations provided under the local 
budget act for the fiscal year if neither the 
regular District of Columbia appropriation 
bill nor a District of Columbia continuing 
resolution for the year does not become law 
prior to the beginning of such fiscal year, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself and Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida): 

H.R. 2794. A bill to provide for the issuance 
of a forever stamp to honor the sacrifices of 
the brave men and women of the Armed 
Forces who are still prisoner, missing, or un-
accounted for, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: 
H.R. 2795. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 

of the Army from imposing excessive fees for 
the use of Army-controlled real property at 
water resources development projects with 
respect to concessionaires operating facili-
ties making restaurant, gasoline, or marine 
engine sales at marinas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. GRIMM, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. SCHRADER, 
Ms. WILSON of Florida, and Mr. 
FARR): 

H.R. 2796. A bill to expand the workforce of 
veterinarians specialized in the care and con-
servation of wild animals and their eco-
systems, and to develop educational pro-
grams focused on wildlife and zoological vet-
erinary medicine; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, and in addition to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, 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. ISRAEL (for himself, Mr. MUR-
PHY of Pennsylvania, Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Ms. CLARKE, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, and Mr. KING of 
New York): 

H.R. 2797. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow taxpayers to des-
ignate overpayments of tax as contributions 
and to make additional contributions to the 
Homeless Veterans Assistance Fund, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 

and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Veterans’ 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. LATTA (for himself, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Mr. 
WITTMAN): 

H.R. 2798. A bill to amend Public Law 106- 
206 to direct the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Secretary of Agriculture to require 
annual permits and assess annual fees for 
commercial filming activities on Federal 
land for film crews of 5 persons or fewer; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources, and in 
addition to the Committee on Agriculture, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. LATTA (for himself, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. WITT-
MAN, and Mr. WALZ): 

H.R. 2799. A bill to establish the Wildlife 
and Hunting Heritage Conservation Council 
Advisory Committee to advise the Secre-
taries of the Interior and Agriculture on 
wildlife and habitat conservation, hunting, 
recreational shooting, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committee on 
Agriculture, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Ms. MATSUI (for herself and Mr. 
POE of Texas): 

H.R. 2800. A bill to improve passenger ves-
sel security and safety, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mrs. NOEM (for herself, Mr. PETER-
SON, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. DAINES): 

H.R. 2801. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act with respect to physi-
cian supervision of therapeutic hospital out-
patient services; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROKITA (for himself, Mr. CAR-
SON of Indiana, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. 
YOUNG of Indiana, Mr. MESSER, Mr. 
BUCSHON, Mrs. WALORSKI, and Mrs. 
BROOKS of Indiana): 

H.R. 2802. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
418 Liberty Street in Covington, Indiana, as 
the ‘‘Fountain County Veterans Memorial 
Post Office’’; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. TONKO: 
H.R. 2803. A bill to establish a research, de-

velopment, and technology demonstration 
program to improve the efficiency of gas tur-
bines used in combined cycle and simple 
cycle power generation systems; to the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology. 

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. CRENSHAW: 
H.R. 2786. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The principal constitutional authority for 

this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: ‘‘No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law. . . .’’ In addition, clause 
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the Power . . . to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States 
. . .’’ Together, these specific constitutional 
provisions establish the congressional power 
of the purse, granting Congress the author-
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their 
purpose, amount, and period of availability, 
and to set forth terms and conditions gov-
erning their use. 

By Mr. WOLF: 
H.R. 2787. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The principal constitutional authority for 

this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: ‘‘No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . .’’ In addition, clause 
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the Power . . . to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States 
. . .’’ Together, these specific constitutional 
provisions establish the congressional power 
of the purse, granting Congress the author-
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their 
purpose, amount, and period of availability, 
and to set forth terms and conditions gov-
erning their use. 

By Mr. HECK of Nevada 
H.R. 2788. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: Con-

gress has the power to lay and collect 
taxes 

By Mrs. ELLMERS: 
H.R. 2789. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The authority to enact this bill is derived 

from, but may not be limited to, Clause 1 of 
Section 8 of Article I of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. PETERS of California: 
H.R. 2790. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the U.S. 

Constitution. 
By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 2791. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, clause 3 of the United 

States Constitution 
By Mr. ALEXANDER: 

H.R. 2792. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The principal constitutional authority for 

this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: ‘‘No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . .’’ In addition, clause 
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the Power . . . to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States 

. . .’’ Together, these specific constitutional 
provisions establish the congressional power 
of the purse, granting Congress the author-
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their 
purpose, amount, and period of availability, 
and to set forth terms and conditions gov-
erning their use. 

By Mr. ISSA: 
H.R. 2793. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 17 of section 8 of Article I of the 

Constitution 
To exercise exclusive Legislation in all 

Cases whatsoever, over such District 
By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 

H.R. 2794. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I, 

Section 8, Clause 1 of the Constitution of the 
United States and Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 7 of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: 
H.R. 2795. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 
Congress shall have the power to make 

rules for the Government and Regulation of 
the land and naval Forces 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida: 
H.R. 2796. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
The Congress shall have Power to regulate 

Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 2797. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Mr. LATTA: 
H.R. 2798. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
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 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
The Congress shall have Power to regulate 

Commerce with foreign Nations and among 
the several States 

By Mr. LATTA: 
H.R. 2799. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
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 Ms. MATSUI: 
H.R. 2800. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mrs. NOEM: 
H.R. 2801. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 of the Con-

stitution of the United States grants Con-
gress the power to enact this law. 

By Mr. ROKITA: 
H.R. 2802. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 7 of the Con-

stitution grants Congress the authority to 
establish Post Offices. 

By Mr. TONKO: 
H.R. 2803. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 1, 
All legislative Powers herein granted shall 

be vested in a Congress of the United States, 
which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 36: Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 176: Mr. PERRY. 
H.R. 259: Mr. CHAFFETZ and Mr. GOSAR. 
H.R. 281: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 286: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 321: Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 
H.R. 337: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 436: Mr. POMPEO, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. 

HALL, Ms. JENKINS, and Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H.R. 445: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 

New York. 
H.R. 460: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Ms. 

MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico. 
H.R. 495: Mr. BARROW of Georgia, Mr. 

CAMPBELL, Ms. JENKINS, Ms. WILSON of Flor-
ida, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. ENYART, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
Pierluisi, and Mr. BUCSHON. 

H.R. 508: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. 
H.R. 523: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK and Mr. 

MCKEON. 
H.R. 525: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 555: Mr. GOSAR. 
H.R. 574: Mr. GALLEGO. 
H.R. 647: Ms. TITUS, Mr. PALAZZO, and Mr. 

GRIFFITH of Virginia. 
H.R. 685: Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. BARTON, 

Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. BISHOP 
of New York. 

H.R. 690: Mr. RUNYAN. 
H.R. 718: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana, Mr. MEAD-

OWS, Mr. PEARCE, and Mr. POMPEO. 
H.R. 721: Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 792: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 818: Mr. GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 842: Mr. POSEY. 
H.R. 888: Mr. HARPER. 
H.R. 892: Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 1014: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. BISHOP of 

New York. 
H.R. 1020: Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 1024: Mr. LAMALFA, Ms. DUCKWORTH, 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. 
PAULSEN, and Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 1070: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 1091: Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. 

ROSS, and Mr. GARDNER. 
H.R. 1094: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 1099: Mr. NUNNELEE. 
H.R. 1153: Mr. DELANEY. 
H.R. 1173: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. RIBBLE. 
H.R. 1176: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. 
H.R. 1250: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. CONAWAY, 

and Mr. FLORES. 
H.R. 1252: Mr. LATTA, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 

LANGEVIN, and Mr. POLLS. 
H.R. 1255: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 1309: Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
H.R. 1310: Mr. NUNNELEE, Mr. PAULSEN, and 

Mr. MULVANEY. 
H.R. 1351: Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 1354: Mr. GOSAR. 
H.R. 1358: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 1373: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 1409: Mr. KEATING. 
H.R. 1429: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 1431: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 1449: Mr. HOLT, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. 

DENHAM, and Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 1453: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 
H.R. 1527: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
H.R. 1531: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 
H.R. 1566: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 
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H.R. 1572: Mr. RADEL. 
H.R. 1588: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 1620: Mr. RUNYAN and Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 1698: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 1717: Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 
H.R. 1726: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. YOHO. 
H.R. 1748: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 1775: Mr. DEUTCH. 
H.R. 1781: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. 
H.R. 1814: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1816: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1825: Mr. ROKITA, Mrs. BROOKS of Indi-

ana, Mr. LANKFORD, and Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 1852: Mr. SCALISE, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. 

HUDSON, and Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 1867: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 1875: Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 1908: Mr. MCCLINTOCK. 
H.R. 1918: Mr. WOMACK. 
H.R. 1923: Mr. COBLE and Mr. LOWENTHAL. 
H.R. 1926: Mr. KEATING and Ms. ROS- 

LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 1950: Mr. PERRY. 
H.R. 1985: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 2000: Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 2009: Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 2022: Mr. NUNNELEE. 
H.R. 2026: Mr. GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 2027: Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 
H.R. 2030: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 

Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 2044: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 2046: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2094: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 2122: Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 

MARCHANT, and Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 2134: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
H.R. 2141: Ms. BASS. 
H.R. 2144: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2208: Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H.R. 2238: Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 
H.R. 2247: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 2285: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 2300: Mr. NUNNELEE. 
H.R. 2305: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. 

ROYCE. 

H.R. 2328: Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. BARR, Mr. 
MULVANEY, and Mr. BISHOP of New York. 

H.R. 2361: Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 2413: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 2415: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 2429: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 

KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. BARR, and Mr. 
STEWART. 

H.R. 2446: Mr. YODER. 
H.R. 2449: Mr. BENTIVOLIO, Mr. DESANTIS, 

and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 2500: Mr. PRICE of Georgia and Mr. 

PALAZZO. 
H.R. 2502: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Ms. KAP-

TUR. 
H.R. 2504: Mr. SHUSTER. 
H.R. 2519: Ms. SINEMA and Mr. HIGGINS. 
H.R. 2520: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. YAR-

MUTH. 
H.R. 2559: Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 2561: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 

DELANEY, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr. CARNEY. 
H.R. 2619: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 2632: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 2633: Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. LOWENTHAL, 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, and Ms. CLARKE. 

H.R. 2644: Mr. HONDA and Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 2646: Mrs. CAPPS and Ms. BONAMICI. 
H.R. 2656: Mr. CÁRDENAS and Mr. JOHNSON 

of Georgia. 
H.R. 2663: Mr. RIBBLE, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 

and Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 2677: Mr. SCHRADER and Mr. DESANTIS. 
H.R. 2682: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 

LANKFORD, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. TIBERI, and Mr. 
CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 2683: Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H.R. 2703: Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 2725: Mr. YODER, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 

LATTA, and Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 2752: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 2756: Mr. MEEKS. 
H.R. 2760: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 
H.R. 2773: Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. FUDGE, and Mr. 

HIGGINS. 

H.R. 2777: Mr. ROONEY. 
H.J. Res. 51: Mrs. HARTZLER and Mrs. 

NOEM. 
H. Con. Res. 16: Mr. LANKFORD and Mr. BEN 

RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
H. Con. Res. 36: Mr. TAKANO. 
H. Con. Res. 41: Ms. BASS, Mr. PETERS of 

California, and Mr. MEEKS. 
H. Res. 36: Mr. PERRY. 
H. Res. 47: Mr. GRIMM and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H. Res. 71: Mr. NOLAN. 
H. Res. 109: Mr. GOHMERT. 
H. Res. 136: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. 
H. Res. 166: Mr. POSEY. 
H. Res. 227: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H. Res. 231: Mr. YOUNG of Florida and Mr. 

ELLISON. 
H. Res. 247: Ms. MOORE. 
H. Res. 254: Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New 

Mexico, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SABLAN, and Ms. 
CLARKE. 

H. Res. 284: Mr. CHABOT. 
H. Res. 293: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona and Mr. 

DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. 
H. Res. 304: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 

LOEBSACK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LEWIS, and Ms. 
MCCOLLUM. 

H. Res. 314: Mr. BARR. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative WAXMAN, or a designee, to H.R. 
1582 the Energy Consumers Relief Act, does 
not contain any congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. LEAHY). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
O God our Creator and Redeemer, we 

are accompanied by Your blessings. 
May these blessings motivate our Sen-
ators to rededicate themselves to Your 
service, striving to keep America 
strong. Make their hearts reservoirs of 
love, purity, and honesty. Lord, keep 
them calm in temper, clear in mind, 
and sound in heart, as You inspire 
them to do justly, love mercy, and 
walk humbly with You. May the tyr-
anny of partisanship and expediency 
never bend their conscience to low 
aims which betray high principles. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 
f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

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

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

f 

TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2014—MOTION TO 
PROCEED 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 99, which is 
the Transportation appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 99, S. 

1243, a bill making appropriations for the De-

partments of Transportation, and Housing 
and Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2014, and for other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 

my remarks and those of the Repub-
lican leader, the time until noon will 
be equally divided and controlled. At 
noon there will be a cloture vote on the 
motion to proceed to S. 1243. If cloture 
is invoked, all postcloture time will be 
yielded back and we will vote on adop-
tion of the motion to proceed. I hope 
that will be a voice vote and we can 
begin consideration of the bill imme-
diately following the vote at noon. 

The Senate will recess from 12:30 
until 2:15 p.m. today for our weekly 
caucus meetings. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
I ask unanimous consent that Sen-

ator CHIESA be recognized at 2:15 p.m. 
today for up to 15 minutes to deliver 
his maiden speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
KEY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. I am so happy to see the 
Presiding Officer. The Senator might 
have presided before but I haven’t been 
able to witness that. So I am very 
happy to have the Senator here. We are 
so fortunate to have him here with his 
wide-ranging experience as a Member 
of Congress. My time in the House was 
some of the most pleasant times of my 
career. I so admire and respect the 
House of Representatives. And for the 
Presiding Officer to have spent almost 
four decades there indicates the people 
of Massachusetts will have someone 
here who will immediately hit the 
ground running, and we are very happy 
to have the Senator with us. We have 
the committee the Senator wanted, 
and with the wide experience he has 
had in the areas of his choice, he will 
be a great benefit to Massachusetts and 
our country. 

Today the Senate will begin work on 
the Transportation, Housing and Urban 

Development bill. It is a bipartisan 
measure that received six Republican 
votes coming out of the full com-
mittee. This legislation will strengthen 
our economy by investing in roadways, 
railways, airports, bridges, and more. I 
applaud the full committee chair BAR-
BARA MIKULSKI for her good work and 
being so excited about bringing forth 
the appropriations bills, and long-time 
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee chairwoman PATTY MURRAY. 
She is chair of the subcommittee that 
will be working on that for the next 
few days. I appreciate their diligence 
and their bipartisan work on this 
measure. 

The Transportation, Housing appro-
priations bill has always been a bipar-
tisan bill. As we speak, we have 70,000 
bridges in this country in need of 
major repair. We have bridges in Amer-
ica today where schoolbuses unload 
their children before going over the 
bridge. We have bridges that are in 
need of extensive repair and some that 
need to be replaced completely. One of 
every five miles of American roads is 
not up to safety standards, so it is easy 
to see why this bipartisan effort to up-
grade America’s crumbling infrastruc-
ture is so important. Our deficient 
roads, bridges, railways, and runways 
are a drag on our economy. 

But this crisis is also an oppor-
tunity—an opportunity—to create jobs 
by rebuilding America, which needs re-
plenishing, restoring, and rebuilding. 
This bill will make traveling safer and 
more efficient for American families 
and businesses. 

We get so upset when we are on roads 
and freeways that are jammed and we 
think how inconvenient it is for us. 
Think how inconvenient it is for one of 
those trucks that is carrying products 
to be delivered and sold, how much it is 
costing each of us in our individual ve-
hicles, and how it is costing us more 
every minute that truck is stopped in a 
road because of heavy traffic. It is 
more expensive than virtually every-
thing we do in America. We have to do 
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a better job on our crumbling infra-
structure. This bill will make traveling 
safer, as I indicated, and more effi-
cient. 

The Senate bill also makes crucial 
investments in affordable housing pro-
grams that assist low-income families 
in need. This legislation is an impor-
tant step toward eliminating homeless-
ness, especially among America’s vet-
erans. 

By contrast, the very partisan com-
panion bill from the House that they 
passed puts affordable housing out of 
reach for most everyone. Many who are 
out of reach of getting help are the el-
derly or disabled. 

The House bill also slashes invest-
ments on new roads and bridges, and 
makes deep cuts to the Federal avia-
tion efforts to modernize our air traffic 
control system. The Senate bill is a bi-
partisan blueprint, investing in modern 
infrastructure and creating new jobs 
while maintaining a vital social safety 
net. House Republicans obviously have 
a totally different version. They are 
jamming things through there on a to-
tally partisan basis. 

On Sunday, JOHN BOEHNER, Speaker 
of the House, said Congress should not 
be judged by how many bills it passes 
but by how many laws it repeals. If 
that is true, House Republicans are 
failing even by their own measure. 
They have replaced virtually nothing. 
So by the Speaker’s own admission 
they are not getting anything passed, 
and by his own analysis they are get-
ting nothing repealed. So they are 
doing nothing. We have known that, 
but it is unusual for the Speaker to ac-
knowledge that on the Sunday shows. 

If my Republican colleagues are 
looking for a law to repeal, I would 
suggest they take a look at the short-
sighted and mean-spirited sequester 
law. Democrats are happy to help them 
roll back these arbitrary cuts—these 
meat axe cuts—which threaten na-
tional security as well as the economy. 

In the news today, there was a brief-
ing by the Secretary of Defense talking 
about how senseless the cuts are to the 
Defense Department. They are done 
with a meat axe, as I said. So we need 
to roll back these arbitrary cuts—not 
only to the military but to all of gov-
ernment. 

Unless Democrats and Republicans 
work out a bipartisan solution that re-
places the sequester, crucial invest-
ments in everything from early child-
hood to medical research to military 
readiness will be in jeopardy. They are 
already in jeopardy. 

It has been 122 days since the Senate 
passed its budget, but Senate Repub-
licans still refuse to let Democrats, led 
by Budget Committee chair PATTY 
MURRAY, negotiate a budget com-
promise with our House Republican 
colleagues. Senator MURRAY and others 
have been to the floor numerous times. 
We have had Republicans come here to 
the floor and say how foolish it is not 
to be able to go to conference. We have 
not given up on reversing the sequester 

and setting sound fiscal policy through 
regular order in the budget process. We 
know Democrats and Republicans will 
never find common ground if we never 
start negotiating. That is what Sen-
ator MURRAY has said many times. 

Sequester will cost us investments in 
education which helps keep America 
competitive and will cost millions of 
seniors, children, and needy families 
the safety net that keeps them from 
descending into poverty. Because of 
drastic cuts to the National Institutes 
of Health, sequester could also cost the 
country in humankind, in a cure for 
AIDS, Parkinson’s disease, or Alz-
heimer’s. 

Congress can stop these devastating 
cuts to crucial medical research and 
programs that protect low-income chil-
dren. All they need to do is work with 
us. We can’t do it alone. We need the 
Republicans’ help. The cost of reducing 
the deficit with a meat axe today is 
missing out on the next polio vaccine 
tomorrow, and the price is simply way 
too high. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader is recognized. 
WELCOMING SENATOR MARKEY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
too want to welcome the new Senator 
from Massachusetts to the Senate. He 
will find presiding over the Senate an 
enlightening experience. And if tradi-
tion is followed, he will get to do it a 
lot. 

THE PIVOT 
There are many overused expressions 

here in Washington. Game changer 
comes to mind. But I think the worst 
may be the so-called pivot. I say this 
not just because it is used too much to 
mean anything, but also because it is a 
troubling frame of mind. 

I mean, the idea that the White 
House can pivot to jobs for a day or 
two and then abandon it for a few 
weeks or months and then pivot back 
again for a couple of days epitomizes 
the attitude that turns people off from 
politics. It is the notion that job cre-
ation is somehow more about scoring 
points at convenient moments than 
doing what is necessary to get Ameri-
cans back to work. This is the kind of 
thing that angers folks in Kentucky 
and across the country, but it seems to 
be the only thing this administration 
and its allies in Congress are ever in-
terested in because here is the thing. 
Not only should we be focused on jobs 
day in and day out around here, as Sen-
ate Republicans have been all along, 
but it is also not as though we don’t 
know what is needed to get our econ-
omy back on track. It is not as though 
we don’t know how to get the private 
sector moving again and creating jobs. 

We don’t need to pivot. We need to do 
the things that have been staring us in 
the face for the past 41⁄2 years. If Wash-
ington Democrats are serious about 
turning the economy around, they 
would be working collaboratively with 
Republicans to do that instead of sit-

ting on the sidelines and waiting to 
take cues from the endless political 
road shows the President puts up when-
ever he feels like changing a topic. 

I mean, there are some pretty obvi-
ous things we should be spending our 
time on around here—things such as 
implementing a revenue-neutral re-
form of our Tax Code to make it fairer, 
flatter, and more conducive to the kind 
of economic growth that can generate 
the type of stable middle-class jobs we 
desperately need, things such as re-
imagining a regulatory state that was 
designed in the 20th century so that 
American companies and workers can 
remain competitive in the 21st. The 
regulatory state we have now is en-
tirely geared toward the past, not the 
present and the future—things such as 
developing and refining more energy 
right here at home, instead of import-
ing it from overseas. 

But Washington Democrats haven’t 
worked with us to do almost any of 
that. Instead, they have mostly given 
us higher taxes, an endless stream of 
regulations, and an unwillingness to 
pursue commonsense energy projects 
that could put more Americans to 
work right now. 

They have given us a stimulus that 
ballooned the debt, maddeningly com-
plex regulations that failed to solve too 
big to fail, and made bailouts the offi-
cial law of the land. And they gave us 
a 2,700-page health care law that al-
most no one read, with a tower of at 
least 20,000 pages of accompanying reg-
ulations and redtape that almost no 
one can understand. 

It is no wonder so many Americans 
remain out of work, with 54 months of 
unemployment at or above 7.5 percent. 
In Kentucky, the rate is, regrettably, 
even higher. 

Meanwhile, Washington Democrats 
have been pivoting back and forth, 
back and forth. In fact, they pivot so 
much these days that they often don’t 
seem to know what to do with them-
selves when there is an actual policy 
issue to be solved—an issue where you 
would assume many Republicans and 
Democrats would normally agree. Take 
the student loan issue. Right now the 
unemployment rate for 20- to 24-year- 
olds is about 13.5 percent. 

For teens it is even worse—about 24 
percent. The youth of our country are 
struggling. Yet, with that backdrop, 
Senate Democrats still continue to 
fight with each other over the student 
loan bill 23 days after the deadline they 
themselves warned us about. 

Congressional Republicans and Presi-
dent Obama have actually been more 
or less on the same page on this issue 
from the very start. We have agreed on 
the need to pursue permanent reform 
for all students, not just a short-term 
political fix for some of them. Still, 
Senate Democrats persisted with show 
votes on a bill that always seemed 
more about politics than policy—wast-
ing precious time. Then, with the July 
1 deadline blowing past, they started 
bickering among themselves about the 
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way forward and continue to do so, ap-
parently, even now. They need to stop. 
Democrats need to finally allow the bi-
partisan student loan reform proposal 
to come to a vote this week so we can 
pass it and ensure there is one less 
Washington-created problem for young 
people to worry about in this economy 
because it is tough enough out there 
for them already. 

The Obama economy has not been 
kind to the youth of our Nation. I hope 
the White House and Senate Democrats 
will help us change that because this 
persistently high unemployment is 
simply not acceptable, and neither is 
pretending it can be changed by simply 
executing another pivot or delivering 
another campaign-style speech or just 
spending more taxpayer money because 
Washington Democrats have tried all 
that before, over and over, and, in fact, 
it is just not working. 

I yield the floor. 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

Under the previous order, the time 
until 12 noon will be equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

STUDENT LOANS 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise 

this morning in strong opposition to 
the legislation which I assume is com-
ing to the floor today which, if passed, 
would be a disaster for the young peo-
ple of our country who are looking for-
ward to going to college and for their 
parents who are helping them pay their 
bills. Our job is to improve the dismal 
situation in terms of college afford-
ability and the indebtedness of young 
people in this country, to improve that 
situation, to make it better, not to 
make it worse, and that is exactly 
what this proposed legislation would 
do. 

I ask for support from my colleagues 
for an amendment I have filed that 
would provide a 2-year sunset to this 
bill, an approach that would prevent 
student interest rates from soaring and 
allow us the time, through the reau-
thorization of the Higher Education 
Act, to deal with this problem through 
a constructive long-term solution. This 
issue is too important to be rushed 
through this body without hearings, 
without listening to the people who 
will be affected by this bill—the mil-
lions of young people who wish to go to 
college, who do not want to leave 
school in deep debt, and their parents 
as well. We should be listening to 

them, not rushing this bill through 
today. 

I thank Senators LEAHY, WHITE-
HOUSE, GILLIBRAND, and SCHATZ for 
their cosponsorship of this amendment. 
I look forward to widespread support 
from my colleagues. 

Let’s be honest about something we 
do not talk about enough; that is, in 
many ways our government is selling 
out the young people of our country. 
When we do that, when we ignore the 
needs of the young people of our coun-
try, in many ways we are selling out 
the future of the United States of 
America because the young people are 
the future. 

If we do not turn this around, I fear 
very much that we will continue on the 
downward spiral we have seen for the 
last several decades, a spiral in which 
the rich get richer, Wall Street and the 
multinational corporations continue to 
enjoy recordbreaking profits, while the 
middle class continues to disappear and 
poverty remains catastrophically high. 
If we pass the legislation on the floor 
today without improving it, we will 
simply be taking one more step in the 
wrong direction. 

Before I get into the gist of what this 
legislation is about and what my 
amendment will do, let me say a few 
words about where we are today with 
regard to the young people in our coun-
try. 

At this moment the United States 
has, by far, the highest rate of child-
hood poverty of any major country on 
Earth—almost 22 percent. In many 
parts of this country we are seeing a 
lack of social mobility, where people 
who are poor, who grow up poor, stay 
poor. That is not what this country is 
supposed to be about. 

At this moment the childcare situa-
tion in this country is beyond disgrace-
ful. Millions of working families are 
unable to find affordable quality 
childcare, and many of our young peo-
ple enter kindergarten and first grade 
years behind where they should be, 
both intellectually and emotionally. 

At this moment the unemployment 
rate for high school graduates is close 
to 20 percent. That is the official rate. 
The real rate, including those who are 
working part time and those who have 
given up looking for work, is actually 
much higher. If you can believe this— 
and this is a statistic that should 
frighten us all; it should make us all 
ashamed—the official unemployment 
rate for Black youth age 16 to 19 is 43.6 
percent. 

I share the concerns many people 
have recently expressed about the trag-
ic death in Florida of Trayvon Martin. 
But let’s not forget that there are tens 
of thousands of other young African- 
American kids all over this country 
who are worried about where they are 
going to go with their lives. As the Bu-
reau of Justice Statistics informs us, 
one out of three African-American men 
can expect to go to prison during his 
lifetime. What a horrible waste of 
human potential. 

Our goal must be to see that these 
young people are ending up in college 
or in decent jobs—not in jail, not dying 
from drug overdoses, not involved in 
petty crime or self-destructive activi-
ties. This legislation will simply make 
it harder for those kids and for all kids 
to get the higher education they need 
in order to succeed in life. 

Right now, today, hundreds of thou-
sands of young people in this country 
who have the ability to go to college 
are looking at the cost of college, the 
indebtedness they will incur, and they 
are saying: No, I am not going to go to 
college. 

What does that say about the future 
of this country? 

This legislation, which over a period 
of years will drive interest rates even 
higher than they are today, will make 
it harder for the average kid, the work-
ing-class kid to get to college. All of us 
know we live in a very competitive 
global economy. If we are going to suc-
ceed as a nation in this competitive 
economy, we need the best educated 
workforce in the world. Unfortunately, 
compared to the rest of the world, we 
are doing virtually nothing to make 
that happen. 

In June the OECD—the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment—released its annual snapshot on 
the state of education in developed na-
tions. The report showed that the 
United States is losing ground to other 
countries that have made sustained 
commitments in funding higher edu-
cation opportunities. We are losing 
ground, and the legislation on the floor 
today—again, over a period of years 
raising interest rates extremely high— 
will make that bad situation even 
worse. 

The United States once led the world 
in college graduates. As a result, inter-
estingly enough, older Americans— 
those between age 55 and 64—still lead 
their peers in other nations around the 
world in the percentage with college 
degrees, which is 41 percent. But, ac-
cording to a very thoughtful report 
from CNN, this number over the years 
has flatlined. In 2008—and this is a very 
sad story indeed—the same percentage 
of Americans age 25 to 34 and age 55 to 
64 were college graduates. In other 
words, in that 30-year period we made 
no progress at all. During that period, 
as we all know, with the explosion of 
technology, what we have said to our 
young people is, you desperately need a 
college education. Yet, in terms of per-
centage of our people with college de-
grees, we are exactly where we were 30 
years ago. Meanwhile, other countries 
all over the world have significantly 
surpassed us in terms of the number of 
people in those countries who are col-
lege graduates. In fact, right now, 
where once we were first in the world 
in terms of the percentage of our peo-
ple who are college graduates, today we 
are 15th in the world. 

Many people do not understand that 
today the U.S. Government is making 
huge profits off of higher education and 
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the loans we are providing to our 
young people and to their parents. In 
fact, the estimate is that we will make 
about $184 billion in profits over the 
next 10 years. To my mind, making 
huge profits off of young people and 
their families who want nothing more 
than to fulfill the American dream of 
being able to go to college or graduate 
school and get out and earn a decent 
wage and make it into the middle class 
is obscene. We should not be profit-
eering off working families who are 
trying to send their kids to college. 
Yet, with the current legislation that 
will be on the floor, over a 10-year pe-
riod we will be making $184 billion in 
profit. 

Some people say: We have a deficit. 
We need to go forward with deficit re-
duction. This will help us to the tune 
of $184 billion in a 10-year period. 

I say: If you want to do deficit reduc-
tion, don’t take it out on working fam-
ilies, low-income families who are 
struggling to send their kids to college 
when one out of four major corpora-
tions in this country—many of which 
make billions of dollars a year in prof-
it—is paying zero in taxes. If you want 
to do deficit reduction, ask those mul-
tinational corporations to start paying 
their fair share of taxes, not working 
families who are struggling. 

Let’s be clear about what this legis-
lation that I expect will be on the floor 
shortly will do. It provides a variable 
interest rate. Let’s look at what the 
CBO is telling us about where we may 
be going with interest rates in the 
coming years. What the CBO tells us is 
that in 2013 a 10-year Treasury note, on 
which this formula is based, is 1.81 per-
cent; in 2014 it will be 2.57 percent; 2015, 
3.35 percent; 2016, 4.24 percent; 2017, 4.95 
percent. Those are CBO projections. 

Based on the formula in this bill, 
here is what Americans will be paying 
for student loans. The good news is 
that because interest rates are low 
now, in 2013 it will be 3.86 percent for 
subsidized Stafford undergraduate 
loans; in 2014, 4.62 percent; 2015, 5.40 
percent; 2016, 6.29 percent; 2017, 7 per-
cent, according to CBO. 

Under the graduate Stafford Loan 
Program, we are going to go from 5.4 
percent to 6.1 percent, to 6.9 percent. In 
2016, we will be at 7.8 percent and in 
2017 we will be at 8.55 percent. By the 
way, all of those figures are below the 
cap in the bill. 

What about the parents who are help-
ing their students through the PLUS 
Loan Program? In 2013 it starts at 6.3 
percent; 2014, 7 percent; 2015, 7.8 per-
cent; 2016, 8.7 percent; 2017, 9.4 percent. 
In other words, people will get up here 
and say that initially interest rates 
will be low—because interest rates are 
low—but they are not telling us that in 
years to come interest rates are going 
to go up to unsustainable levels. 

My amendment says: OK. Interest 
rates are low today. Let’s take advan-
tage of that fact, and let’s sunset this 
bill in 2 years, where we can then have 
interest rates that are reasonably 

low—not as low as I would like them— 
and will not be prohibitive. Then, 
through the reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act, we can sit down 
and deal with two issues: No. 1, how are 
we, on a long-term basis, going to pro-
vide affordable loans, scholarships, and 
grants to the people of this country 
who need to advance their education? 
No. 2, how are we going to deal with 
the entire issue of college afford-
ability? College in the United States 
costs much more than it does in vir-
tually every other country on Earth. 

We have over $1 trillion in debt in 
terms of college loans. College loans 
have tripled since 2004. Young people 
are graduating from college with 
$27,000 in debt. That is average. Some 
students have more debt. I have talked 
to dentists who went to dental school 
and are now over $200,000 in debt from 
their dental school bills. 

We have a crisis right now, and it is 
a crisis which not only impacts the 
lives of millions of people and families 
in our country, it impacts our whole 
Nation economically in terms of 
whether we are going to have a well- 
educated workforce to compete in the 
global economy. 

The legislation that is on the floor 
only makes a bad situation worse. The 
result of it will be more student debt 
than we currently have. The result of 
that legislation will be more young 
people who say: I don’t want to get out 
of college and have a $50,000 debt, so I 
am not going to go to college. I guess 
I will never make it to the middle class 
and never be able to contribute to the 
country I love in a way that I thought 
was possible. We have to do better than 
this legislation. 

The last point I wish to make is a po-
litical point: elections matter. The 
Presiding Officer recently ran for of-
fice. I ran for office in November. 
President Obama ran for office. When 
we run for office, we tell the American 
people what we believe and what we are 
going to fight for. The end result of 
those elections is that Barack Obama 
won a decisive victory. He is the Presi-
dent of the United States. What he 
campaigned on is: I am going stand up 
for the middle-class. The other guys 
aren’t going to do it, so I am going to 
do it. What I ran on—as well as many 
of my colleagues—was: We are going to 
stand up for the middle class. 

The results came in, and you know 
what. Barack Obama won. We have a 
Democratic President. As of today, the 
Senate has 54 Democrats. My question 
is: Why, with a Democratic President 
and a strong Democratic majority in 
the Senate, are we looking at legisla-
tion which is virtually the same as the 
legislation passed by an extremely con-
servative Republican House of Rep-
resentatives? How does that happen? 

What are we telling our constituents 
who voted for us? We said we were 
going to stand for the middle class. If 
we are going to stand for the middle 
class, we are standing for the afford-
ability of college. We need to stand up 

for working-class kids so they can have 
the opportunity to be the first in their 
family—as I was in my family—to be 
able to go to college. We are talking to 
African-American kids and saying: You 
know what. There are alternatives to 
crime and jail. You too can go to col-
lege. Those are the people we are sup-
posed to be talking to. I fear very much 
that the legislation that is coming to 
the floor will not do that. In fact, it 
will make people say: What is the dif-
ference? What is the difference between 
the House and the Senate? 

I ask that my colleagues support my 
amendment. It will give us the time to 
come up with a long-term solution to a 
very serious problem. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. SANDERS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time be equally divided. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
as the chair of the full Appropriations 
Committee in support of the fiscal year 
2014 Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development appropriations 
bill. At noon we will be voting on the 
motion to proceed. I am here in the 
strongest, most affirmative way to 
urge my colleagues to please vote yes 
so we can get on with this very impor-
tant bill that was fashioned with bipar-
tisan participation to literally get 
America moving again. 

The Transportation-HUD appropria-
tions bill for 2014, under the leadership 
of Senator MURRAY and the ranking 
member Senator COLLINS, is an out-
standing effort. It shows what bipar-
tisan consensus is and focuses on two 
things: America’s infrastructure and 
transportation and meeting compelling 
human needs in housing and urban de-
velopment, both of which contribute to 
creating jobs in the United States of 
America. 

This is not a bill where jobs will be 
on a slow boat to China or a fast track 
to Mexico. It puts America on the right 
track to meet these needs in transpor-
tation. 

There is a very good reason we need 
this bill. The American Society of Civil 
Engineers says the need for physical 
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infrastructure in our country is piling 
up. Steel rusts, asphalt wears out, and 
buildings need to be repaired, to be 
maintained. 

It is not politics; it is physics. We 
have to make investments today so our 
Nation can grow. We still have an un-
employment rate of over 7 percent. 

So how do we get America moving? 
Public investment that creates private 
sector jobs. 

That is what we like about transpor-
tation. This bill, under the leadership 
of Senators MURRAY and COLLINS, in-
cludes Federal aviation—that is a word 
for airports—the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, in which we need to build 
and repair, Amtrak, and also the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board. 
When there is an accident, they are on 
the job find out what the problems are. 

This bill keeps America moving on 
land, sea, and in the air. But, most of 
all, it is about bread-and-butter issues. 
It meets real needs in real time in our 
communities, building roads and build-
ing community. 

This is also why I am a strong sup-
porter of the housing and urban devel-
opment aspects in this bill. The Pre-
siding Officer knows of my social work 
background; I know of his as a county 
executive—working hand in hand on 
the needs of the people in the Delmarva 
Peninsula. We know there is prosperity 
and pockets of poverty. This bill, 
through the community development 
block grants, helps meet these compel-
ling needs—again, local needs decided 
by local leaders in real time. It also 
meets needs for the elderly and for the 
disabled. 

The Senate bill provides an alloca-
tion, under my leadership, of $54 billion 
in discretionary spending. This is in 
sharp contrast to the House bill, which 
provides $10 billion less than the Sen-
ate. The House allocation fails to pro-
vide those resources in transportation. 
Senators MURRAY and COLLINS will go 
into that in more detail. 

But what I want to be able to say is, 
under my leadership as the full com-
mittee chair, my subcommittees have 
marked up—with the budget bill passed 
under Senator MURRAY’s leadership 
chairing the Budget Committee—a top 
line of $1.058 trillion. Oh, my God, $1 
trillion. Well, remember, $600 billion 
goes to defense, and $400 billion comes 
to domestic needs. If ever there were 
domestic needs, it is in our physical in-
frastructure in meeting the tattered, 
worn aspects of our communities. 

There is a much greater debate going 
on in our country now because of the 
Trayvon Martin-George Zimmerman 
situation. A debate has begun, really 
under our President’s encouragement, 
on race, ethnicity, and other aspects. 

Well, what we need to do is be able to 
take stock of ourselves—take stock of 
ourselves: how we treat one another, 
how we view one another. Do we view 
one another as enemies consistently, 
do we view them on street corners or in 
communities, or do we begin to look at 
how we build community in our neigh-

borhoods, starting with housing for the 
elderly, making sure the disabled are 
taken care of, having respect for one 
another, passing an education bill deal-
ing with the student loans. 

This bill will put Americans to work 
and also meet our compelling needs, 
and we can do it in a way that shows 
we can do smart spending to accom-
plish national goals. 

I too want to reduce the public debt 
of the United States, but I am going to 
lower our unemployment rate. I am 
going to lower the rate of danger in our 
physical infrastructure. I also really 
want the motion to proceed to pass. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 

thank the very able committee chair-
woman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee for her direction to our full 
committee to move forward on our ap-
propriations bills. I am very proud that 
the transportation and housing bill 
will be the first of, hopefully, many 
bills to move through here, but I really 
thank her for her tremendous leader-
ship, encouraging myself and my rank-
ing member Senator COLLINS to move 
forward with our bill to the floor 
today. We will both be giving our open-
ing statements. I know the ranking 
member on the full Appropriations 
Committee will be here as well. 

The chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee has asked for some time to 
speak before Senator COLLINS and I 
move forward on our discussion of this 
bill today. So I will yield to him, and 
we will speak after he does. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator very much. I also thank 
my friend from Maine for her indul-
gence. Believe me, I will be as short as 
I possibly can. I deeply appreciate their 
indulgence. 

TAX CODE REFORM 
I am here to basically say I believe 

we must very aggressively reform our 
Tax Code. It has not been updated since 
1986. Since that date, it has built up 
barnacles, loopholes, deductions, cred-
its. There have been 15,000 changes to 
the Tax Code since 1986, and there have 
been additions. There have not been 
subtractions. 

Our code is out of date. Other coun-
tries have kept their tax codes up to 
date. They have ensured that their 
companies are more competitive with 
changes in their tax codes. We have not 
done so. Our American companies are 
losing out. They are losing out to other 
companies worldwide because our code 
has not kept up to date. 

In fact, there is a recent survey by 
Harvard Business School. Harvard 
Business School surveyed over 10,000 of 
its graduates over a short period of 
time. 

The conclusion of that survey, from 
those who responded, is America is 
starting to lose its competitiveness. We 
are losing out. Why? Many reasons. But 

the one that bubbles up the most, the 
one that was most telling, is our Tax 
Code. Two reasons: One, they said, is 
the high rates. Our Tax Code’s top rate, 
35 percent for corporations, is much 
higher than is the rate for other coun-
tries worldwide. Other countries have 
lowered their top corporate rate. We 
have not lowered ours. As a con-
sequence, when there is a merger, the 
consequence is that the headquarters 
ends up in another country, very sim-
ply because the tax rate in that coun-
try is lower than it is in the United 
States. The Anheuser InBev merger is 
one of many examples. 

The second reason they give to the 
Code, why the U.S. Tax Code is causing 
the United States to be less competi-
tive, is not only because our rates are 
higher but because our Code is so more 
complex. It is very difficult for people 
doing business in the United States or 
Americans doing business in the United 
States or people in other countries who 
work with the U.S. Tax Code to deal 
with our Tax Code because it is so com-
plex. 

In addition, our Code needs to be up-
dated because it is so complex, not 
only from an international perspective 
but from a domestic perspective. Amer-
icans as individuals do not trust the 
Code. It is too complex. They cannot 
figure out their own returns. I might 
say, myself, it was not too many years 
ago I was sitting down at the kitchen 
table trying to figure out my own tax 
returns. I am not a wealthy man. 
Frankly, I had to give up. I could not 
figure it out. I felt un-American that I 
could not figure out my own taxes, es-
pecially as somebody who went to col-
lege, went to law school, is in the Sen-
ate. I still cannot do my own taxes. 
Something is not quite right there. 
Many Americans believe, as a con-
sequence, that somebody else is getting 
some deductions and credits when they 
hire a fancy lawyer. They are getting 
credits and deductions that they are 
not getting. 

Then small businesses. Small busi-
ness has a devil of a time keeping up 
with rules and regulations, let alone 
tax provisions. They spend much more 
of their dollars on regulations, includ-
ing tax returns, hiring CPAs to figure 
out the returns than big business does. 
It is usually the big business that can 
deal with the complexity of the Code. 
It is much more difficult for small 
businesses. The complexity of the Code 
is hurting our country because it is 
also hurting small business in America. 

I might say too, as a couple of exam-
ples of the complexity, there are 42 
definitions of a small business—42 dif-
ferent definitions in the Code of small 
business. There are either three or four 
definitions of a child. My Lord, you 
would think we all know what a child 
is. But there are three or four different 
definitions of what constitutes a child. 
There are many—I forgot the exact 
number—many different provisions in 
the Code with respect to the education 
deduction—education credit. 
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In my hand is a 90-page document ex-

plaining the education deductions 
alone—90-page document. You think 
the American family, American stu-
dents have the patience to go through 
a 90-page document that explains 
which deductions are available and 
which are not? No way. That has got to 
be simplified. So we must simplify the 
Code, get rid of a lot of the junk, frank-
ly. 

I believe the approach we are taking 
in the Finance Committee is the cor-
rect approach. We have had over 50 
hearings in the Finance Committee. 
We have had many sessions in the com-
mittee about what is next, as the occu-
pant of the chair knows. The approach 
we are taking is very simple: We are 
starting with a clean slate. We are get-
ting rid of all of the deductions, all of 
the credits. They total about $1.2 tril-
lion annually. We are getting rid of 
them all—$12 trillion over 10 years. Get 
rid of them all, then start to build up 
which ones seem to make the most 
sense. 

Senator HATCH and I are working to-
gether. This is a bipartisan bill. The 
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee and I are together in this ap-
proach. We have asked our colleagues 
on the committee, off the committee, 
all Senators both sides of the aisle: 
Give us your submissions. What do you 
want added back to the clean slate? Do 
you want anything added back? If you 
want something added back, how do 
you want to change it, how to tailor it? 
We are not going to stand here and 
mention lots of different ways it can be 
changed. Senators know what they are. 

I think by working through Senators, 
it is more likely to be a better, a more 
solid, productive product. I urge all of 
my colleagues, send us your submis-
sions. Send your submissions. There 
are a couple of Senators on the floor. I 
hope they have submitted their sugges-
tions. They indicated they have. Good. 
I urge my colleagues to do so, because 
we are hearing directly from constitu-
ents. 

We have a Web site. It is 
taxreform.org. There were 10,000 sub-
missions from around the country of 
people telling us what they want. I sub-
mit, if our constituents are telling us 
how they want the Tax Code changed, 
at the very least we as Senators should 
also indicate how we would like to see 
the Tax Code changed and be in on the 
ground floor starting out, rather than 
having to come out on the floor and 
offer amendments, adding something 
back in that has to be paid for. If it is 
added back in, I do not think that is 
something Senators want to do. 

We will mark up the tax bill this fall. 
There is going to be a markup. There is 
going to be a markup this fall. I am 
guessing—I do not like to predict dates 
because sometimes they change, but 
sometime this fall, September, Octo-
ber, November, in there, we are going 
to mark up a tax bill. 

I urge Senators to be ready. This is 
bipartisan. I have worked overboard. I 

have had meetings personally with 
every single Senator about the Tax 
Code. At lunch today, for example, 
Chairman CAMP and I—we meet week-
ly. At lunch today, we are meeting 
with 10 House Members, 10 Senators—a 
total of 10. We call it ‘‘burgers and 
beer’’ every 2 weeks over at the Irish 
Times. That is symbolic, because that 
is where the last Tax Code in 1986 was 
in many respects put together. The 
more we get to know each other, get to 
know House Members—I must confess 
there are a couple of House Members 
whom I did not know and they did not 
know who I was. 

We talk about kids, we talk about 
tax reform. It is a bonding process to 
get to know each other better. DAVE 
CAMP and I are going around the coun-
try. We went to the Twin Cities a cou-
ple of weeks ago, met with 3M, with 
management, with their employees, 
and met with a small bakery. It is 
called Bald Eagle Bakery. We are going 
to Philadelphia a week from next Mon-
day. I think we are going over to Dela-
ware; I am not sure. We will be up in 
New Jersey. I apologize to the Pre-
siding Officer. It is New Jersey. We are 
going to Philadelphia and New Jersey 
for another session. There will be oth-
ers. We are traveling around the coun-
try. We want to talk to people to see 
what they have to say. 

I think this is the way to crack some 
of this partisan gridlock around here, 
this partisan deadlock around here. 
How? We are working together, low 
key, building from the bottom to the 
top with these sessions, these meet-
ings, discussions, keep talking. Be-
cause we all know the Tax Code needs 
to be reformed. It is way dated. It is 
out of date. 

A small example is all of the exempt 
provisions, the 501(c)(4)s and (3)s, and 
so forth. This has not been addressed 
for over 50 years. All of the money 
since Citizens United is tax exempt, 
trying to find a safe home; that is, 
where there is no disclosure of either 
donors or amount. That has got to be 
maybe addressed as well. That is just 
one example. 

My main point is to first indicate 
there is going to be a markup. It is an 
opportunity for Senators to send in 
their submissions. The deadline is the 
end of this week. I urge all of my col-
leagues to do so. 

Finally, I am very grateful for my 
friends from Maine and Washington for 
allowing me to take time. I thank 
them very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 10 minutes. 

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we 
spend far too much time here in the 
Senate scrambling to address short- 
term crises and far too little time 
working to tackle the serious long- 
term challenges facing our Nation. 
That is why I am very pleased the Sen-

ate will soon be considering the fiscal 
year 2014 Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development appropriations 
bill. This transportation and housing 
bill received strong bipartisan support 
as it moved through the Appropria-
tions Committee. It was reported out 
of subcommittee unanimously. 

On June 27, the members of the full 
committee voted 22 to 8 to report this 
bill here to the Senate. This bill re-
ceived this strong bipartisan support 
because it helps families and commu-
nities, it gets workers back on the job, 
it is fiscally responsible, and it lays 
down a strong foundation for long-term 
and broad-based economic growth. 

Our transportation and housing bill 
is very different from the one that is 
moving through the House of Rep-
resentatives right now, which passed 
out of their committee on a strict 
party-line vote. The Senate bill funds 
the highly successful TIGER Program 
to ensure support for transportation 
projects of national or regional signifi-
cance. The House bill zeros out that 
funding and even takes away TIGER 
funding provided for this current year. 

The Senate bill provides $500 million 
to make necessary repairs to our Na-
tion’s bridges, when one in four bridges 
today across the country is classified 
as deficient. The House bill does not 
provide that critical funding. Our bi-
partisan Senate bill fully funds the Es-
sential Air Service Program. The 
House bill kicks communities out of 
the program and then shortchanges the 
program. 

On this side, our bill protects invest-
ments in our aviation infrastructure, 
while the House bill cuts spending we 
need to maintain and modernize the air 
traffic system by more than $1⁄2 billion, 
to the lowest level since fiscal year 
2000, more than a decade ago now. 

The Senate bill maintains funding for 
the CDBG and HOME Programs, while 
the House bill proposes to cut both to 
their lowest levels ever. It preserves 
the Federal commitment to the mostly 
elderly and disabled tenants of public 
housing and section 8 project-based 
housing, while the intentional short 
funding of both programs in the House 
bill would ultimately lead to their de-
mise. 

The House bill falls short in these 
and many other areas because its in-
vestment level is simply unsustainable. 
It is even lower than sequester levels. 
Without adequate resources to fund 
core and housing programs, it cuts 
deeply and broadly and very few pro-
grams escape the axe. 

The approach taken by the House 
should concern all of us, because this is 
not about politics, it is about our coun-
try. Investing in our infrastructure is 
something that brings together the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, major 
labor groups such as the AFL–CIO, 
economists, and policy experts across 
the entire political spectrum because, 
as any business owner will tell you, no 
matter how challenging the current en-
vironment, you never want to cut the 
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investments that allow you to compete 
and prosper once that crisis ends. 

There are plenty of independent as-
sessments showing that right now as a 
country we are not investing enough in 
our aging infrastructure, and no one— 
no one—is suggesting we invest too 
much. The fact is, if we slash our in-
vestments in infrastructure, we are not 
saving any money at all; we are mak-
ing things worse. We are weakening 
our basis for private investment and 
economic growth. We are putting pub-
lic safety at risk. We are allowing con-
gestion to continue taxing families 
with painfully long commutes, long 
waits at airports, and health-threat-
ening pollution. 

Roads are going to need to be fixed 
eventually. Bridges are going to need 
to be strengthened at some point be-
fore they collapse. The air traffic con-
trol system will have to be modernized 
before air travel becomes too unreli-
able. Waiting will only make the work 
more expensive when we eventually do 
it. It is shortsighted and does not make 
any sense. That is why the bipartisan 
Senate bill supports critical invest-
ments in our Nation’s infrastructure 
that are necessary to support and grow 
our economy. The investments in-
cluded in our bill make it possible for 
people to get to work and products to 
get to market. Because other countries 
are investing in their infrastructure as 
quickly as they can, investments here 
in America are a key factor in making 
sure our country can compete and win 
in the 21st century global economy. 

Our bipartisan bill also supports our 
local communities’ efforts to promote 
economic development, supports small 
businesses, and creates affordable hous-
ing. These investments help create jobs 
and are necessary to ensure our Na-
tion’s economic competitiveness into 
the future. Our bill funds a critical 
piece of the safety net, housing assist-
ance and homeless shelters for millions 
of families who are one step from the 
street. It moves us closer to finally 
eliminating homelessness among our 
Nation’s veterans. 

The need for these investments far 
exceeds the resources in this bill. But 
here in the Senate we have been able to 
keep our commitment to our States 
and our communities and ensure the 
agencies in the bill can meet their stat-
utory responsibility. The House bill’s 
untenable investment level and com-
mitment to sequestration makes those 
commitments impossible to keep. 

The Senate bill also works to im-
prove the programs funded, including 
reforms that address concerns Members 
raised the last time the transportation 
and housing bill came to the Senate 
floor. Our bipartisan bill includes im-
portant section 8 reforms to reduce 
costs and create efficiencies. It con-
tains reforms to improve the oversight 
of public housing agencies and boards, 
ensures accountability for property 
owners who don’t maintain the quality 
of their HUD-assisted housing, and in-
creases accountability in the CDBG 

Program. The House bill doesn’t in-
clude any of those reforms. Our bill 
also continues to require oversight by 
the offices of the inspectors general 
and GAO and incorporates their find-
ings into the bill’s guidance to agen-
cies. 

In short, our bill is a good bill, and, 
along with Senator COLLINS, I encour-
age Members to bring their amend-
ments to the floor and to work with us 
to make this bill even better. This bill 
has broad bipartisan support because it 
takes a practical approach to address-
ing the real needs we find in the trans-
portation and housing sectors. The in-
vestments it makes would create jobs 
and help the middle class right now, it 
would help lay down a strong founda-
tion for long-term and broad-based eco-
nomic growth, and it helps position our 
country and our economy to compete 
and win in the 21st-century global 
economy. 

The approach taken by our House 
colleagues on their transportation and 
housing bill would cut investments in a 
way that may make our short-term 
budget deficit look better on paper but 
that would hurt our families, cost us 
far more in the long run, and hollow 
out our long-term investments and po-
tential for economic growth. So I urge 
all our colleagues to help support our 
bipartisan bill and move us rapidly to 
final passage. 

Again, before I yield, I wish to thank 
Chairwoman MIKULSKI, who was here a 
few moments ago, for her tremendous 
support and leadership. She was, as she 
stated, the former chair of the VA HUD 
subcommittee, and she really appre-
ciates the importance of the invest-
ments this bill makes. 

This bill does include the priorities 
of Members on both sides of the aisle, 
reflecting the bipartisan tradition in 
the Appropriations Committee. So I es-
pecially thank my entire sub-
committee for their work, and I would 
like to take a moment to especially ex-
press my appreciation and thanks to 
my ranking member Senator COLLINS 
for all her hard work and cooperation 
throughout this process. I am very 
proud that together we have written a 
bill that works for families and com-
munities. 

Investing in our families and commu-
nities and long-term economic growth 
shouldn’t be a partisan issue, and I 
think the bipartisan work that went 
into this bill and the strong support it 
received in committee proves it doesn’t 
have to be. 

I look forward to moving to this vote 
at noon today to allow us to get on the 
bill, and I encourage all our Members 
to bring their amendments to us. My 
ranking member Senator COLLINS and I 
will work our way through those as ef-
ficiently as we can so we can bring this 
bill to a conclusion. 

Again, I thank Senator COLLINS for 
her tremendous work and her in-depth 
understanding of the tremendous issues 
within this bill, I thank her for work-
ing with us, and I yield to her at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
am pleased to join Chairman MURRAY 
as we begin floor consideration of the 
fiscal year 2014 appropriations bill for 
the Department of Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
related agencies. This return to regular 
order in which appropriations bills are 
considered individually, with the op-
portunity for full debate and for Mem-
bers to come to the floor and offer 
their amendments, is welcome indeed. 

Like Senator MURRAY, I wish to com-
mend the two leaders of our Appropria-
tions Committee—Senator MIKULSKI, 
the chair, and Senator SHELBY, the 
ranking member—for their commit-
ment to returning to regular order. We 
simply must stop the irresponsible 
practice of waiting until the eleventh 
hour and then producing a bundled bill 
totaling thousands of pages with little 
or no opportunity for truly careful de-
liberation and debate. 

I wish to thank our subcommittee 
chairman for working very closely with 
me to craft this bipartisan bill. She has 
been a tremendous leader of our sub-
committee and has operated in a way 
that has been completely bipartisan. 

This bill makes responsible invest-
ments in transportation and economic 
development and includes input and 
priorities from Members from both 
sides of the aisle. We listened to the 
concerns of our Members, and the bill 
was approved by a bipartisan vote of 22 
to 8 in committee. 

The fact is that the transportation 
and housing appropriations bill has a 
long tradition of bipartisan support. 
Every Senator has unmet transpor-
tation and housing needs in his or her 
home State, from crumbling roads and 
bridges, to economic development 
needs, to a growing population of low- 
income families, elderly, and disabled 
individuals who need our help. 

According to the American Society 
of Civil Engineers, the condition of our 
Nation’s infrastructure remains poor. 
Our roads, airports, and transit sys-
tems received a grade of D, while our 
bridges, ports, and rail systems re-
ceived only a C. In fact, in my State of 
Maine the roads and bridges are among 
the worst in the Nation’s rural trans-
portation network. This matters be-
cause we need efficient and safe trans-
portation networks to move our people 
around the country and to move our 
products to market. 

The bill before us does not begin to 
solve all of our Nation’s transportation 
and housing woes. We simply do not 
have the money to do that. After all, 
we cannot ignore the size of our 
unsustainable $17 trillion national 
debt. We also cannot ignore the need 
for investments that will help the pri-
vate sector create jobs and allow our 
people and products to travel safely 
and efficiently and our most vulnerable 
citizens to receive decent housing. 

I understand that some Members are 
very concerned about supporting any 
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funding bill that has an allocation that 
is higher than the House counterpart. I 
certainly agree it is important that we 
adhere to current law, which limits 
spending to $967 billion. But it is our 
responsibility to consider the merits of 
each of the Senate funding bills and 
produce bills based on our best judg-
ments. Then we negotiate with our 
House counterparts in conference. That 
is the way the process is supposed to 
work. That is how we produce com-
promises. That is how we produce ap-
propriations bills. The Senate should 
not be a rubberstamp for the House, 
nor should the House be a rubberstamp 
for the Senate. Each body should come 
forth with its individual appropriations 
bills, and then we should meet in con-
ference, negotiate, and produce bills 
that can have the support of both bod-
ies. 

The fact is that the fiscal year 2014 
House transportation and HUD alloca-
tion of $44.1 billion is, in my judgment, 
insufficient to meet the true needs of 
both transportation and housing. In 
fact, the House allocation was $51.6 bil-
lion just last fiscal year, so this year’s 
House allocation reflects a dramatic 
cut. Could there be further cuts in our 
bill? Absolutely. I am sure there will be 
some worthwhile amendments offered 
on the Senate floor, and, more impor-
tantly, I believe that when we nego-
tiate with our House counterparts we 
will produce a bill that is most likely 
somewhere in between the two alloca-
tions. 

Our bill is by no means a perfect bill, 
but the House bill includes policy 
choices I believe most Senators will 
find problematic if they take a close 
look at the House provisions. Let me 
cite one example. 

Our bill provides nearly $3.2 billion 
for the Community Development Block 
Grant Program. The CDBG Program 
supports economic development lead-
ing to job creation across the country. 
I want to point out that the President’s 
budget cut that program. It proposed 
$2.8 billion, which is the lowest funding 
level since 1976, when President Gerald 
Ford was in office. The CDBG Program 
is one of the most popular Federal pro-
grams because of the flexibility it gives 
communities and States to tailor their 
economic development projects. Yet 
the House bill would cut the program 
even beyond the President’s budget by 
reducing this important program by 
more than $1.1 billion below the 1976 
levels. That is when the program was 
first created in a Republican adminis-
tration that recognized that States and 
communities are best able to use the 
flexibility of the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Program to meet 
the needs of their citizens, to spur 
downtown development, to create in-
centives for businesses to locate, and 
to produce good jobs. 

Our bill also continues funding for 
the TIGER grant program, which sup-
ports transportation infrastructure 
projects that have a significant impact 
on the Nation, a region or metropoli-

tan area. The House bill not only elimi-
nates this program but also rescinds 
funding for the current fiscal year by 
50 percent. That means a round of 
grants that are just about to be funded 
could not go through. 

For aviation programs our bill pro-
vides sufficient funding to ensure that 
the NextGen modernization efforts will 
continue to improve the efficiency, 
safety, and capacity of our aviation 
system. 

With the lower funding levels as pro-
posed by the House, here is the irony: 
We would simply end up paying more 
in the long term than we would now by 
providing the funding when it is need-
ed. 

So this program isn’t a matter of 
whether we need it; it is when are we 
going to fund it. Funding it now, as we 
have been doing year after year in an 
incremental way, allows the NextGen 
Program for aviation to stay on track, 
and it will end up costing less than if 
we cut the funding and stretch it out 
over many more years. 

Our bill also includes $1.4 billion for 
Amtrak while the House bill provides 
only $950 million. But in no way is the 
Senate funding extravagant. In fact, it 
is nearly $1.2 billion less than the ad-
ministration’s request for Amtrak, and 
it avoids gimmicks that the Obama ad-
ministration used in this account. 

While the needs for Amtrak infra-
structure far exceed what we were able 
to provide, our bill is a step in the 
right direction. Under the House pro-
posal, Amtrak would be forced to con-
sider cutting service, which could af-
fect millions of passengers, diverting 
them to our already congested high-
ways and busy airports. 

In reality, the overall resources pro-
vided in this bill are well below the 
level of investment that our Nation’s 
infrastructure requires, as the sub-
committee chairman so correctly 
pointed out. Nevertheless, it would 
spur creation by the private sector of 
good jobs now, when they are needed 
most, and it would establish the foun-
dations for future economic growth. 

Just as important to our economic 
future, however, is reining in Federal 
spending. Getting our national debt 
under control must be a priority gov-
ernmentwide. In setting priorities for 
the coming year, this bill strikes the 
right balance between thoughtful in-
vestment and fiscal restraint. 

I appreciate the opportunity to 
present this important bill to our 
Chamber, to our colleagues. As we de-
bate this bill, I urge our colleagues to 
support the motion to proceed to the 
compromises our committee worked so 
hard to achieve and, most of all, to 
come forward with suggestions for im-
provements through amendments. 

Let me end by emphasizing that 
point. I have the assurance of the sub-
committee chairman that Republicans 
will be allowed to offer amendments. 
So I would say to my colleagues: Even 
if you don’t like this bill, there is no 
reason to oppose the motion to proceed 

on the bill. You will be given an oppor-
tunity to offer amendments, to change 
the numbers in this bill, to cut pro-
grams if you wish. But let’s get on this 
bill so we can return to the normal 
process of full and fair debate on indi-
vidual appropriations bills, rather than 
waiting to the eleventh hour, bundling 
them together with little review, with 
insufficient care, deliberation, and de-
bate or relying on continuing resolu-
tions, stop-gap measures, which wreak 
havoc on the ability of programs to be 
carried out in a cost-effective manner. 

I see our ranking member of the full 
committee is on the floor and I yield to 
him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HEINRICH). The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairwoman of the Appropriations 
Committee Senator MIKULSKI for mov-
ing ahead to complete action on this, 
the Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development appropriations bill. This 
is the first bill reported by the Appro-
priations Committee to be considered 
by the Senate on the floor. 

I believe it is important that Con-
gress exercises constitutional author-
ity over the funding of government. If 
we do not pass appropriations bills, the 
undesirable outcome is a government 
shutdown, which none of us wants. I be-
lieve, however, that the Senate is still 
on a precarious path. 

The majority is pursuing a top-line 
discretionary spending level of $1.058 
trillion for the fiscal year 2014. This ex-
ceeds the Budget Control Act level by 
over $90 billion. The Budget Control 
Act is the law that establishes and en-
forces, through sequestration, limits 
on discretionary spending. 

In fiscal year 2013, most discre-
tionary programs were forced to take 
arbitrary across-the-board cuts. We did 
not have to go in that direction for 
2014. Over 1 month ago, all Republican 
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee signed a letter to Chairwoman 
MIKULSKI calling for a top-line number 
of $967 billion that complies with the 
law. 

There could have been an alternative 
to sequestration. The Appropriations 
Committee could have written spend-
ing bills that adhered to the budget 
constraints of the law. This would have 
allowed Congress, not an indiscrimi-
nate formula, to make spending cuts of 
its choosing and to establish priorities, 
which we ultimately will have to do. 

This level would have also given Sen-
ate and House appropriators a better 
chance to conference individual bills. 
Instead, several of the appropriations 
bills between the two Chambers are so 
far apart that aligning them would be 
difficult, if not impossible. 

Regrettably, because of this disagree-
ment, the endgame will probably be a 
continuing resolution. Every year that 
we have a continuing resolution or a 
series of them is another year that we 
drift further away from the regular 
order. In addition, even a continuing 
resolution for 2014 based on this year’s 
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discretionary spending would require 
another sequester under the Budget 
Control Act. 

Given the direction we are headed, I 
wish to vote against all appropriations 
bills that adhere to a total of $1.058 
trillion. It is not because the bills are 
entirely unworthy of support. That is 
not true. It is because they will ulti-
mately lead us to a statutory dead end 
and erode the ability of Congress to 
control how the government is funded, 
as we have done before. 

Therefore, I intend to oppose the mo-
tion to proceed, not because I don’t 
think the bill has merit, as I said, but 
because in many ways it does. I will op-
pose the motion to proceed because it 
will inevitably lead us, once again, to 
an impasse that will result in further 
continuing resolutions and take us fur-
ther away from any semblance of reg-
ular order. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The Senator from Wash-
ington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
shortly the Senate will move to a vote 
on the motion to proceed to the trans-
portation-housing bill. 

This is the first appropriations bill to 
come before the Senate. We have 
worked very hard, in a bipartisan way, 
to have a bill that invests in the 
projects that are important to this 
country, to move us forward, and help 
secure a strong future for this country. 

It is a bill that was tough to write. 
Our allocation is much lower than 
those of us who are working on these 
issues would like to see it, but we have 
tried to be pragmatic and practical and 
move forward. 

I know there are those Members of 
the Senate who make the argument 
that our allocation is higher than the 
House and would vote against these 
bills. I would remind all of our col-
leagues, I have been out on this floor 
innumerable times urging our col-
leagues to let us go to conference on 
the budget so we can work out this dis-
agreement and be able to have alloca-
tions be the same from the House and 
the Senate. But we have been unable to 
do that because a small group of Sen-
ators on the other side have objected to 
us going to that conference. So we are 
at the place now where we have to 
move these appropriations bills for-
ward. It does mean eventually we will 
have to get to a conference and, as my 
ranking member pointed out, we will 
have to work out an agreement. But 
until we can go to conference and work 
out the overall number, we have to 
move forward on these bills; otherwise, 
we are going to face a crisis come the 
end of September in terms of funding 
our government and giving certainty 
to people across this country about 
whether we will be allocating funds for 
them to be able to move forward on 
their budgets at the local and State 
levels. 

I urge our colleagues to vote yes, 
allow us to move to this bill. As my 

ranking member has said, bring your 
amendments to the floor. If you have 
an objection to something in the bill or 
you want to change something or you 
want a discussion about something, we 
will be here, ready to take amend-
ments, look at them, and have the will 
of the Senate move forward. 

In a few short minutes, we will move 
to that vote and I urge our colleagues 
to vote yes. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the cloture motion 
having been presented under rule XXII, 
the Chair directs the clerk to read the 
motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 99, S. 1243, a bill 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Transportation, and Housing and Urban 
Development and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2014, and for 
other purposes. 

Mark Begich, Barbara A. Mikulski, 
Patty Murray, Mark R. Warner, Tom 
Udall, Martin Heinrich, Angus S. King, 
Jr., Sheldon Whitehouse, Elizabeth 
Warren, Dianne Feinstein, Patrick J. 
Leahy, Tom Harkin, Jack Reed, Rich-
ard J. Durbin, Richard Blumenthal, 
Mary L. Landrieu, Jeff Merkley, Harry 
Reid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1243, an original bill mak-
ing appropriations for the Department 
of Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2014, and for other purposes, shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN). 

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 73, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 181 Leg.] 

YEAS—73 

Baldwin 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 

Blunt 
Boozman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Cantwell 

Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Chiesa 

Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Flake 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (WI) 

Kaine 
King 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Portman 
Pryor 

Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 
Toomey 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 

NAYS—26 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Burr 
Coats 
Coburn 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 

Cruz 
Enzi 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hoeven 
Johanns 
Lee 
McConnell 

Paul 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Vitter 

NOT VOTING—1 

Moran 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the ayes are 73 and the nays are 
26. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Under the previous order, cloture 
having been invoked, all postcloture 
time is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to proceed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 

the Senate has now agreed on a bipar-
tisan basis to move forward on the 
transportation and housing bill. I wish 
to thank all of our colleagues. 

As we move forward on this appro-
priations bill, we will be open for 
amendments. I know there are Mem-
bers who have a number of issues they 
would like for us to consider. I urge 
them to bring their amendments to 
Senator COLLINS and me, the managers 
of this bill, as soon as possible so we 
can begin to work our way through 
them. 

So as we go to recess for caucus 
lunches, I ask Members to please work 
with both of us so we can manage this 
bill in a responsible way and then move 
to final passage. 

I appreciate all of the work of my 
ranking member Senator COLLINS as 
well as the members of the committee 
and all of the Senators who are work-
ing with us to move this bill forward. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

f 

TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2014 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1243) making appropriations for 

the Departments of Transportation, and 
Housing and Urban Development, and related 
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agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:31 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Presi-
dent pro tempore (Ms. BALDWIN). 

f 

TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2014—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

HUMAN TRAFFICKING IN THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. CHIESA. Madam President, it is 

an honor for me to speak here today 
for the first time on the floor of this 
distinguished body. 

I am mindful of the fact that had it 
not been for the passing of my prede-
cessor, Senator Frank Lautenberg, I 
would not be here today. So I want to 
associate myself with the tributes that 
have already been paid to his memory. 

It has occurred to me that if I waited 
any longer before speaking on the Sen-
ate floor for the first time, my maiden 
speech and my farewell address would 
be one and the same. 

My service representing the people of 
New Jersey in this great institution 
will be brief. Yet, for me, I know it will 
be one of the highlights of my life. 

I wish to express my heartfelt appre-
ciation to my family—my wife Jenny 
and my children, Al and Hannah—for 
enthusiastically supporting the deci-
sion we made as a family to allow me 
to be here. As everyone in public life 
knows, the support of our families is 
indispensable to our service. My daugh-
ter Hannah is here with me in Wash-
ington this week supporting her dad. 

I am also incredibly grateful to Gov-
ernor Christie for the confidence he has 
again shown in me by naming me to 
this position. I am deeply humbled by 
the opportunity to serve the people of 
my State—the State where I was born 
and raised and am raising my own fam-
ily—here in the Senate. 

Some refer to Senators who have 
been appointed to unexpired vacancies 
as ‘‘caretakers.’’ I reject that label for 
myself, as I imagine others have who 
have found themselves in similar posi-
tions. No one who has the high honor 
and privilege of serving in this body 
should ever be content to serve as a 
caretaker—to merely ‘‘keep the seat 
warm.’’ Representing the people even 
for a brief period of time demands that 
one work to make a difference. My 
Senate colleagues show me that every 
day with their commitment. 

Today I wish to use this great honor 
to help give voice to a shockingly large 
and largely unseen group of people who 
have no voice of their own. The United 
Nations estimates there are upwards of 
27 million of them around the globe. 

There are believed to be at least 100,000 
of them here in the United States. 
They are among the most exploited, 
abused, and neglected people on the 
face of the Earth. They are the victims 
of human trafficking. They are, to be 
more direct, modern-day slaves. 

Over the course of my career, both as 
an assistant U.S. attorney and more re-
cently as the attorney general of New 
Jersey, I have come face to face with 
the terrible misery of human traf-
ficking. The faces of its victims are 
haunting. They are often young, and 
more often than not they are female. 
They come from every corner of the 
world but especially from those places 
where poverty and want define day-to- 
day existence. They are exploited and 
abused by human predators that have 
no respect for the law and no respect 
for basic decency. Often lured by their 
captors with empty promises of a bet-
ter life, the victims are instead utterly 
betrayed. These victims are robbed of 
their youth, their freedom, their dig-
nity, their health, and sometimes even 
their lives. They must not be forgot-
ten. They must not be robbed of jus-
tice. 

Human traffickers—the purveyors of 
the modern-day slave trade—do enor-
mous harm to their victims. When 
these victims are used in the pro-
motion of such crimes as prostitution 
and child pornography, they are also 
debasing our neighborhoods and our 
families. As they exploit their victims 
by forcing them to labor for little or no 
money in a wide variety of workplaces 
and appalling circumstances, they are 
also exploiting employers who offer 
good jobs, at fair wages, in safe work-
ing conditions. And as they abuse their 
victims in ways too horrible to con-
template, they are also abusing our 
commitment as a society to honor the 
dignity of every human being. 

My first exposure to the fight against 
human trafficking goes back to my 
tenure as an assistant U.S. attorney in 
New Jersey. And as New Jersey’s attor-
ney general, I made this fight a pri-
ority, issuing a directive on human 
trafficking to sharpen New Jersey’s 
focus in the fight against this terrible 
crime by channeling more resources 
and greater attention to the problem. 

This effort is already producing re-
sults. Just over a week ago the New 
Jersey Attorney General’s Office ar-
rested six people in Lakewood, New 
Jersey, and charged them with various 
human trafficking and other offenses. 
Accused of running a sophisticated net-
work that brought dozens of women 
into the United States from Mexico to 
work in illegal brothels, those arrested 
in Lakewood will also face new, tough-
er penalties if convicted. And their vic-
tims have been saved from the degrada-
tion to which their captors were sub-
jecting them. As satisfying as it is to 
see justice done to the traffickers, 
there is an even greater sense of ac-
complishment in restoring freedom to 
those who were brutally held in bond-
age. 

There are, of course, efforts under 
way to find and prosecute traffickers 
both at home and abroad, as well as to 
identify and aid the innocent victims 
of human trafficking. The Department 
of State’s Office to Monitor and Com-
bat Trafficking in Persons leads our 
Nation’s efforts to combat human traf-
ficking around the world. The Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s Blue 
Campaign works with law enforcement, 
State and local governments, various 
nongovernmental organizations, and 
other private groups to provide infor-
mation, training, and outreach. Count-
less law enforcement officers and pros-
ecutors at every level of government 
are united in the fight to end human 
trafficking. And untold numbers of or-
ganizations and caring people have 
committed themselves to aiding the 
survivors of this terrible assault on 
human dignity. 

In this body, the Senate Caucus to 
End Human Trafficking, led by my dis-
tinguished colleagues, the senior Sen-
ator from Connecticut, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and the junior Senator 
from Ohio, Mr. PORTMAN, helps to 
‘‘combat human trafficking by pro-
moting awareness, removing demand, 
supporting prosecution efforts, and 
providing appropriate service systems 
for survivors.’’ I fully support their 
outstanding efforts and look forward to 
working with them on this important 
issue. 

And there is more we can do. Having 
served recently as attorney general, I 
know the States—and specifically the 
State attorneys general—feel ham-
pered in their efforts to put an end to 
the insidious practice of using the 
Internet to sell illegal sexual services, 
especially when exploiting the victims 
of human trafficking. 

I urge my colleagues to carefully 
consider any proposals that may come 
forward to close loopholes in the Fed-
eral law that are furthering the victim-
ization of young women being held in 
bondage. 

There are, unfortunately, no easy an-
swers. Human trafficking can be hard 
to detect and even harder to prove. It 
is not unusual for victims to be un-
aware that they are victims of a crime. 
Their captors are often successful at 
persuading their victims that what is 
happening to them is their own fault. 
And because of the incessant and vio-
lent intimidation to which victims are 
subjected, they may be afraid to even 
attempt to escape the situation in 
which they find themselves. Fearing 
retaliation from their captors or per-
haps afraid they may be deported or re-
turned to the situation they sought to 
escape from in the first place, they are 
reluctant to seek help, or even to offer 
help in punishing their captors once 
they are freed. 

The challenge faced in fighting 
human trafficking is compounded be-
cause not enough people—even people 
in law enforcement and the justice sys-
tem—recognize it when they confront 
it. That is why efforts to promote 
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greater awareness of the signs of 
human trafficking are indispensable to 
the success of this fight. And everyone 
can take up this cause in their own 
way. 

One of the more inspiring efforts has 
been initiated by a group of middle and 
high school students from my State. In 
2010, under the guidance of Dan Papa, 
an extraordinary social studies teach-
er, students at the Jefferson Middle 
School in Jefferson Township, New Jer-
sey, formed an organization called 
Project Stay Gold. The students par-
ticipating in Project Stay Gold have 
created a Web site, pieces of art, and 
launched an innovative mobile project 
to raise and spread awareness of human 
trafficking. The students and their 
teacher have set some ambitious goals 
for their work. One of those goals is to 
enlist the help of the NFL to raise 
awareness of human trafficking in ad-
vance of Super Bowl 48. As a New 
Jerseyan, that is a goal I share. 

The people of New Jersey are excited 
to be hosting this coming year’s Super 
Bowl at the world-class MetLife Sta-
dium. We look forward to the playing 
of the first outdoor cold-weather Super 
Bowl in history. But New Jersey is also 
determined to prevent the usual influx 
of victims of human trafficking who, it 
is widely acknowledged, have in the 
past been brought against their will to 
the host cities of large international 
events such as the Super Bowl as part 
of the illegal sex trade. I will be work-
ing with everyone involved in pre-
senting the Super Bowl—including the 
National Football League and the host 
committee—to raise awareness and to 
eliminate this insidious practice. I 
know Mr. Papa and the students in-
volved at Project Stay Gold at Jeffer-
son Middle School will enthusiastically 
join me in this effort. 

Each of us has the opportunity to 
help give voice to the voiceless victims 
of human trafficking. That is why I in-
tend to focus much of the time I do 
have in this body to advancing the goal 
of ending human trafficking and aiding 
the victims of this terrible crime. I 
look forward to working with all of my 
colleagues and with all of those who 
share my commitment to this fight. 

Finally, as someone who is new here 
and will not be staying long, permit me 
to express my appreciation to so many 
of my colleagues, from both sides of 
the aisle, who have been extraor-
dinarily generous with their time, 
their knowledge, and wisdom in help-
ing me meet the awesome responsi-
bility I have been entrusted with. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL has been especially 
helpful to me. He is a leader not just by 
title but by the way he conducts him-
self every day in this body. I also wish 
to thank my fellow New Jerseyan, Sen-
ator MENENDEZ, whose collegiality and 
guidance have been of great assistance 
to me in my transition. 

The Senate has long been guided by 
ancient traditions that have served the 
institution and the Nation well. I trust 
that in the months and years ahead, it 

will continue to honor the practices 
that have caused it to be known as the 
world’s greatest deliberative body. I 
will certainly try to do my part during 
my time here to honor those traditions 
and uphold the special and unique 
place this body holds in our system of 
governance. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
wish to say briefly to our friend Sen-
ator CHIESA how much we appreciate 
his remarks here today. I am reminded 
of what the author of Ecclesiastes 
points out: ‘‘Time and chances happen 
to us all.’’ While he may not be with us 
a long time here in the Senate, I have 
every confidence, given his tremendous 
track record of public service and the 
confidence Governor Christie has had 
in him to make this appointment, that 
we will be hearing more great things 
about Senator CHIESA in the future. 

THE ECONOMY 
Madam President, President Obama 

is scheduled to give a major speech on 
the economy tomorrow. Unfortunately, 
according to press reports, his new 
ideas for bolstering job creation bear a 
remarkable resemblance to his old 
ideas—ideas that have given us the 
weakest economic recovery and the 
longest period of high unemployment 
since the Great Depression. The Presi-
dent will probably quite effectively 
talk about ‘‘winning the future’’ and 
helping America’s youth compete in 
the global economy. But speeches are 
more than just words; they have to be 
about policies. Unfortunately, on that 
count, notwithstanding the fact that 
President Obama is a marvelous speech 
maker, his policies have resulted, as I 
said, in a weak economic recovery, a 
less prosperous America, and more debt 
and burden for our young people look-
ing for a way out. 

The problem is that President 
Obama, not his speeches but his actual 
policies have done tremendous damage 
to the economic prospects of the same 
people he purports to be championing. 
Indeed, this Obama economy has 
threatened to create a lost generation 
of younger Americans who are drown-
ing in debt and are unable to find good 
full-time jobs. 

First, on the issue of debt, since 
President Obama took office, the Fed-
eral Government has accumulated 
more than $6.1 trillion in new debt. Let 
me repeat that. Since President Obama 
took office, the Federal Government 
has accumulated more than $6.1 tril-
lion in new debt. I doubt anyone within 
the sound of my voice can actually 
conceptualize how much money that 
really is, but under the President’s lat-
est budget proposal, that debt would 
grow even higher—by another $8.2 tril-
lion—over the next decade. The gross 
debt is now larger than our entire 
economy, which is why every American 
child enters the world owing $53,000. We 
might as well call them ‘‘generation 
debt.’’ 

Unemployment, as I mentioned ear-
lier, remains intractable. The unem-
ployment rate among young adults age 
18 to 29 is 12.7 percent. For the general 
population it is 7.6 percent, but for 
those 18 to 29 it is 12.7 percent. That 
figure rises to 16.1 percent when we in-
clude 1.7 million young adults who 
have simply given up finding a job. Of 
course, these are real live human 
beings, not just statistics, but the sta-
tistics are bad enough. 

Then there is the lack of good full- 
time jobs. Last year the Associated 
Press reported that half of all recent 
college graduates are either jobless or 
employed in positions that don’t fully 
use their skills and knowledge. A sepa-
rate study in 2012 found that only 4 out 
of every 10 recent college graduates are 
doing a job that actually requires a 4- 
year degree. It has been estimated that 
41 percent of all underemployed Ameri-
cans are below the age of 31. And as we 
have learned, because of the 
ObamaCare employer mandate, many 
full-time jobs are being reduced to 
part-time jobs, especially in the hotel, 
restaurant, and retail industries. 

In a new survey, 74 percent of small 
businesses said they are going to re-
duce hiring, reduce worker hours, or 
replace full-time employees with part- 
time employees. In other words, it is 
not just the slowly growing economy, 
it is actually the policies of this ad-
ministration which are making it sig-
nificantly harder for younger Ameri-
cans to find decent employment. 

Then, of course, there is the unkept 
promise of ObamaCare. The President 
extravagantly promised: If you like 
what you have, you can keep it. For a 
family of four, your premiums are 
going to be reduced by $2,500 on aver-
age. 

Well, we found out that for millions 
of Americans, if they like the coverage 
they have, they cannot keep it and will 
lose it, and that instead of a $2,500 re-
duction in premiums, an average fam-
ily of four will see an increase of $2,400. 

Once it is fully implemented, young-
er people will be especially burdened. 
They will pay much higher health in-
surance premiums than they are today. 
Indeed, a recent survey of large health 
care insurers found that premium costs 
for young and healthy Americans in 
the individual and small group market 
will ‘‘increase by an average of 169 per-
cent.’’ According to the Wall Street 
Journal, ‘‘Healthy consumers could see 
insurance rates double or even triple 
when they look for individual cov-
erage’’ under ObamaCare. 

It is not hard to understand why. 
Under ObamaCare’s provisions you can 
wait until you actually get sick before 
your buy insurance under a concept 
known as ‘‘guaranteed issue,’’ which 
then hardly resembles insurance as any 
of us think about it. And then because 
of the so-called age banding phe-
nomenon, where premiums for older 
people cannot be any more than three 
times what they are for younger peo-
ple, what is going to happen is younger 
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people are going to have to pay higher 
premiums to subsidize the higher cost 
of caring for people when they get 
older. 

Then there is the triple whammy, 
perhaps, of higher education costs, 
some of which we are trying to address 
here with bipartisan student loan re-
form. But under President Obama, the 
average cost of tuition and fees at a 4- 
year public college or university has 
increased 27 percent. Again, we have 
been talking about: How do we deal 
with the interest rates on that debt? 
But the fact is the principal has gone 
up 27 percent in the last 5 years. 

For that matter, it is estimated that 
4 out of every 10 Americans who grad-
uated from college in 2009, 2010, or 2011 
have not been able to pay off any of 
their student debt. As a longtime Sil-
icon Valley businessman recently 
noted: The millennials are the ‘‘most 
educated’’ generation in American his-
tory, but they are also the ‘‘most in-
debted.’’ 

Is there any wonder that only one 
out of every five recent college grad-
uates says their generation will be 
more successful than the one that 
came before them? 

My parents were part of the so-called 
‘‘greatest generation’’—Tom Brokaw 
coined that title—the World War II 
generation, people who risked every-
thing they had and sacrificed all they 
had in order to ensure my brother and 
my sister and I would have a better life 
and have more opportunities. Unfortu-
nately, as a result of the failed policies 
we have seen over the last 5 years, re-
cent college graduates actually believe 
they are going to have less opportunity 
and less prosperity than generations 
that came before them. 

There is no reason why that has to be 
the case. There is no good reason why 
the Obama economy has to become the 
new normal—not in a country as hard 
working, entrepreneurial, and innova-
tive as the United States of America. 

Here in Washington, many policy-
makers seem to have forgotten the rec-
ipe, the ‘‘secret sauce,’’ if you will, for 
long sustainable economic growth. I 
would invite them to visit my State of 
Texas, which has been luring job cre-
ators from all across the Nation. And, 
lo and behold, you find that when peo-
ple have opportunity and jobs, they 
tend to vote with their feet, which is 
one reason why, after the last census, 
we had four new congressional seats 
created in Texas, because people had 
literally shifted from parts of the coun-
try where they could not find jobs to 
places such as Texas where they could. 

Here is an interesting comparison, as 
shown on this chart. 

In 2010, the Texas economy grew 71 
percent faster than the national econ-
omy—71 percent. In 2011, it grew 125 
percent faster, and last year it grew 92 
percent faster. These numbers reflect 
more than just happenstance. They re-
flect the difference between the poli-
cies that are embraced here in Wash-
ington, DC, and the policies embraced 
in my State. 

For example, here in Washington, 
over the last 4 years, President 
Obama’s policies have actually made it 
harder for businesses to create jobs be-
cause of taxes, because of regulation, 
because of things such as the cost of 
ObamaCare. 

In Texas, by comparison, we have 
worked very hard to make it easier. In-
deed, if you want more of something, it 
seems to me you would make it easier 
to create, not harder, which is why 
Chief Executive magazine has named 
Texas the Best State for Business 8 
years in a row. 

Here in Washington, President 
Obama’s policies have seen an increase 
in taxes by $1.7 trillion and increased 
our national debt by $6.1 trillion, as I 
mentioned earlier. 

In Texas, we have no State income 
tax, and we recently turned a $5 billion 
deficit into a projected $8.8 billion sur-
plus, thanks to the leadership of our 
Governor and the members of the State 
legislature. 

Here in Washington, President 
Obama has presided over the weakest 
economic recovery and the longest pe-
riod of high unemployment since the 
Great Depression. 

In Texas, the total number of jobs 
has grown by nearly 32 percent since 
1995, while the total number of jobs na-
tionwide has grown by 12 percent—32 
percent versus 12 percent. 

Here in Washington, President 
Obama’s policies have actually ham-
pered one of our greatest natural re-
sources—energy production on Federal 
lands, to be specific. 

In my State public policies have con-
sistently encouraged energy develop-
ment, and total statewide oil produc-
tion has increased by 94 percent be-
tween September 2008 and September 
2012. I say that at the same time we are 
the No. 1 producer of electricity from 
wind energy. We believe in truly an 
‘‘all of the above’’ approach. 

But Texans are unapologetic about 
our desire to create high-paying jobs in 
the oil and gas sector and produce the 
energy needed to power our State and 
the Nation. All you have to do is look 
at the phenomenon occurring in the 
Eagle Ford shale in Central to South 
Texas and the Permian Basin in West 
Texas. 

Indeed, the Eagle Ford shale pro-
duced 358 barrels of oil per day in 2008. 
Last year, it produced more than 
352,000 barrels of oil a day. Over that 
same period, the number of Eagle Ford 
drilling permits increased from 26 to 
more than 4,100. 

At a time when we see the Middle 
East continuing its trend of being a 
dangerous place, why in the world 
wouldn’t we want to develop more of 
our natural resources here at home and 
create jobs at the same time to relieve 
our dependency on imported oil and gas 
from dangerous parts of the world? 

In the Midland area, which is part of 
the Permian Basin, high school grad-
uates can earn $75,000 a year as a start-
ing job driving a truck. Many students 

aspire to all sorts of other jobs, and 
they are trained for it. But the point is 
energy production, taking advantage of 
the innovation and the technological 
changes in oil and gas production, can 
create jobs and opportunities and help 
wean us from imported energy. 

Here in Washington, unfortunately, 
the administration is still clinging to 
the misguided policies that are pre-
venting the United States from reach-
ing its full domestic energy potential. 

Consider these numbers: Between 
2007 and 2012, total U.S. natural gas 
production increased by 20 percent, 
total U.S. oil production went up by 22 
percent. However, oil production on 
Federal lands—that is subject to the 
control of the Federal Government— 
actually went down 4 percent, while 
natural gas production on Federal 
lands dropped by 33 percent. 

How do you reconcile the disparity? 
Well, the oil and gas and natural gas 
production occurred on private lands, 
owned by private parties, not the Fed-
eral Government. So the Federal Gov-
ernment’s record is actually quite dis-
mal in comparison. 

So the message to President Obama— 
as he pivots once again to the econ-
omy—the message could not be more 
obvious: If the President really does 
care about ‘‘winning the future’’ and 
helping the millennial generation com-
pete in a globalized world, he should 
abandon the policies that have saddled 
younger Americans with so much debt 
and made it so difficult for them to 
find good jobs. In short, it is time to 
replace the Obama model with the 
Texas model. 

This chart makes the comparison I 
mentioned earlier. Economic growth in 
2010—after the 2008 fiscal meltdown, we 
saw the national economy growing 
only at 2.4 percent, the Texas economy 
at 4.1 percent. We need to get the na-
tional economy growing closer to 4 per-
cent in order to create the jobs that 
are necessary to give young people an 
opportunity to work and provide for 
their families and to build for their fu-
ture. 

In 2011, we saw, actually, the na-
tional economy slow down at 1.6 per-
cent growth. Indeed, the Texas econ-
omy slowed down a little more, albeit 
at 3.6 percent growth. 

Then, in 2012—just last year—while 
we still saw the national economy 
bouncing along at the bottom with 
only 2.5-percent economic growth, the 
Texas economy was growing at 4.8 per-
cent. 

I know my friends from other parts 
of the country might discount my re-
marks here today and say: Well, this is 
just a Senator from a State who is 
proud of the accomplishments of his 
State and the people who have made it 
possible. They would be right. I am. 
But this is also about what Louis Bran-
deis once called the laboratories of de-
mocracy. 

That is one reason why it is so im-
portant not to just have a national 
government but a Federal government 
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with national responsibilities in those 
areas that the States and individuals 
cannot otherwise take care of them-
selves, and reserving, as the 10th 
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution 
points out, all other power not dele-
gated to the Federal Government to 
the States and to individuals. That is 
what protects our freedom, and that is 
what creates these laboratories of de-
mocracy so Texas, so Illinois, so Wash-
ington State—any other State; Wis-
consin—can try these policies and see 
what works and what does not, what 
creates the prosperity and opportunity 
for their people. And, hopefully, just 
hopefully, we in Washington, DC— 
those of us who happen to work here as 
part of our job—will embrace those 
policies and those success stories and 
make them possible for the rest of the 
country as well. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-

sistant majority leader. 
HEALTH CARE AND EDUCATION 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, first, 
let me join the Texas Chamber of Com-
merce and everyone else and thank 
Senator CORNYN for his promotional 
speech on behalf of the State of Texas. 
He is very proud of his State. I am sure 
I would be too if I represented it. I rep-
resent a State called Illinois, and we 
are pretty happy with what we have in 
our State. If the Senator’s Governor 
comes in looking for jobs and he looks 
longingly at Lake Michigan and they 
wish they had some water in Texas, we 
have a lot of it and a lot of other 
things too. 

Each of us is proud of our State, and 
I am not going to sit here and go 
through a tick list, even if I could, of 
what is wrong with Texas. I would like 
to speak to some of the national issues, 
though, that the Senator from Texas 
raised. 

What about this ObamaCare? If you 
listen to the description by the Senator 
from Texas, it is the big hand of gov-
ernment coming down and raising the 
cost of health insurance for Americans. 

Well, why would they do that? Why 
would Congress pass something like 
that? It turns out that is not even part 
of the story. Here is the story: Too 
many Americans today do not have 
health insurance. They still get sick. 
And when they get sick, what do they 
do? They go to the hospital—usually 
the emergency room—and they get 
treated. 

If they do not have the money 
through health insurance to pay for it, 
how does it get paid for? Raise your 
hand America. If you own an insurance 
policy, you are paying for the care of 
those without health insurance, trans-
ferring the cost of their care to the rest 
of America. Is that fair to your family 
or to your business or to you? No. 

The idea behind ObamaCare was to 
extend the reach of health insurance to 
more Americans. We tried this. The 
Senator from Texas talks about the 
States as laboratories of experiment. 
We tried this experiment under some-

one named Gov. Mitt Romney of Mas-
sachusetts. He came up with the origi-
nal ObamaCare, RomneyCare in Massa-
chusetts, and said: Everybody in the 
State is going to have health insur-
ance. It is working. 

We are trying to do this on a na-
tional basis so everyone is engaged in 
paying for their health care and so ev-
eryone has the peace of mind of being 
protected with a health insurance pol-
icy. What about these policies? There 
is another thing not raised by the Sen-
ator from Texas. What good is a health 
insurance policy if it is not there when 
you need it? What good is a health in-
surance policy if it has a limit on how 
much it will pay and someone you love 
in your family just got diagnosed with 
a serious cancer illness and now faces 
surgeries, chemo, radiation that could 
run into the tens of thousands of dol-
lars well beyond the coverage of your 
policy? 

That is when people face reality. 
That is what ObamaCare was all about. 
Take the lifetime limits off health in-
surance so that if some unpredictable 
accident, disease or illness comes your 
way, it will not bankrupt your family 
and you can still get good care. Those 
who want to abolish ObamaCare ought 
to answer the basic question: Do you 
want to go back to lifetime limits 
when it comes to health insurance? 

There is another element too. We 
have some younger people in the Sen-
ate. But some of us have been around. 
Many of us are in a position where pre-
existing conditions apply to all of us. If 
you had to fill out that questionnaire, 
there is probably something in your 
background, if you are in your fifties, 
sixties or beyond, that would be char-
acterized as a preexisting condition. It 
might mean, in the old days, health in-
surance companies would say: No 
thanks. We do not want to run the risk 
of somebody who has high blood pres-
sure, someone who has a prediabetes 
condition, someone with a person in 
their family with mental illness. 

So they would not sell you the health 
insurance—preexisting conditions. In 
America, almost every family has one, 
whether it is a child or someone who is 
up in years. ObamaCare says stop dis-
criminating against Americans under 
health insurance policies for pre-
existing conditions. 

When we hear the Republicans talk 
about eliminating ObamaCare, do they 
want to go back to the day when you 
could not even buy a health insurance 
policy with a preexisting condition? 

What about this issue of insurance 
through your business where you work? 
It turns out 96 percent of the busi-
nesses in America today would not be 
mandated to provide health insurance 
coverage. They already do or they 
would not be required under the law. 
We are talking about a small percent-
age but an important percentage. The 
President said he will give us an addi-
tional year to make sure we get this 
right and work with business for the 
right solution. I think that is reason-

able. I have said it before, and I will 
say it again, when it comes to writing 
laws, the only perfect law ever written 
was written on clay tablets and carried 
down a mountain by Senator Moses. 

Ever since then, we have done our 
best and we can always do better. But 
here is the problem: The National Res-
taurant Association came to Chicago 
about 6 weeks ago, genuinely con-
cerned about ObamaCare and what it 
meant to their industry. I listened to 
them. I said: I am willing to sit down 
with you. Let’s find a way to help you 
and businesses just like you provide 
health insurance that is affordable for 
your employees, that is the right thing 
for them. I said: I will tell you what. I 
guarantee you, if you are willing to sit 
down and work out changes in 
ObamaCare in a good-faith way, I will 
bring Democratic Senators to the 
table. All I ask you is bring Republican 
House Members to the table. 

They cannot do it. You know why? 
The Presiding Officer knows why be-
cause she served in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Because on 67 separate 
occasions since we passed ObamaCare, 
the Republicans in the House and Sen-
ate have called for votes to abolish 
ObamaCare—67 times. Someone—Dana 
Milbank, I believe, in the Washington 
Post—made that calculation just last 
week—67 times. 

They have been unwilling to sit down 
and talk about any changes. No, we 
want to abolish it. Then we will talk. 
It does not work that way. In the real 
world, we try to solve these problems 
as we go. I know this ObamaCare is im-
portant to this country. I think it may 
be the most important bill I ever voted 
on—because I have been there. I was a 
young father, a law student, married 
with a baby with a serious medical 
problem. I had no health insurance. If 
you ever felt helpless as an individual, 
as a father, as a husband, get yourself 
in that position. There are millions of 
Americans who face that every single 
day: no health insurance and a heart-
breaking illness in their family. Let’s 
put an end to that. This country is far 
better than that. Let’s aspire to some-
thing that truly provides peace of mind 
to those across America. 

There are several other provisions in 
this bill I will mention before I talk 
about higher education. Under 
ObamaCare, we make certain that fam-
ilies with children under the age of 26 
can keep their kids under their health 
insurance policy, the family’s health 
insurance policy. Why is that impor-
tant? Because young people coming 
fresh out of college may not have a job 
or they may have a job without health 
insurance. These young people can now 
stay under their parents’ policy, over 
100,000 in my State of Illinois. 

When I hear the Republicans call for 
abolishing ObamaCare, I do not hear 
them calling for abolishing that. That 
is something families need and want. 
In our closing the doughnut hole—that 
is the amount of out-of-pocket expense 
seniors have to pay for Medicare pre-
scriptions. ObamaCare closes that so 
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the out-of-pocket expenses diminish 
and eventually disappear. That is a 
good thing for many seniors faced with 
fixed incomes. I do not hear the Repub-
licans calling for abolishing that either 
and they should not. 

The Senator from Texas raised the 
question about the cost of higher edu-
cation. He is right. I believe he charac-
terized it by saying, under the Obama 
administration, the cost of higher edu-
cation has gone up dramatically. It is 
true it did happen after the President 
was elected, but I did not hear the sug-
gestion from the Senator from Texas 
that President Obama mandated it or 
caused it. 

What is happening across America is 
that States, because of their own budg-
et problems, are cutting back on aid to 
higher education. Colleges, mainly 
public institutions, are raising the cost 
of tuition, and that raises the debt the 
students end up with when they go to 
school. It has nothing do with Presi-
dent Obama. 

It is a fact, a serious fact, which 
brings us to the issue that will be on 
the floor this week, student loans. Cur-
rently, the student loan interest rate 
for subsidized loans, and that is for 
families having $30,000 in income or 
less, is 6.8 percent. Just a few weeks 
ago it was 3.4 percent. Now it is 6.8 per-
cent. So the question is, Are we going 
to change it? Are we going to try to 
bring down that interest rate? 

Yes, we should. Students are deeply 
in debt, too deeply in debt. If we can 
reduce the cost of what they borrow, 
we should. Let me add a caveat. Stu-
dents need to think twice about bor-
rowing. Of course they should go to 
college, but many of them are being 
lured into schools that are dramati-
cally overpriced. Some of them are not 
worth it. That is a fact. 

The for-profit college industry is a 
good illustration. Ask a high school 
student if they know what a for-profit 
school is, they will say: I am not sure. 
What is it? It is the one that hits you 
right between the eyes on the Internet 
every time you log on. Those are the 
for-profit schools that are literally 
companies that make money off of of-
fering education. 

The largest, the University of Phoe-
nix. The combined enrollment at the 
University of Phoenix is larger than 
the combined enrollment of the Big 
Ten schools; No. 2, Kaplan, which owns 
the Washington Post; and No. 3, DeVry 
out of Chicago. Those are the three big 
ones. What about those schools? There 
are three numbers to remember about 
for-profit schools if you want to know. 
About 12 percent of all of the kids com-
ing out of high school go to for-profit 
schools. The for-profit schools receive 
25 percent of all the Federal aid to edu-
cation. The for-profit schools account 
for 47 percent of all the student loan 
defaults. 

Why? They charge too much. Their 
diplomas are worth too little. The good 
advice to young people is: Start with 
your community college, if you do not 

have a clear path for higher edu-
cation—affordable, many choices. In 
most States those hours are transfer-
able. But students are making high- 
cost choices and getting high-cost debt. 

So now we are discussing what to do 
about it. This morning my friend, the 
Senator from Vermont, the Inde-
pendent Democrat, BERNIE SANDERS 
came to the floor and talked about the 
plight of young people. He is right. 
They are too deeply in debt. There are 
too few jobs available. I worry about 
them, as everyone should. 

He concluded, though, at the end, we 
should not vote for the bipartisan stu-
dent loan reform bill we are working 
on in the Senate. I have to disagree 
with my colleague. Here is the reality. 
The interest rate today for under-
graduate students is at least 6.8 per-
cent on their student loans. Our bipar-
tisan plan reduces that to 3.8 percent, a 
3-percent savings for each student bor-
rowing—undergrad student borrowing 
for the loans they need to go to school. 

Three percent makes a difference: 6.8, 
3.8 makes a big difference. Also, we 
make it clear that these students are 
going to be protected in the long run 
from high interest rates. We put a cap 
on the interest rates that students will 
ever have to pay under our plan of 8.25 
percent for undergrad students. That 
to me is a sensible approach to take. 

We are trying to find a way to lower 
this even further. I believe in the 
premise that the Federal Government 
should be more actively involved to re-
duce the interest rate even more. But 
this is a good outcome. For the next 4 
or 5 years, students at all levels are 
going to see lower interest payments 
than if we do nothing. Some of my col-
leagues are upset. They do not like this 
outcome. They would like to see a 
much different relationship between 
the Federal Government and the stu-
dents and their families. I would too. 
But I know where the votes are. 

With the Republican House of Rep-
resentatives, with the need for 60 votes 
in this Chamber, that type of reform is 
not likely to occur. So I urge my col-
leagues, when the time comes to vote 
on student loans and the student loan 
interest rate, do not leave us in a posi-
tion where we keep the 6.8 percent in-
terest rate. Let us bring it down to 3.8 
percent, a more affordable rate. That is 
good for these students and their fami-
lies. Then let’s join with Senator HAR-
KIN and Senator ALEXANDER for higher 
education reform, to look at the over-
all cost of higher education, to work 
with the President and find ways to re-
duce the cost of education and to make 
sure we provide the education and 
training our students need to compete 
in the 21st century. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1744 

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I 
now call up Vitter amendment No. 1744 
to the appropriations bill currently be-
fore the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1744. 

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit funds to be used to 

provide housing assistance benefits to indi-
viduals convicted of certain felonies) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

under this Act shall be used to provide hous-
ing assistance benefits for an individual who 
is convicted of aggravated sexual abuse 
under section 2241 of title 18, United States 
Code, murder under section 1111 of title 18, 
United States Code, an offense under chapter 
110 of title 18, United States Code, an offense 
under chapter 110 of title 18, United States 
Code, or any other Federal or State offense 
involving sexual assault, as defined in 
40002(a) of the Violence Against Women Act 
of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)). 

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I 
hope this is viewed universally as a 
commonsense, bipartisan amendment. 
I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this amendment through the rollcall 
vote which we will have. It is very sim-
ple, very basic, and I think very appro-
priate. It says that for the most serious 
crimes that exist—violent crimes, 
crimes against women and children, 
very serious crimes by anyone’s defini-
tion—these will be disqualifiers for 
Federal housing assistance. 

I bring this amendment for two sim-
ple reasons. First, I think this should 
go hand in hand with committing those 
extremely serious crimes. Again, we 
are not talking about threshold crimes. 
We are not talking about first-time 
drug offenses. We are talking about ag-
gravated sexual abuse, murder, sexual 
exploitation of children, violence 
against women. 

Those are the four big categories, 
very serious, very violent crimes. Usu-
ally, these are crimes focused on some 
of the most vulnerable in our society, 
such as children and abused women. I 
think it is very reasonable and com-
mon sense to say these crimes have 
very serious consequences. One of 
those—the most obvious is a stiff jail 
sentence, in some cases life. But one of 
those consequences is also going to be 
the Federal taxpayer is not going to 
give you housing or give you help for 
housing. 

There is a second equally, maybe 
more, important reason to support this 
commonsense disqualifier. It is to pro-
tect those other folks who need and use 
Federal housing assistance and help 
clean up what historically have been 
areas that actually congregate violent 
crime in some of our worst social prob-
lems, in Federal housing projects. 

I grew up in New Orleans. This has 
been a perennial problem in New Orle-
ans. But I am happy and proud to say 
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it is a problem that has been getting 
better, being solved bit by bit, particu-
larly post-Katrina. Similar to most 
major American cities, in the 1950s and 
1960s, huge housing projects began to 
be built and began to grow in New Orle-
ans. They were, unfortunately, centers 
of some of the worst of some of our so-
cial ills, particularly violent crime and 
drug abuse. And that is because we had 
a policy which actually congregated— 
and I hope that wasn’t the intent—the 
worst of those problems in these hous-
ing projects. Of course, that fed on 
itself and made many of these problems 
even worse and certainly subjected in-
nocent folks trapped in those housing 
projects to some of the worst problems 
of our big cities. 

In New Orleans, since Katrina, we 
have taken significant steps to get 
away from that. We have instituted 
new policy. They are less dense—these 
housing projects—and there are more 
mixed income; not 100 percent of the 
folks in these projects are subsidized. 
It is usually a mixed approach so that 
there are some market based, some 
partially subsidized, some heavily sub-
sidized, but less dense environments. 
So we have taken specific steps to try 
to learn from the horrible mistakes we 
made in Federal housing projects par-
ticularly in the 1960s and early 1970s. 

This commonsense test fits in ex-
actly with that approach, and it says 
we are not going to subject people in 
these centers of subsidized housing to 
the worst violence and the worst social 
problems we have. We are not going to 
congregate violent criminals, drug 
abusers, and others in these housing 
projects. 

So that is the second compelling rea-
son to support the Vitter amendment. 
Keep in mind the innocent folks in 
those housing projects who get some 
subsidized housing help. They deserve 
better. They do not deserve to be sub-
jected to the worst of the worst, these 
horrible social problems that in the 
past we have actually congregated in 
public housing projects. 

So, again, I hope this is viewed as it 
should be, as a commonsense amend-
ment and one that deserves wide bipar-
tisan support. I would also note it is 
extremely similar to an amendment 
that passed on the recent farm bill 
without controversy—the same basic 
rule with regard to the Food Stamp 
Program. So I urge all my colleagues, 
Democrats and Republicans, to support 
this straightforward, reasonable 
amendment on the rollcall vote we 
will, hopefully, have soon. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MANCHIN). The Senator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, first, 

let me commend the Senator from Lou-
isiana for his amendment. It would re-
strict criminals who have been con-
victed of certain violent or sex crimes 
from receiving housing assistance 
through HUD’s public housing choice 
neighborhood and tenant- and project- 
based section 8 programs. 

Public housing authorities and pri-
vate property owners who provide as-
sistance under these programs are al-
ready required under Federal law to 
deny admission or assistance to indi-
viduals who are subject to lifetime reg-
istration on a sex offender registry 
under a State program. However, when 
you move to the next stage, strangely 
enough, it is discretionary. 

Under current law, prior violent 
criminal activity may be grounds for 
the denial of assistance for public hous-
ing and the section 8 programs, but it 
is not required to be grounds to deny 
that kind of assistance. That is exactly 
the point that Senator VITTER is trying 
to make. So his amendment would 
tighten the current law to make it 
very clear that under certain cat-
egories—aggravated sexual abuse, mur-
der, and murder in the second degree, 
sexual exploitation, and other abuse of 
children and violence against women— 
individuals convicted of those crimes 
would not qualify for public housing 
assistance under the programs that I 
have mentioned. 

As Senator VITTER said, this is a 
commonsense amendment. It will help 
to make housing safer for the law-abid-
ing citizens residing there. He has tar-
geted serious crimes, and I think his 
amendment should be adopted. I am 
going to support the amendment, and I 
will be urging its adoption. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, one of 
the issues and questions that have been 
raised by many of my colleagues about 
this bill is that at first glance it ap-
pears to be higher than the President’s 
budget request for these two depart-
ments—Transportation and HUD and 
the related agencies—and I want to ex-
plain why that is. It is a very legiti-
mate question, but it has a very good 
answer. 

The answer is the President’s budget 
for the agencies and departments under 
our jurisdiction is artificially low be-
cause it relies on gimmicks, and it re-
lies on scoring differences between CBO 
and OMB. Let me explain just a couple 
of areas where it will become evident 
to my colleagues why the difference ex-
ists and why the President’s budget 
submission actually is not less than 
the bill that is on the floor now, if true 
budgeting principles and accounting 
were used. 

First of all, the President’s budget 
proposes to shift $2 billion in existing 
discretionary programs to mandatory 
in order to appear to achieve savings, 
including $1.5 billion from Amtrak’s 
operating capital and debt service 
grants and $450 million by removing 

large hub airports from the Airport Im-
provements Program. 

In addition, the President’s budget 
request assumes an increase in the pas-
senger facility charge at airports from 
$4.50 to $8.00. Well, we have seen this 
movie before. When the FAA authoriza-
tion was being considered just last 
year, Congress rejected this fee in-
crease. There is no reason to believe it 
is going to be accepted now. Yet that is 
built into the President’s budget as-
sumptions. We have seen him do this 
on a host of tax issues too, so this is 
not unknown for this administration. 

There is another area I think is high-
ly significant. The President’s request 
for section 8 project-based rental as-
sistance is insufficient to fully fund ex-
isting 12-month renewal contracts with 
the private property owners who par-
ticipate in this program. In fact, it is 
about 10 percent short of the amount 
the administration knows is going to 
be needed to renew these contracts for 
the full 12 months of the fiscal year. 
That is about $1.2 billion short. That is 
about half of the difference we are 
talking about between the President’s 
budget request and our bill. 

Surely, it is not responsible to as-
sume that somehow we are not going 
to pay these private property owners 
who are participating in the project- 
based section 8 program for the full 
year of rental assistance. It is not 
going to stop after 10 months. They are 
not going to be evicting their tenants 
who are receiving the subsidy. 

So true and accurate budgeting 
would have required the President to 
put $1.2 billion into his budget request 
for this program. 

Finally, CBO scored FHA receipts— 
the fees, the mortgage insurance pre-
miums—at $1.8 billion below OMB’s 
score, which increased the cost of 
maintaining the existing level of serv-
ices in our bill. 

We know there are disputes between 
CBO and OMB all the time. In this 
case, I am not suggesting that it is a 
gimmick, as in the other two examples 
I have given. I am suggesting there is 
an honest difference of opinion. But the 
fact is, whether we like it or not at 
times, we are bound by CBO’s score, 
and CBO’s estimate of those FHA re-
ceipts—those fees, those mortgage in-
surance premiums—is $1.8 billion below 
OMB’s score. That is quite a difference. 

So if you add up those gimmicks, 
with the Amtrak program moving from 
discretionary to mandatory, the as-
sumption that Congress is all of a sud-
den just months later going to change 
its mind on the passenger facility 
charges and nearly double them after 
rejecting that idea just months ago, 
the failure to fully fund the project- 
based section 8 rental assistance, and 
the difference between CBO and OMB— 
the genuine dispute on FHA receipts— 
if you add all that up, it is not accu-
rate to say our bill is $2.4 billion above 
the President’s request. What we em-
ployed was CBO’s estimate. We got rid 
of the gimmicks, and we used honest 
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budgeting, and that accounts for the 
difference. 

I hope my colleagues will not be mis-
led into thinking that somehow this 
bill is above the President’s budget re-
quest. When you apply honest account-
ing principles and take into account 
the $1.8 billion difference between the 
scoring of CBO and OMB, it is obvi-
ously not different. In fact, I would 
argue that we are under the President’s 
budget request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized to speak as if in morning busi-
ness for up to 10 minutes. 

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

OBAMACARE 
Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, this 

morning there was news that the Presi-
dent of the United States is going to 
engage in a series of speeches around 
the country to discuss the American 
middle class and the economy. I think 
that is actually a positive thing, to 
start to focus on that a little bit. 

The America middle class is the es-
sence of America’s greatness. I have 
said this often before because I am a 
product of that working middle class— 
how critically different that makes us 
from the rest of the world. Every coun-
try has rich people, and unfortunately 
every country has poor people. But one 
of the things that distinguishes Amer-
ica from the rest of the world is that 
we have this vibrant middle class. 

I have lived that in my life. My par-
ents were working-class people and 
came to this country with not a lot of 
education or many connections, but 
they were able to provide for us a life-
style where they owned a home and 
were able to do vacations and provided 
us everything we needed—not always 
everything we wanted, of course. But 
that really distinguishes this country 
from the rest of the world. That vi-
brant middle class is the essence of our 
economic exceptionalism. 

I am glad the President is focused on 
the middle class, and I hope we will 
begin to focus on the middle class here 
in our conversations as well. That is 
why I come to the floor to speak about 
the middle class for a moment, because 
I am very concerned about the impact 
that the health care law—ObamaCare— 
is having on the middle class. 

I know Republicans have been op-
posed to ObamaCare from the very be-
ginning, and I understand that a lot of 
people out there see ObamaCare as a 
bill that is going to give them access to 
health insurance they may not have 
right now. But what I want people to 
understand from a nonpartisan basis— 
Republicans, Democrats, Independents, 
no matter whom you voted for in the 
last election—is that ObamaCare is not 
working out the way it was advertised. 

What I wish to point to today is how 
ObamaCare is actually hurting that vi-
brant American middle class which the 
President is trying to focus on in his 

speeches and which I hope we will be 
focused on in our policies. 

Last week on Friday I traveled to 
central Florida. I went to a place called 
Gatorland, which is kind of an old 
Florida tourist attraction where kids 
have gone for a long time with their 
parents to see the live alligators and 
the shows they put on. I used that as a 
forum to meet with several small busi-
nesses in the region, not all tourism re-
lated. I had a chance to sit down and 
talk with them about their concerns 
about ObamaCare and, importantly, 
not just what it means for their busi-
nesses—and these are middle-class 
businesses, by the way; we are not 
talking about billionaires here—but 
also, more importantly for me, the im-
pact that was going to have on their 
employees, the people who work for 
them, working-class, middle-class 
Americans who happen to live in Flor-
ida and work at these places. 

First I heard from the owner of 
Gatorland, who pointed out that he has 
a little over 100 full-time employees 
who work for him. You can imagine 
who I am talking about—the people 
who take your tickets when you walk 
in, the ones who run the exhibits. 
These are everyday working-class peo-
ple. Some of them are young people 
who just got married and are trying to 
start a family. He gives them insur-
ance. They have insurance right now. 
He pays a portion of their premiums 
and they pay the rest, and they seem to 
be pretty happy with that insurance 
coverage. It is not perfect. They have 
to pay for part of it out of pocket. But 
it is coverage they are happy with, and 
through that coverage they have a re-
lationship with their doctors. 

A young couple—for example, the 
wife is a few months pregnant. They 
have been going to the same OB/GYN. 
They get comfortable with this doctor, 
and they are happy going to this doc-
tor. Maybe it is the same doctor who 
helped them with their previous preg-
nancies or their kids’ pediatrician who 
knows their family’s history, so every 
time they sit with him, they don’t have 
to reeducate him. But the point is that 
they are happy with their insurance 
and also their doctor. 

But there is a problem: Health care 
costs and premiums are going up for 
this business. As they are sitting there 
looking into next year and beyond, 
their insurance companies are already 
telling them: Your premiums are going 
to go up. We can’t tell you by how 
much, but it is going to be by at least 
this much. 

This means the amount of money 
they put aside every year in 
Gatorland’s budget to pay for health 
insurance for their middle-class em-
ployees is going to go up big time, so 
this business has to find the money 
from somewhere. They could just raise 
the price of admission. But they really 
can’t do that. No. 1, people can’t afford 
it. No. 2, they have some pretty signifi-
cant competition nearby from Disney 
World and Universal Studios. So that is 
not really an option for them. 

Their options are as follows: 
They can take the insurance they are 

providing now for their employees and 
get rid of it and replace it with another 
insurance that is cheaper and covers 
less. By the way, now it is new insur-
ance, so if those middle-class employ-
ees are happy with their doctors, their 
doctors may or may not be on the new 
plan. So you destroy that relationship 
as well. It will be cheaper insurance for 
the employer and the employee, but it 
will cover less. But it meets the man-
date, and obviously Gatorland can con-
tinue to operate. 

The second option they have is to re-
duce a bunch of people to under 30 
hours because if they are working less 
than 30 hours, they don’t have to offer 
them anything. That is a big cost sav-
ings. They don’t want to do that, as 
proven by the fact that they are offer-
ing the coverage now, but they may 
have to do that. 

The third option is to just pay a fine 
and let these people go out and find 
their own insurance in the exchanges. 
The problem with that is, No. 1, the ex-
changes haven’t even been created yet. 
Even though you are supposed to be en-
rolled beginning October 1, they don’t 
exist yet. So you can’t even figure out 
what they are if you live in Florida. 
No. 2—the same problem—it is a new 
insurance company, which means you 
may or may not have the same doctor. 

A fundamental promise of this law 
when it was passed was that if you are 
happy with your doctor, you won’t 
have to lose that doctor. If you are 
happy with your insurance, you can 
keep it. Obviously, for about 100-some- 
odd people who work in central Flor-
ida, that is not true. 

I also met with a young woman 
named Gigi Barrios. She is the owner 
of FCS Building Services. Basically, it 
is a company that provides janitors at 
night to come and clean your office. 
This is the epitome of the working 
class. You know who I am talking 
about—the people who come in after 
6:00 and vacuum the carpets and clean 
your offices. These are her employees. 
She also offers them health insurance, 
but her health insurance premiums are 
going up next year big time. She is 
going to have to go through the exact 
same choices as Gatorland. So right 
now in central Florida there are jani-
tors and janitorial crews who are work-
ing more than 40 hours a week, have 
health insurance they are happy with, 
have doctors they have relationships 
with, and they are on the verge of los-
ing all of that because of this law and 
its impact. 

I met with an owner of a place called 
Fun Spot. Fun Spot is an old Florida 
attraction place. After 5 years of work-
ing at Fun Spot, you get 100 percent 
coverage. If you work there for 5 years, 
they pay all of your insurance; you 
don’t pay a penny out of pocket. But 
their costs are going up astronomi-
cally—higher than anybody else’s who 
was meeting there. The same calcula-
tion is going to happen: They are going 
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to have to find new and cheaper insur-
ance, which means people who have 100 
percent full coverage and are happy are 
going to lose it—these are ticket tak-
ers and ride operators and people who 
clean up. These are middle class, work-
ing-class Americans. They will lose 
their coverage. 

I can tell you, they are not going to 
pay 100 percent of anyone’s coverage 
moving forward because even if they 
wanted to at this point—and they do 
want to—they can’t afford it. The pre-
miums are going up because of 
ObamaCare. Or they could come up 
with one of these newer plans that 
costs less money, but there is the same 
fundamental problem. 

Now, you may say maybe this is a 
Florida problem. It is not. The U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce recently did a 
survey. They found that 75 percent of 
small businesses in America are going 
to have to do something like this. In 
their survey they found that 27 percent 
of small businesses are going to cut 
hours just to get under the 30 hours a 
week to avoid the health insurance 
mandate because they can’t afford it; 
24 percent of small businesses are going 
to hire fewer people—which is one of 
the problems at Fun Spot. They actu-
ally own land, and they want to expand 
and grow Fun Spot. They want to add 
more rides, more attractions, more 
middle-class, working-class jobs. That 
is not going to happen now. So 24 per-
cent of companies are going to hire 
fewer people because of ObamaCare, 
and 23 percent of companies plan to re-
place full-time employees with part- 
time employees. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
found that at least 7 million people in 
America are going to lose the employer 
coverage they have right now. At least 
7 million Americans will have the 
promise that was made to them bro-
ken. So if you have insurance, if you 
are happy with your insurance, you are 
going to lose your insurance because of 
ObamaCare. 

Five million people will have to pay 
for more expensive plans because of 
ObamaCare. Because they make too 
much according to the law, they won’t 
qualify for a subsidy to help pay for it. 

It is not just businesses, by the way. 
This is from Florida Today: 

Some part-time Brevard County workers 
are getting their hours cut so the county 
would not be forced by federal law to pay for 
their health insurance. . . . Brevard County 
Library Service Director Jeff Thompson said 
37 of his department’s employees have had 
their hours cut as a result of the health care 
issue. 

So the library services department— 
this is the middle class, and they are 
going to lose hours. 

I don’t care if you are a Republican, 
a Democrat, an Independent, whom you 
voted for in the last election, this is a 
disaster for all of us. And rather than 
digging in and saying, I am going to 
fight to the death on this law because 
it has my name on it, because it was 
my signature achievement in my first 

term, I wish the President and White 
House were more open-minded about 
saying this is not working out the way 
we thought. This is going to hurt way 
too many people at a time when people 
are already hurting. Let’s put the 
brakes on this or let’s redo this. Let’s 
get rid of this and start over. 

But they don’t seem to be focused on 
that. They claim to be focused on the 
middle class. Yet we know millions of 
middle-class Americans—and a few 
hundred whom I know now personally 
in Florida—are going to be dramati-
cally hurt by this law. Yet it is full 
speed ahead. That is outrageous. 

I think we have one last chance to 
stop this if the White House won’t co-
operate, and that is through our budg-
eting process. In September we are 
probably going to have to pass a short- 
term budget to move forward into the 
next year. A lot of my colleagues love 
to say they are against ObamaCare, 
but if you vote for a budget that pays 
for ObamaCare, that pays for these 
things I have just described, you have 
voted for ObamaCare. 

Some will say: That is crazy. You are 
going to shut down the government 
over ObamaCare. 

No. What is crazy is moving forward 
with this after all the problems. This is 
just the tip of the iceberg. I could be 
here 6 hours describing all the prob-
lems with ObamaCare. Moving forward 
on that is what is crazy. What is crazy 
is arguing that the only way we can 
move forward with a budget is if it in-
cludes ObamaCare. What is crazy is 
shutting down the government because 
the budget doesn’t pay to implement 
this outrageous and broken system. 

We need to wake up and realize what 
is happening. This is hurting the Amer-
ican middle class, and if we lose the 
American middle class, we lose what 
makes our economy different and spe-
cial and unique. 

So, Mr. President, as you travel 
around the country this week, as you 
come to Jacksonville, FL, on Thurs-
day, I hope you will also explain to the 
American people how it is that you can 
justify cutting hours, cutting benefits, 
taking away existing health insurance 
and existing doctor-patient relation-
ships from millions of working-class 
and middle-class Americans who are 
going to be hurt by this law because of 
your refusal and the refusal of many of 
your allies to consider suspending this 
or permanently repealing it and replac-
ing it with something better. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

STUDENT LOANS 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, as you well 

know, since you worked awfully hard 

and very effectively with respect to the 
issue of student loans, we are about to 
rush into a complete restructuring of 
the way we price student loans. I be-
lieve this is not the appropriate ap-
proach. I think there are some funda-
mental issues with the student lending 
program that require a comprehensive 
approach. I have tried, along with 
many of my colleagues, to at least ex-
tend the 3.4 percent for a year so we 
can do this systematically and 
thoughtfully, do it in terms of not just 
interest rate structures but in terms of 
incentives to keep college costs down 
and also to deal with the increasingly 
difficult issue of the existing loan bur-
dens that students have so they can re-
finance—not just in the future but fam-
ilies of students struggling today with 
a huge amount of student debt. 

Student debt has exceeded $1 trillion. 
It has surpassed credit card debt as the 
second largest household debt that we 
hold in the United States. In this con-
text, I think we have to go forward and 
look at this comprehensively. 

The bipartisan Student Loan Cer-
tainty Act is a product of great effort 
and very sincere effort to try to deal 
with this problem. But I do not think it 
will lead to a long-term stable solution 
that will benefit students. What I 
think it will do is shift the costs of 
these programs increasingly to stu-
dents. This is not the way it used to be. 

The idea that government would gen-
erate revenue from student loan pro-
grams is a fairly recent one. From the 
first loan programs we established in 
the 1950s, the programs were designed 
as investments, something we paid for 
and we benefited from through in-
creased productivity, through in-
creased education of our citizens, and 
increased ability to compete world-
wide. It was not designed to generate 
profits. It was not designed to break 
even. It was designed to invest in the 
future of the country through its 
young men and women. 

We invested in education because we 
understood educational opportunity 
was directly connected to our pros-
perity and our security. Indeed, it was 
the engine that was going to pull indi-
viduals up the ranks into the middle 
class and beyond, and it was going to 
pull the country forward with increas-
ing prosperity and increasing national 
benefit. 

In response to Sputnik back in the 
1950s we created the national defense 
student loan, what we now know as the 
Perkins loan, to expand the number of 
college graduates, especially in the 
fields of math, science, education, and 
engineering. Those are the very fields 
today where we see we need more peo-
ple—math, science, engineering, and 
education. Today we call it STEM, a 
fancy term. Back then it was just 
math, science, engineering, and edu-
cation. These were low-cost loans with 
very generous benefits. 

For instance, no interest accrued on 
the loans while students were in 
school, and teachers could get these 
loans forgiven. 
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In the Higher Education Act of 1965, 

one of the principal architects was Sen-
ator Claiborne Pell, my predecessor. In 
that act, grants, work-study, and low- 
cost loans were the three pillars of stu-
dent financial aid. We gave money to 
the students without requiring repay-
ments with grants. We had very low 
cost loans relative to prevailing rates 
in the country, and then we had a 
work-study program. Providing more 
educational opportunity then was seen 
as a necessity, not a luxury, not some-
thing that would be nice to do. And we 
have all benefited from it. 

The productivity of this country 
today is a direct result of those invest-
ments that were made in the 1950s and 
1960s. In fact, I suggest, with very rare 
exceptions, every person in this body 
benefited. I know I did. 

After West Point, which was funded 
by the government but required at 
least 5 years of service afterwards, I 
went to law school. I had to get a loan 
to help me get through, and I did. In 
fact, I would also daresay there is no-
body in this Chamber today, with very 
few exceptions, who was without the 
access to and benefits of very generous 
student lending that persisted, that 
was part, that was a fixture of the 
1950s, 1960s, 1970s, 1980s. 

This notion that we need to educate 
our young people is even more compel-
ling today than it was in the 1960s and 
the 1970s. 

This is a chart, ‘‘Jobs Requiring at 
Least Some College Education by 
2018.’’ 

In 1973, less than 30 percent of jobs 
required a college education. You could 
leave high school—if you had good 
work habits and good skills—and you 
could manage to make a living, buy a 
home, rise up through the ranks of 
managing production on the floor, and 
get into management if you were tal-
ented, ambitious, et cetera. 

Now, you see, by 2018 you are looking 
at over 60 percent of the jobs, nearly 
two-thirds, that will require some col-
lege. Here we were heavily subsidizing 
college education. Now we are pro-
posing to say: No, students have to ab-
sorb the costs. Families have to absorb 
the cost. This cannot be a cost to the 
government in terms of our budget. 
That logic just doesn’t seem compel-
ling to me at all. 

We also know not only is college be-
coming more important in the sense of 
the jobs that need to be filled, but here 
is the other reality. 

This is the lifetime earnings. You can 
see there is a huge increase in lifetime 
earnings with education. As we make it 
more difficult to go to higher edu-
cation, we are basically telling people 
they are not going to earn as much as 
they could. When we are wondering 
today about why there is so much in-
equality in this country, why wages are 
not going up, it comes back in large 
part to the fact that we need higher 
skilled workers, better educated citi-
zens. 

As we impose more costs on students 
and families to go and get this master’s 

degree or professional degree or doc-
torate degree or bachelor’s degree, the 
market will tell us the higher the cost, 
the fewer people will do it. We are es-
sentially telling those people they are 
locked in wherever they are. They are 
not going to be the ones who move 
from that humble abode to the middle- 
class home and beyond. 

That, I think, frankly, is one of the 
most disturbing aspects that people are 
facing all across this country, the real-
ization and the fear that their children 
will not do better than they did. Our 
parents, all of them, I think, could say 
with great confidence: I am working 
hard, I am struggling, but I know my 
children will do better. 

One of the reasons our constituents 
across this country are saying we are 
not getting it right is this growing per-
ception and feeling that, no, their chil-
dren will not do better. By the way, 
this vote speaks volumes about our 
commitment to making sure the next 
generation of Americans does better. 

Just look at the numbers. This is 
how you get well compensated in the 
United States. Our country is based 
upon the notion that education is the 
engine that will pull you forward. That 
is the way we are going to deal with 
this notion of inequality of income. 
That is the American solution. Again, I 
think as we depart from this tradition 
we are going to find ourselves in an in-
creasingly difficult situation. 

We are essentially asking in the pro-
posal that is before us for low- and 
middle-income students to assume 
more of the cost of higher education— 
and their parents. Some can, but they 
will have less to invest in other things. 
Some cannot, and they will miss this 
train, literally. 

Even though in constant dollars the 
maximum Pell grant—we are still pro-
viding grants—is nearly where it was 
in terms of the 1970s, it is paying for a 
much lower percentage of the cost of 
higher education. I think that is an im-
portant point to note. 

This is not just about the level of 
Federal support. That is why I have 
urged us to stop and look at a com-
prehensive approach. What is hap-
pening—these are the Pell grants indi-
cating how they went up dramatically 
in the 1970s and then tapered off and 
then finally, based upon President 
Obama’s initiative, I believe, in 2009, 
they went up again based upon our 
changing from bank-based lending to a 
direct lending program. We shifted re-
sources to the Pell grants. The Pell 
grants have been going up. 

What has also been going up is tui-
tion. So when we are talking about the 
road to opportunity, when we are talk-
ing about dealing with this program 
comprehensively, just simply restruc-
turing rates is not going to get it be-
cause this is what we are looking at: 
average tuition and fees at public and 
private universities. The green line is 
the 4-year private. That is shooting up 
out of sight. But we also know, and 
this might be anecdotal, those are the 

schools, the elite schools, if you will, 
that in many cases provide even an ex-
press road to opportunity for so many 
people. That is why they are so com-
petitive to get into. Those costs are 
rocketing out of sight. 

But just the 4-year public colleges, 
which used to be the backbone of our 
whole country where with a modest fee 
you could get a great education, they 
are going up. We know from testimony 
that has been recorded here, a lot of it 
is because, as we are pulling back from 
supporting students and their families, 
guess what, States are doing the same 
thing. 

We had years and years of reduced 
budgets to our university system which 
have been reversed in only the last few 
years by the present Governor. We are 
pulling back. What happens as a result 
of that? Tuition goes up. 

When we look back to the mid-1970s, 
if a student got a Pell grant, that stu-
dent could cover most of the cost of a 
4-year education at a State school. 
Students cannot do that now. What 
does that mean? They have to borrow. 
Students have to borrow if they are in 
a situation where they are relatively 
low income, very low income, or of 
modest means. 

The consequence of this has resulted 
in an explosion of borrowing. This is 
the total FFEL—that is the old name 
for the lending program—and DL, the 
direct lending program that is used 
today for Stafford loans. These are the 
loan amounts from 1966. At the bottom 
here, it is very small. It is off the 
chart. Through the 1970s, it was rather 
constant. It started to spike up here. 

Here is the curve. There is a little bit 
of a downward spike here, but that 
might be because people are dropping 
out. They cannot afford to borrow. I 
am hearing stories—and my colleagues 
are hearing stories—of people leaving 
school. They are saying: What is in it 
for me? I can’t afford to graduate from 
college with a $25,000 or $50,000 debt and 
then get a job—or maybe not get a 
job—that is paying $35,000 a year. I will 
never get out of that hole. 

There has been an extraordinary ex-
plosion of lending. As lending has 
grown, there is more of a need to take 
steps to curtail the lending or to help 
students deal with this lending. There 
is over $1 trillion in outstanding Fed-
eral student loan debt that young peo-
ple are going to have to somehow am-
ortize and pay off through their life-
time. 

We have already had studies from the 
Federal Reserve and leading authori-
ties who say this will delay home ac-
quisition and all the things we thought 
would happen almost automatically or 
routinely in this country. A student 
goes to college, graduates, and then by 
their late twenties they have done 
enough in their job to buy a home, 
start a family, and become a pillar of 
the middle class. That hope and dream 
is receding. 

There is another aspect of this that 
gets into the whole accounting issue 
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we have to deal with. CBO looked at 
these issues and scored them. They in-
dicated that between 2013 and 2023—and 
that is over the next 10 years—we will 
generate about $184 billion worth of 
profit for the Federal Government. It is 
the difference between what the stu-
dents are paying us back and what we 
are using to borrow. It is essentially 
the difference between our costs and 
their repayment to us. This is a re-
markable shift from investing in stu-
dents throughout all of these decades— 
post-World War II—to now essentially 
being able to generate income from 
students. 

Since 2007, we have been seeing a 
positive return to the Federal Govern-
ment on student loans—even from 
loans made under the old bank-based 
system—because of the way the inter-
est rates have run, because of our bor-
rowing costs, and because of the costs 
students have to pay. 

Given the fact we are able to gen-
erate $184 billion over 10 years, I think 
we should be able to find our way 
through to a 3.4-percent rate for at 
least another year, but that has proven 
elusive in terms of the votes on the 
floor. 

I think all of this strongly suggests 
we have a major challenge to recon-
figure our student lending system, our 
grant system, and our work-study sys-
tem. We have a major challenge in low-
ering the cost of a college education. 
Rather than taking off like a rocket, 
the costs should be coming down. We 
cannot do that in a matter of 2 or 3 
days. It is going to take some com-
prehensive and coherent work over 
many weeks and months. 

The problem we face in terms of 
looking forward and making changes is 
we have locked the interest rate at 6.8 
percent under our budget rules. As a 
result, everything we do has to rotate 
around 6.8 percent. 

The proposals by my colleagues 
would lower interest rates in the first 
few years. However, in order to make 
up for the 6.8-percent assumption in 
the budget, it would have to raise in-
terest rates in the out-years. For the 
first several years we are going to pro-
vide an increasingly expensive but 
starting relatively inexpensive—ap-
proach to student borrowing. But that 
has to be made up arithmetically by a 
higher cost for those succeeding gen-
erations. 

For example, if you are a senior in 
high school today, you will do reason-
ably well—not as well as 3.4 percent, 
but reasonably well. If you have a 
younger sibling who is in eighth or 
ninth grade, he or she will pay for you 
because those rates—just to make up 
the gap—will be much higher. We know 
it will be higher. 

I must commend the authors of the 
legislation who have at least put in a 
cap for the various lending programs. 
Originally, as this proposal made its 
way through the Senate, there were no 
caps, so rates could have soared to as-
tronomical heights. Still, even with 

the caps, over the long term the suc-
ceeding generations of students—and 
this is a long-term proposal and not a 
proposal that has a finite period of 
time—will have rates that will go up 
and up and up. 

The key aspect that is driving all of 
this is the assumption that we should 
not be investing in higher education, as 
we have for decades, and that we have 
to have a budget-neutral solution. 
Rather than saying we can go ahead 
and do things, such as close tax loop-
holes, let’s move that money into high-
er education, which I would argue 
would be beneficial for everyone in the 
short and long run. 

We have been locked into this budg-
et-neutral approach, and there is a $715 
million surplus, but it is as close to 
zero, as far as budget neutrality, as 
they could get. 

I go back to the point of revenue neu-
tral, which means that given the 
present law of a fixed rate of 6.8 per-
cent for undergraduate loans, 7.9 per-
cent for other loans, we are going to 
enjoy it now and pay later. That is the 
essence of the proposal before us. Stu-
dents could pay much more later. 

I also think the idea that we are 
going to fix this 2 years or 3 years 
hence is not reasonable because the 
cost of fixing it goes up with each year. 
If our principle and our presumption is 
that it always has to be revenue neu-
tral, there might be some good ideas 
about fixing it, but where is the 
money? That is what is going to have 
to be included to fix it. 

I think we can do better. I will be of-
fering an amendment with Senator 
WARREN which will cap this proposal at 
6.8 percent for student loans and 7.9 
percent for the PLUS family loan—the 
parent loan—that will be comparable 
to what the fixed loan rates are today. 
This way we can at least tell all of our 
constituents: No student will be worse 
off—not just over 3 or 4 years—over the 
next 10 to 20 years, or however long 
this legislation endures. I think that is 
something that would be a useful im-
provement. 

We are paying for it by a surcharge 
for people who are making over $1 mil-
lion. It is a very small surcharge. We 
should be able to say: We can find the 
resources to invest in the future of the 
country and to support and subsidize 
students so they can improve their 
skills, move into the middle class, and 
move the country forward. We have al-
ways done it. We can do it today. 

I urge my colleagues to favorably 
consider the amendment when it is pro-
posed. 

Again, there have been extraordinary 
efforts on the part of many—principled 
and thoughtful—to try to deal with 
this issue. I go back to my initial 
point: If we want to deal with it, we 
have to have time, and, frankly, we 
have to have resources. The way this is 
evolving, we don’t have time and we 
are unwilling, it appears at this junc-
ture, to commit significant resources 
to solve this problem in a comprehen-

sive and coherent way that will benefit 
students and families and in the long 
run will benefit this country. 

With that, I yield the floor and note 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time until 
4:45 p.m. be equally divided between 
Senators VITTER and MURRAY or their 
designees for debate on Vitter amend-
ment No. 1744; that at 4:45 p.m., the 
Senate proceed to vote in relation to 
the Vitter amendment; further, that no 
second-degree amendment be in order 
to the Vitter amendment prior to the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
equally divided. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to amendment No. 
1744, offered by the Senator from Lou-
isiana, Mr. VITTER. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 99, 

nays 1, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 182 Leg.] 

YEAS—99 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Chiesa 
Coats 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 

Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fischer 
Flake 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 

Johanns 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (WI) 
Kaine 
King 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Lee 
Levin 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
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Paul 
Portman 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Sanders 

Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 

Toomey 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 

NAYS—1 

Rockefeller 

The amendment (No. 1744) was agreed 
to. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Ms. COLLINS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-

sent the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each; further, that when the 
Senate resumes consideration of S. 1243 
on Wednesday, July 24, Senator 
PORTMAN be recognized to call up his 
amendment, No. 1749. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
there will be no further rollcall votes 
tonight. I know there are several Sen-
ators who wish to speak tonight. We 
will begin again tomorrow with Sen-
ator PORTMAN’s amendment. I ask all 
Senators who do have amendments on 
the bill to get them ready. Senator 
COLLINS and I are ready, open for busi-
ness. We want to move this along, and 
we are ready to go. Please don’t wait 
until the last minute Thursday night. 
Get your amendments in tomorrow. 
You will have a much better chance of 
having them considered. I speak for 
myself, and I am sure I speak for Sen-
ator COLLINS too. We are much happier 
to work with you earlier in the process 
than later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
want to second what the chair of our 
subcommittee, the Senator from Wash-
ington, said. Frankly, we could have 
done 10 amendments today in the time 
that we were on the floor, ready to 
work through amendments. I know 
there are many amendments out there. 
I encourage our colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle not to wait until the 
eleventh hour. It is going to be much 
harder for us to work to accommodate 
amendments at that point. 

Tomorrow is the opportunity for peo-
ple to come to the floor early. We will 
be here ready to work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is so warned. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield the floor. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, 
upon the completion of my remarks, I 
ask unanimous consent my colleagues, 
Senator BLUMENTHAL from Connecticut 
and Senator BROWN from Ohio, be rec-
ognized to speak after me. 

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

f 

STUDENT LOANS 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, we 
are talking about student loans. The 
thing I have found out working this in 
the amount of time we have been work-
ing it is we are all in the same posi-
tion. We all want to help our students 
attain higher education, to be produc-
tive citizens, to live a better quality of 
life. We all know that is the most im-
portant thing we can do, and we are 
trying the best we possibly can to come 
up with a solution. 

We have what we call a bipartisan 
bill that we have all worked on. We 
have everyone’s input. I respect every-
one’s position, and we are going to 
come to a comprehensive bill. I think 
under Senator HARKIN from Iowa we 
will have a comprehensive bill that 
looks at why the costs are so high and 
why college is so unattainable for so 
many families today. We have to tack-
le that problem. 

The problem before us now is this 
problem: How do we help the most? 
What we have before us is 6.8 percent if 
we do nothing, 6.8 percent across. I 
know some people have said it is better 
if the 6.8 stays as it is. I disagree. 

We have been working on this. Here 
is the difference. The 6.8 percent that is 
basically the cap right now—the old 
cap we had was 3.4 percent just for the 
subsidized. If we look at the portion of 
people who are subsidized, it is less 
than 1 million. If we look at the unsub-
sidized, it is less than 1 million. If we 
look at basically the subsidized and un-
subsidized, that is more than 6.5 mil-
lion. Our bill basically reduces that 6.8 
rate down to 3.86 for this coming year. 
Rather than leaving it at 6.85, we have 
helped this many people who are basi-
cally needing this money in order to go 
to school. If we left it as it is, they 
would be paying the 6.8. If we only kept 
the 3.4, the subsidized loan, this is the 
amount of people we would be helping. 

So we come as a bipartisan group 
saying: How can we help the most? I 
think most of us agree with that. As we 
look further down these charts, we 
have also asked: Under current law, 
how much would the average dependent 
undergraduate repay? Under the bipar-
tisan bill, we can see 2013, 2014, 2015, 
2016, which we have scored out, it 

would be about at 3.86, 4.62, 5.4, and 6.2. 
At 6.8 across the board, if it would 
stay, there is a difference of savings of 
over $2,000. That we know. 

The other argument that has been 
used and the point that has been made 
is rates might go up. Yes, rates might 
go up. If they do go up, how much 
would you pay? This is worst case sce-
nario. The bipartisan bill, over the 10- 
year period, and current law if it 
stayed fixed over 10 years, it is a very 
small possibility it would go up, and 
that would be a $505 difference. The 
bottom line is we know this is a fact. 
This has been scored and that is where 
these rates are going to stay. They 
think that might be the worst-case sce-
nario. 

Let me show the difference of what 
has happened. CBO has not had the 
greatest track record with scoring. In 
2003, we were a little over 4 percent. 
They projected interest rates for 10 
years out. If we look at what they are 
projecting out for 10 years, it has about 
the same path as far as what actually 
happened under the rates. There is a 
big spread of money that would have 
been spent based on fixing the rate, 
let’s say back in 2003, versus what was 
actually occurring. We are hoping we 
are able to continue that savings. 

We understand that what we are 
dealing with is an awful lot of help and 
safeguards that are built in for young 
students. The best safeguard we have 
built in is the IBR, income-based re-
payment. The IBR Program allows the 
student who has graduated with an ex-
orbitant amount of debt—and finds a 
job that basically doesn’t give them 
the type of money they would like—a 
cap on how much of their disposable in-
come can be paid toward the loan. The 
cap is at 15 percent now, I believe, and 
is going to go to 10 percent. It is also 
based on the amount of years. After 20 
years, they are done paying. If their in-
come did not increase appreciably, 
they are only going to pay the loan 
back based on their income of 10 per-
cent—10 percent of their disposable in-
come. We think that is a tremendous 
savings. 

Most students who qualify for the 
subsidized loan get the Pell grant. 
They don’t have to pay that back. As 
far as the subsidized loans, basically 
the taxpayers have invested in the stu-
dents who qualify for those for the first 
4 years of college, and that interest is 
not accrued. The interest does not ac-
crue until they leave. Those are the 
things that have been built in that we 
think give the protections we want. 

If we do nothing, we save the stu-
dents about $8 billion over 2013 com-
pared to $31 billion if we do something. 
If we are able to help this many stu-
dents, that is equivalent to a $23 billion 
difference in savings, and that has been 
scored. 

I know we have talked about the ac-
counting procedure. I know the Pre-
siding Officer has worked very hard on 
this and understands it very well. I 
agree with you—if we could take every 
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penny of profit out and make sure the 
students were getting the absolute low-
est rate. I also know that basically 
market-driven rates—if we are going to 
go to market, which we are in this 
piece of legislation—and we look at the 
risk factors, defaults, and all that goes 
into that and score that normally 
under a market-risk value or market 
value, it would be different. They have 
shown that market value would be $95 
billion we will be losing and that the 
taxpayers would be subsidizing. The 
way we are doing it now shows a profit 
of $184 billion. 

I am willing to work with the Pre-
siding Officer to clear this up and get 
something more accurate of how we 
score and how we charge students. 
That is not what we have in front of us, 
and I think that is the difference. We 
are trying to move forward to get some 
certainty. 

We have a lot of students in West 
Virginia who are deciding whether they 
can go to college and, if they can, 
where do they go and what can they af-
ford. This gives them the certainty I 
think they have been looking for and 
hopefully the certainty they definitely 
need. There are more than 81⁄2 million 
undergraduate students who take ad-
vantage of the Stafford Loan Program 
every year and over 6.5 million of these 
students take both the subsidized and 
unsubsidized loans and that is a big 
change. 

Our colleagues on the other side, as 
we have been negotiating this, we 
talked to them about how we didn’t 
want any profits whatsoever, and they 
agreed. The first bill that came from 
the House had $16 billion on top of 
what the base was at $184 billion. That 
has been taken out the best we possibly 
could to $700 million. 

When you think about how we are 
going to run a deficit this year of $740 
billion just in our annual budgeting 
here in Washington—and we are talk-
ing about $714 billion over a 10-year pe-
riod with over $1 trillion. They said 
that is as close as they were able to 
come. Even if there is any of that, we 
are looking at—with this amendment 
Senator HARKIN was able to put in— 
how we are able to see if that can be 
funneled back in and reduce the loans 
even further. 

I think we are doing everything we 
possibly can. There is going to be about 
$1.4 trillion in loans offered over the 
next decade. We pretty much know 
that. There is $140 billion of loans 
every year. As a matter of fact, student 
loans are now the second largest in-
debtedness we are carrying. It is the 
largest burden we are carrying next to 
a mortgage. It just surpassed credit 
cards. It is unbelievable. We have to 
get a handle on the cost of college. 

Current students and graduates are 
holding at $1.1 trillion in loans. The 
loans represent investments and will 
pay dividends in the form of higher 
earnings. The best investment a youth 
is going to make is an education, but if 
it becomes unobtainable, inaccessible, 

and unaffordable, it does them no good. 
We know that, and that is the balance 
we are trying to find. 

The average student loan debt—every 
one of these young students, when they 
get done with college—for those who 
graduated in 2011 is about $26,000 that 
everyone is leaving college with, on av-
erage, for a debt. There is only a small 
percentage of borrowers who have 
small loan balances, but 11 percent, or 
roughly 4 million people, owe $50,000 or 
more. It is truly unbelievable. 

I have heard everyone here give their 
reasoning for this, such as not having 
had good consultation, good advice or 
good fiscal planning, and that may be 
true. We can do much better to make 
sure the students are not taking loans 
that they can do without or maybe not 
take too much out. 

I appreciate the hard work and good 
faith that all of our colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle have been showing to 
reach this compromise. I know it is not 
easy for many, and I know everybody is 
going to have, hopefully, their say and 
their vote on an amendment or two if 
they wish to. 

At the end of the day, I believe we 
can walk away knowing we did better 
today than doing nothing at all. I be-
lieve that. I believe I, the Presiding Of-
ficer, and all of our other colleagues 
are going to come back and work hard 
whether it is the remainder of this year 
or next year. Basically, we are going to 
get a program so that these young peo-
ple can find college attainable again 
and affordable. That is what we have 
all been working on. 

The plan helps everyone and not just 
some. It lowers rates 100 percent for all 
students. So everything we have in our 
compromised bill brings down those 
rates. It provides a long-term fix. We 
don’t have to kick the can down the 
road. We know it is there. If we can 
find something better between now and 
4 years, 3 years, 2 years or even before 
this year is up, then we are willing to 
go back and entertain that. We don’t 
want to see loans that were supposed to 
help students move forward end up 
moving them back. 

I know what debt does; it will smoth-
er. My grandfather used to say: Indebt-
edness will make a coward out of you 
in the decisions you make when you 
are carrying so much debt. You will be 
robbing Peter to pay Paul just to sur-
vive. 

We have found ourselves with the se-
quester, and with everything else going 
on, we ask how we are going to make 
it. When you find yourself against a 
proverbial rock, if you will, you will do 
things you would never do normally. 

We are trying to find a way to move 
forward. It shows our students that the 
country believes in them and that we 
support their efforts to advance their 
education and reach for the American 
dream. 

When we, as Democrats, Republicans, 
and Independents, work together and 
have a real debate on a real problem— 
and this has been debated—we can 

come up with commonsense solutions 
that truly benefit all Americans. I be-
lieve we have done that. It is refreshing 
for such an important issue we have. 
We have put politics aside in the first 
and foremost thing we want to do— 
help the students. It doesn’t matter 
whether we are talking about a Repub-
lican, Democrat or Independent, every-
body had the same purpose. I thought 
it was refreshing to see that. We want 
to lower the rates for everybody. We 
want to help everybody, give them 
some certainty and make it affordable. 
I look forward to working in this more 
bipartisan atmosphere we have right 
now on many more subjects. I know we 
can when we put our country first. The 
right thing to do is to put our country 
first. 

We might be a ‘‘D’’ as a Democrat or 
we might be an ‘‘R’’ as a Republican, 
but we are always an ‘‘A’’ first, which 
is an American. 

With that, I think the students have 
been served. I think we will be able to 
give them consistency. This piece of 
legislation has been worked on hard. 
There has been a lot of input, and Sen-
ator HARKIN did a yeoman’s job on 
bringing some of the most important 
factors we had to the forefront and into 
the bill. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-

dent, while my colleague from West 
Virginia is here, I wish to thank him 
for his leadership on this issue and for 
the very hard work he and other col-
leagues have devoted to this pro-
foundly difficult, challenging but im-
portant issue. 

I rise with regret to oppose the com-
promise agreement that has been 
reached with the help of our colleagues 
from Illinois and Maine and across the 
aisle. It is a compromise, and com-
promises are to be sought in this day 
and it is bipartisan and that, too, is an 
objective. It is a bipartisan com-
promise, but the fact is, it is a bad 
deal. 

We can do better. We must do better. 
This Nation can do better. We have a 
moral and historic obligation to do bet-
ter for the students of today and their 
brothers and sisters who will be fol-
lowing them over the next 10 years. 

This deal offers the illusion of lower 
rates in the short term while delivering 
higher rates, in some cases, in as little 
as 2 years from now. It forces students 
back into a system of market-based 
loans that have failed in the past and 
will fail in the future. It subjects stu-
dents to economic uncertainties which 
are wholly unrelated to the actual cost 
of higher education. 

We know we need to reduce the cost 
of tuition and higher education. We 
know we need to address the over-
hanging $1 trillion-plus of debt that ex-
ists from past loans. This deal exacer-
bates the problem instead of easing the 
problem. 

Yes, it has caps on the interest rates 
students may pay, but they creep to 
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more than double where student loan 
rates were at the beginning of this 
month. It has a low rate, but it is, in 
effect, a teaser rate. As the Presiding 
Officer said so well, it is a teaser rate 
that has nowhere to go but up. It low-
ers the deficit, yes, but it does so by 
having the Federal Government reach 
into the pockets of students and take 
billions more on top of the $51 billion 
already extracted in this fiscal year 
from them and from their hard-work-
ing parents. 

At the heart of this bill is a mistaken 
premise. It is the premise that it is OK 
to profit off the backs of students and 
that it is all right to regard students as 
a revenue source or a profit center. 
That premise reverses a historic prom-
ise, which is: We will invest in stu-
dents, not profit from them. We will 
support their efforts to gain higher 
education so they can better them-
selves and better the country with the 
skills and education they acquired. We 
are not supposed to hamper or handi-
cap them and exact from them a crush-
ing burden of debt in the future. That 
premise reverses a historic promise, 
and we cannot allow it to go forward 
without a fight. 

Every dollar we extract from those 
students is a dollar they can’t spend on 
a down payment for a house, a car, a 
business or an investment. These 
young people are the economic drivers 
of our future. Let’s be purely selfish 
about it. How can they build a family, 
buy a home, start a business if they are 
hit with an 8-percent interest rate or 
higher at a time when we can make it 
more affordable? It makes no sense. 

I have spoken to students across the 
State of Connecticut over these past 
weeks, and they have done the math. 
They know the results. As many as 
86,000 students who attend our colleges 
and universities—and I have spoken to 
many of them, their families, the staff 
and teachers who are also doing this 
math—and they know the best way to 
reduce our deficit is not to profit from 
students but to make possible their 
higher education so they can bring 
their innovation and experience and ex-
pertise to the marketplace, and not 
make the marketplace dictate the vari-
able rates they are charged, but enable 
them to contribute to the marketplace 
and the American dream by going to 
college. 

IS understand the temptation of this 
deal, but we must reject a compromise 
that saves the American dream for one 
sibling in a family by taking away 
from another. My colleague from 
Rhode Island made this point very elo-
quently earlier today. If a person is a 
student in high school right now, they 
will do pretty well under this bill when 
they begin college next year, but not 
their younger brother and sister. The 
sister will be paying for the current 
student. The brother will be paying 
more and, in fact, may be denied the 
opportunity the present student has 
next year because the parents cannot 
afford to send him to college. 

The issue of loan rates is com-
plicated, but the math is pretty simple. 
There is already more than $1 trillion 
of crushing loan debt that this bill is 
not refinancing. The bill provides no 
debt forgiveness, just market rates 
that will lead to higher payments and 
more student debt as we zoom past 
that $1 trillion mark and raise it even 
further. The irony here is that the ma-
jority of this body has already voted to 
return to 3.4 percent. This compromise 
betrays the majority will of the Sen-
ate. Instead, it allows rates to rise as 
high as 8.25 percent, graduate Stafford 
rates as high as 9.5 percent, and PLUS 
rates as high as 10.5 percent. So we are 
saying to parents of two children: You 
can send one to college now with a loan 
that you take out at current rates, but 
to pay for that second child, you are 
going to be seeing rates more than 
twice as high. 

Do my colleagues think the income 
of the average middle-class American 
family is going up 10.5 percent? Ask the 
American people. Do as I have done. Go 
around to the States and ask the stu-
dents and the parents. 

Let’s not kid ourselves. The fact is 
they are not going to be able to pay. 
This compromise relies on a presump-
tion that somehow, over the next 2 
years, we are going to come back and 
revisit, revise, reshape, and avert dis-
aster. I have only been here 21⁄2 years, 
but what I have seen is it is better to 
know what the result is going to be 
than engage in potential false hope and 
raise the potential false expectation 
that somehow everything will be solved 
next year or the year after, before dis-
aster strikes. We should learn some-
thing from our experience with seques-
tration. 

This bill is not based on analysis of 
what the rate needs to be to cover the 
program’s cost. In fact, it requests the 
GAO to examine and report on what 
that should be. So I implore my col-
leagues, instead of voting first and get-
ting the facts later, that we reserve 
such a life-changing decision until the 
GAO has advised us on the cost of stu-
dent loans and we use that necessary 
information to set the rates going for-
ward. 

There are amendments that I believe 
will improve this bill, and I have co-
sponsored them, including an amend-
ment Senator REED and the Presiding 
Officer, Senator WARREN, have offered 
that would lower the interest rate caps 
in this bill to the current statutory 
rate. If this amendment is adopted, we 
can go back to the people of our States 
and say: At worst, you will be no worse 
off than under current law. We cannot 
say as much under this compromise 
bill. 

I have also cosponsored the Sanders 
amendment which would sunset this 
legislation after 2 years. If interest 
rates rise the way they are projected to 
do, we could be looking at dramati-
cally higher rates within 3 years. So 
this sunset clause will force us to come 
back and revisit them. 

I have also filed my own amendment 
that would expand and make more gen-
erous loan repayment assistance pro-
grams for borrowers who are struggling 
right now to make payments under ex-
isting law. At a time when outstanding 
student debt is $1.2 trillion, we need to 
make sure we help and support dis-
tressed borrowers at every stage of re-
payment, and that is the unaddressed 
need this body needs to confront. 

I am hopeful these amendments will 
be adopted. In the meantime, I must 
respectfully and regretfully oppose this 
compromise. We are the greatest Na-
tion in the history of the world, as we 
are fond of saying repeatedly on the 
floor of this body. But only one thing is 
certain about the Bipartisan Student 
Loan Certainty Act, and that is rates 
will inexorably, inevitably, inexcus-
ably go up. They will exceed current 
rates. We must stand and fight to pre-
vent that kind of betrayal of the funda-
mental American promise of higher 
education and the American dream. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

f 

BANK HOLDING COMPANIES 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, most 
of my colleagues might look at these 
pictures and think they depict facili-
ties owned by ExxonMobil or BP, but 
this is, amazingly enough, a picture of 
Morgan Stanley. Morgan Stanley, to 
most Americans and most people in 
this Chamber, if they know of it, is a 
bank. Morgan Stanley used to be an in-
vestment bank and now it is just con-
sidered a bank. Let me explain. 

Morgan Stanley owns a company 
called TransMontaigne, a petroleum 
and chemical transportation and stor-
age company, and Heidmar Inc., which 
reportedly manages more than 100 oil 
tankers—tankers that look like this. 

Today I held a banking sub-
committee hearing, which the Pre-
siding Officer attended, as did Senator 
MERKLEY and Senator TOOMEY, to ex-
amine how the line between banks and 
commercial enterprises is blurring. In-
creasingly, these large institutions 
combine banks and trading firms and 
energy suppliers and oil refiners and 
warehouses, as well as shipping firms 
and oil tankers and mining companies. 

Federally insured bank holding com-
panies, once in the business of pro-
viding checking and savings accounts 
to workers or loans to small busi-
nesses, are now also in the business of 
owning physical commodities, includ-
ing aluminum, oil, and electricity. Wit-
nesses testified at the subcommittee 
hearing that these risky Wall Street 
practices are artificially inflating 
prices for manufacturers and con-
sumers. Morgan Stanley and JPMorgan 
Chase and Goldman Sachs take their 
cut when we fill up our tanks, take 
their cut when we buy a Coke or buy a 
beer in an aluminum can. They take 
their cut increasingly in the copper 
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market, a metal that is in all kinds of 
industrial products. 

A recent article in the New York 
Times said: 

The maneuvering in markets for oil, 
wheat, cotton, coffee and more have brought 
billions in profits to investment banks like 
Goldman, JPMorgan Chase Morgan Stanley, 
while forcing customers to pay more every 
time they fill up a gas tank, flick on a light 
switch, open a beer or buy a cell phone. 

For years, our Nation separated 
banking from traditional commerce. 
But about 13, 14 years ago, after years 
of eroding that protection, Congress fi-
nally tore down what was left of that 
wall. Beyond just combining commer-
cial banking with insurance and invest-
ment banking, banks are now allowed 
to trade in commodities and to engage 
in a variety of nonfinancial activities. 
Four years later, after that 1999 repeal, 
the Federal Reserve enabled the first 
financial holding company to trade in 
physical commodities. 

The justification for this is a familiar 
one: Other companies were doing it, 
they told us, and banks were at a com-
petitive disadvantage. Over the next 6 
years, the rules unraveled, becoming 
looser and looser, until the loopholes 
were big enough for these six 
megabanks—now $600 billion in assets, 
up to $2.3 trillion in assets—the loop-
holes are big enough for these six 
megabanks to jump through. 

The expansion of our financial sys-
tem in traditional areas of commerce— 
from crude oil to natural gas to mining 
and shipping—hasn’t happened in a 
vacuum. It has been accompanied by a 
host of anticompetitive activities. 
These activities threaten consumers. 
They threaten American businesses 
that rely upon efficient markets and 
arm’s-length transactions. They espe-
cially threaten American manufac-
turing when they buy and sell and 
manage and transport and store met-
als. 

From speculation in the oil and gas 
markets to inflated prices for alu-
minum to energy manipulation—we 
know the role of banks has expanded. 
Banks have expanded far beyond their 
traditional roles. 

There has been little public aware-
ness of or debate about the massive ex-
pansion of our largest financial institu-
tions into new areas of the economy. 
That is, in part, because regulators 
have been less than transparent about 
basic facts. We can’t get the informa-
tion from the Federal Reserve. Wheth-
er a person is a citizen or a reporter or 
a Senator sitting on the Banking Com-
mittee, we can’t get from the Federal 
Reserve the information we need to 
know about the governance and these 
rules about commodity trading by the 
banks. It is also because these institu-
tions are so complex and so dense and 
so opaque and so impossible for people 
to understand that we simply can’t fig-
ure out what we need to figure out. 

The six largest U.S. bank holding 
companies have 14,000 subsidiaries. The 
six largest U.S. bank holding compa-

nies have 14,000 subsidiaries. Fewer 
than 20 of those 14,000 are the end of 
our traditional banks. 

There are three important issues 
here that concern me—that Morgan 
Stanley can own refineries and can own 
the ships. Three important issues con-
cern me, whether it is Morgan Stanley, 
whether it is Goldman Sachs, or wheth-
er it is JPMorgan Chase, for aluminum, 
copper, electricity, or oil. 

The lessons of this hearing were 
three. No. 1, these institutions can con-
trol physical goods and financial con-
tracts based upon those goods, meaning 
they know more about the trading of 
these goods because they store the alu-
minum in two dozen warehouses in De-
troit or because they are moving the 
oil in these tankers. They know more 
about transactions, they know more 
about price, they know more about 
movement of goods, so that means they 
can trade on inside information and it 
gives them an advantage in proprietary 
trading. It means they can manipulate 
markets. 

No. 2, these institutions—these banks 
that own the oil tankers and own the 
refineries—have access to cheap fund-
ing—cheaper funding from the Federal 
Reserve—that means us, as taxpayers— 
that they can use to finance their com-
modities activities. I will say that 
again. Because they can go to the win-
dow, they can get cheaper financing. 
These banks can get cheaper financing. 

They say there is a wall between 
their traditional bank activities and 
what they are doing while owning 
these commodities and buying and sell-
ing and transporting and storing and 
gaming the markets, but they can get 
money cheaper from taxpayers. They 
can borrow money at a less expensive 
rate than anybody else, they and their 
competitors who also might own oil 
tankers or refineries. 

No. 3, they are exposing themselves 
and us—the economy—to risks that 
can threaten our financial system. Just 
imagine the economic, the environ-
mental, and the reputational impact to 
a megabank of an Exxon Valdez or a 
BP oilspill. Think of the economic im-
pact that could have on the stability of 
the bank and the success of the bank 
and, therefore, the stability of the 
whole financial system. 

Today was the first of what I expect 
to be several hearings on this issue. 
Taxpayers have a right to know what is 
happening. American citizens have a 
say in our financial system because 
taxpayers are the ones who will be 
asked to rescue these megabanks yet 
again if the unthinkable—which almost 
inevitably happens in this world over 
time—if the unthinkable happens. 

f 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
BOARD 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, in 
1935 Senator Robert Wagner of New 
York introduced the National Labor 
Relations Act. Also known as the Wag-
ner Act, this bill would prove to be one 

of the most important pieces of legisla-
tion in our Nation’s history. This desk 
at which I sit was used by Senator 
Hugo Black of Alabama, who was 
Franklin Roosevelt’s favorite southern 
Senator, they said, who later became a 
member of the Supreme Court. Senator 
Black sat at this desk and helped draft 
legislation with the National Labor Re-
lations Act. In fact, he did some of the 
early work on what would be the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. What he pro-
posed as a 30-hour workweek later 
helped Senator Wagner pave the way 
for the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

Before President Roosevelt signed 
the National Labor Relations Act into 
law, American workers were routinely 
harassed and fired for organizing 
unions. American workers were often 
intimidated and prevented from bar-
gaining collectively. The Wagner Act 
changed that. One year after its pas-
sage in 1936, this law gave rubber work-
ers in Akron, OH, the legal tools need-
ed to protect against poor working con-
ditions and to protest the conditions 
under which they were working. The 
bill authorized an independent Federal 
agency consisting of Presidential ap-
pointees confirmed by the Senate. 

The National Labor Relations Board 
protects American workers. It protects 
union members and private sector em-
ployees without a union card—both—to 
work together to improve their wages 
or working conditions. Today, the 
NLRB is needed perhaps more than 
ever. 

Let me tell you a story real quickly, 
Madam President. A few years ago I 
was in Cincinnati at a dinner, and sit-
ting at the table in front of me were six 
or seven middle-aged women—half 
White, half minority, perhaps. 

They had just signed their first union 
contract with the Service Employees 
International Union. These five or six 
women were the negotiators on behalf 
of 1,200 janitors negotiating with the 
downtown Cincinnati business owners. 
There was an empty seat at the table, 
so I went and sat down. 

I said: What does having this union mean 
to you? 

They had just signed the contract 
that day. 

One woman said: I am 51 years old. 
This is the first time in my life I have 
ever had a paid 1-week vacation. 

Think about the number of Ameri-
cans who do not have a paid 1-week va-
cation. For people in jobs that dress 
like me, for the pages sitting here, 
most of their parents, I imagine, are 
used to working in a place where they 
get a 1- or 2- or 3-week paid vacation. 
Much of America does not. That is just 
one of the things a union has brought 
to this country—giving people those 
opportunities. 

The reason I say the NLRB is needed 
perhaps now more than ever is that in 
2013 State legislatures are curbing col-
lective bargaining rights. Two years 
ago in Ohio, the State legislature and 
Governor Kasich took away collective 
bargaining rights for all intents and 
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purposes for public-employee workers. 
The voters of Ohio said no to that, and 
61 percent of them struck that law 
down in a referendum. But nonetheless 
the antiunion efforts from the most 
pro-corporate, conservative, far-right 
State legislators in State legislatures 
across the country continue unabated. 

Workers are still being punished for 
discussing pay and bonuses with one 
another. 

For 78 years the NLRB has been in-
strumental in addressing the chal-
lenges American workers faced. Sen-
ator Wagner explained on the floor: 

It is necessary to insure a wise distribution 
of wealth between management and labor, to 
maintain a full flow of purchasing power, 
and to prevent recurrent depressions. 

We know that when workers make 
decent wages, workers buy the cars 
made in this country, they buy the ap-
pliances, they go to the hardware 
store, they pay their property taxes, 
they buy homes, they renovate their 
homes, they do things that put money 
into the economy. If you only have a 
sliver of people who are very wealthy 
and a declining middle class, the pur-
chasing power and the growth in the 
economy tends to diminish. That is not 
the kind of country we want, and it is 
not the kind of country we have had 
since World War II. But just a few 
years after the great recession, there is 
a widening gap between the average 
wage of workers and heads of corpora-
tions. 

For families struggling to make ends 
meet after a breadwinner was unfairly 
forced off the assembly line, the NLRB 
matters. 

If we do not confirm the President’s 
nominees, then workers, such as Kevin 
from Akron, will have no recourse 
against retaliation for his union activ-
ity. Kevin and his coworkers wanted to 
form a union to stop a 12-hour shift 
policy from being put in place at their 
place of employment. The company 
fired six workers, including Kevin, for 
this union activity. 

While the NLRB ordered the com-
pany to reinstate the workers—the 
NLRB said the company was wrong; 
under Federal law, the workers should 
be reinstated—the DC Circuit Court— 
in large part, with judges who almost 
always do the bidding of the wealthiest 
corporations in this country—the DC 
Circuit Court delayed enforcement of 
the case until the pending challenge to 
the President’s 2012 nominees is re-
solved in court or the board has a Sen-
ate-confirmed quorum. 

Kevin is a human face of why Amer-
ica needs a fully staffed National Labor 
Relations Board with the legal quorum 
needed to do its job. We should confirm 
these board members. We should make 
sure workers such as Kevin receive the 
workplace protections—whether they 
are union members, whether they are 
not union members—they deserve. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

f 

THUD APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I rise 
today to talk about legislation we are 
currently considering, and it is a wel-
come development that we are actually 
working on appropriations bills on the 
Senate floor. I want to commend the 
work of Chairwoman MIKULSKI of the 
Appropriations Committee, her rank-
ing member Senator SHELBY, as well as 
both Chairman MURRAY and Ranking 
Member COLLINS on the so-called 
THUD bill. Everything in Washington 
has an acronym. So it is with this, the 
Transportation, Housing and Urban De-
velopment appropriations bill. 

As many people know, when you con-
sider those appropriations and you con-
sider the subject matter, it is pretty 
broad and diverse. I will just give 
maybe a five-part summation here of 
what we are talking about. It means 
investing, of course, in transportation 
infrastructure; providing housing and 
services to very vulnerable Americans; 
supporting our communities and ad-
dressing the foreclosure crisis, which is 
still with us in so many ways, as the 
Presiding Officer knows so well and has 
worked so hard on over many years; 
ensuring the safety of our transpor-
tation system; and then, No. 5, pro-
moting sustainability in our commu-
nities. 

I want to talk first about Amtrak. 
Amtrak is part of our transportation 
infrastructure that not only is criti-
cally important for a State such as 
Pennsylvania but really the entire 
eastern seaboard and really across the 
whole country. It is one of the reasons 
we can move not just people but goods 
and services with the transactions that 
occur when people are able to get from 
one place to another. 

The Senate bill we are considering 
includes almost $1.5 billion for Amtrak, 
preserving the Federal commitments 
to provide safe, reliable, and energy-ef-
ficient passenger rail transportation 
for more than 31 million travelers—and 
that is an annual number—plus an ad-
ditional 235 million commuter trips 
that depend upon Amtrak and its infra-
structure along the Northeast corridor. 

Unfortunately, the House bill guts 
funding for Amtrak, cutting the appro-
priation by a third—$465 million below 
the fiscal year 2013 enacted level. This 
is the lowest level of funding in over a 
decade. It makes no sense in a lot of 
ways to try to find savings in a bill 
like this at such an extreme level. It 
makes no sense at all in terms of our 
economy. 

Due to contract and debt service pay-
ment commitments, this would mean 
Amtrak only has $100 million for cap-
ital investments. The Northeast cor-

ridor alone needs $782 million per year 
to address longstanding state of good 
repair projects, so not even one-sev-
enth of the dollars we need for state of 
good repair projects. This is not just a 
nice thing to do every year. You have 
to fix the infrastructure if you are run-
ning a transportation system and espe-
cially if you are running Amtrak. 

So that is not only a safety issue, but 
it is a jobs issue. You could put at risk 
some 10,000 jobs and possibly eliminate 
some existing Amtrak routes. 

In 2012 over 6.1 million Amtrak pas-
sengers traveled at Pennsylvania sta-
tions, and this number is expected to 
increase in 2013. Ridership has contin-
ued to grow over the past several 
years. It reached an alltime high last 
year and is on track to break that 
record in 2013. 

I was just talking to folks at Amtrak 
today, and they talked about the tre-
mendous growth in ridership. That is 
good for a lot of reasons. It is not just 
nice for Amtrak. Most importantly, it 
is good for our environment, with fewer 
people driving cars that have an im-
pact on air emissions. It is also prob-
ably a great stress-reliever for people. 
Driving and working is a challenge, 
getting from one place to another. 
Riding on a train can allow you to do 
work and maybe allow you to be more 
rested, and it probably cuts down on 
traffic fatalities, although I do not 
have a study that backs that up. 

But there is no question that we 
want to make sure we make these in-
vestments in Amtrak, and I hope we 
can ultimately get a bipartisan agree-
ment and have some of the features of 
bipartisanship we have seen here in the 
Senate. 

We also know that Amtrak, just from 
a Pennsylvania perspective, is a job 
creator. It employs over 2,600 Penn-
sylvanians, and these jobs could be in 
jeopardy if these cuts are maintained. 

The other aspect—and I will end with 
this on Amtrak—are the suppliers who 
are affected. And, of course, that is a 
big jobs issue as well. 

Let me move to the second part of 
my remarks today about this very im-
portant appropriations bill, and that 
has another acronym: CDBG, commu-
nity development block grants. A lot of 
people might know this acronym better 
than THUD—the Transportation, Hous-
ing and Urban Development bill. 

The Community Development Block 
Grant Program is so important for a 
variety of reasons. One of the most im-
portant reasons we should focus on it is 
that it is one of the few remaining Fed-
eral programs where the Federal Gov-
ernment says to local governments: 
Here are some resources. These are tax-
payer resources, so you have to safe-
guard them and spend them wisely, but 
we are giving you these Federal funds 
so you can make a decision about what 
is best for your community. 

That is what community develop-
ment block grants are all about. There 
is not a one-size-fits-all Federal-Wash-
ington-way to spend these dollars. 
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That is why I cannot understand why 
some people here want to make the 
kinds of dangerous cuts to these block 
grants that some want to make. 

We know the Senate bill includes a 
little more than $3.15 billion for these 
block grants—less than the 2013 bill, 
but it is $352 million more than the 
President asked for this year—‘‘this 
year’’ meaning 2014. According to cal-
culations by HUD, the funding level 
provided in the Senate bill will support 
an estimated 80,900 jobs—twice the 
level in the House bill—80,900 jobs. 
That is a good reason to support the 
Senate bill. That is not the only reason 
standing alone, but that is a big jobs 
number. The House bill contains the 
lowest amount ever provided to the 
program. 

I wish we could stand and say: You 
know what, communities across the 
country do not need block grants. They 
do not need to even decide what is best 
for the community because all of the 
problems are taken care of. Everything 
is wonderful. All of those communities 
are in perfect shape, so let’s just have 
a big cut to the program. 

That would be an interesting sce-
nario if it were true. The reality is that 
in a lot of communities they have had 
to deal with the ravages of a fore-
closure crisis where the greatest num-
ber of Americans ever probably lost 
their homes—maybe the highest num-
ber since the 1930s, No. 1. No. 2, they 
had to deal with the jobs crisis in addi-
tion to the foreclosure crisis. Of course 
the two are closely related. We just 
went below half a million people out of 
work in Pennsylvania, but we are still 
at about 490,000 people out of work. 

So these communities that have had 
to deal with several avalanches of prob-
lems—foreclosure crisis, jobs crisis, 
and then all of the results of both of 
these, all of the trauma that has been 
heaped on these communities, now we 
are told by some in Washington: Your 
problems are solved. You do not need 
any grant funding from the Federal 
Government to help you decide what is 
best for your community, whether you 
are going to use it for foreclosure miti-
gation or whether you are going to use 
it for job creation, whether you are 
going to use that limited resource from 
the Federal Government to bring a 
company into your town. 

You are being told that, in essence, 
by implication, you do not need that. 
That is really an insult to local com-
munities across the country. 

We know that the block grant pro-
gram began in 1975. In its first year it 
was funded at a $2.47 billion number. 
Why do I give that specific number 
from the 1970s? Well, up until now that 
is the lowest amount it has ever re-
ceived but still $837 million more than 
the level provided by the House bill. So 
what the House is doing here is setting 
records they should not want to set to 
be in a race to see who can in a more 
devastating fashion almost decapitate 
the block grant program. 

Since the program started, the num-
ber of grantees has doubled, making 

the impact of the cuts even greater on 
communities. These community devel-
opment block grants allow 47 Pennsyl-
vania communities to address local 
needs. They get to decide, not the Fed-
eral Government. They get the re-
sources, and they decide at the local 
level. We know that countless commu-
nities have received these funds. 

These funds have also been made 
available to State governments. Mu-
nicipalities depend on this funding for 
economic development projects, which 
I mentioned before. To give you some 
examples of individual cities, the city 
of Philadelphia, which has had an un-
employment rate at 10 percent or above 
for as long as anyone can remember— 
we are into several years now where 
the unemployment rate has been 10 or 
higher, meaning that between 60,000 
and 70,000 or more people have been out 
of work in that city. CDBG funding in 
Philadelphia was used to stem the fore-
closure crisis, helping nearly 4,000 
homeowners avoid foreclosure through 
housing counseling, funded by the 
Community Development Block Grant 
Program. Prior to the funding cuts, 
these grants provided annually enough 
resources that 2,818 jobs were created. 
Now, in a city that has had 60,000 to 
70,000 people out of work consistently 
for several years, 2,818 jobs is a lot of 
jobs. Philadelphia is a big city, but 
that is still a lot of jobs that are di-
rectly a result of community develop-
ment block grant funding. 

That is why you hear from mayors 
that are Democrats and Republicans 
and Independents. Whatever their 
party, they all seem to come together 
on these block grant funds because 
they know they are better judges of 
what is best for their communities. 

The City of Philadelphia developed 
its own foreclosure mitigation pro-
gram. They developed the program. 
They came up with the idea, imple-
mented it, and then used Federal 
money to support it. Yet you have 
some people in Washington saying: Do 
not worry about it. You do not need 
those funds. We are going to decide 
what the priorities in your town are. 

That is really what they are saying. 
They may not want to hear this, but 
that is what you are saying when you 
tell someone: We are going to dras-
tically cut funding for a successful 
grant program that has funded projects 
that you have decided are important or 
that you may have even created, in the 
case of this foreclosure mitigation pro-
gram. 

In essence, what they are saying is 
not just that we are going—that the 
House or the Senate or any part of our 
government is going to cut this pro-
gram dramatically. They are making 
the decision for those local commu-
nities. So all of those folks in Wash-
ington who talk about local decision-
making and then gut the program have 
their credibility dramatically under-
mined. 

I will give a few more examples be-
fore I wrap up. The City of Pittsburgh 

directed some of its grant dollars to 
promote home ownership and afford-
able housing. That is our second larg-
est city using these grant funds in a 
way that was most important to them. 
The Lehigh Valley, which is the east-
ern seaboard of our State, just north of 
Philadelphia—cities such as Allentown, 
Bethlehem, Easton, those commu-
nities—used the funds to encourage pri-
vate sector investment. So they made a 
decision in their communities that we 
are not going to use these funds for 
foreclosure mitigation or housing, we 
are going to focus on job creation. We 
are going to focus on getting private 
sector businesses to locate in the Le-
high Valley in Pennsylvania. They 
made that decision, not us. They made 
that decision. Some people in the 
House think they should substitute 
their judgment for the people of the 
Lehigh Valley in Pennsylvania. I think 
that is a mistake. 

In Lancaster and York Counties 
down in the southern border of our 
State, a portion of these grant funds 
was used to reduce blight and revitalize 
historic downtowns. Again, they made 
that decision. They have used these 
dollars for that. 

None of those communities are say-
ing these dollars should not be safe-
guarded, should not be spent and treat-
ed as precious taxpayer dollar re-
sources. No one is saying they should 
not be scrutinized. No one is saying 
they should not be audited. No one is 
saying they should not be carefully ex-
amined as to how they spend those dol-
lars. All they are saying to us is let’s 
keep the community development 
block grant at a reasonable level. We 
are not asking for the Moon, not ask-
ing for a doubling of the funding or 
some great amount of money that the 
Federal Government cannot afford. But 
they are saying: Let us decide that. 
Washington decides a lot of things. 
That is the way our system works. But 
on this one they are saying to us: Let 
us decide, not Washington. 

So we know the value of the pro-
gram. We know that over the past few 
years these grant funds have been re-
duced by nearly 25 percent. So just 
level funding, unfortunately, becomes 
a significant victory. Further loss of 
funds will directly harm these commu-
nities that rely upon these grant funds 
to address their most pressing needs. 
As I mentioned, mayors across the 
country rely upon these grants for 
vital services. I have heard directly 
from mayors in both parties about this. 
So further cuts to the block grant pro-
gram will have a detrimental effect on 
cities and municipalities, some of 
which are the ones that have suffered 
the most from the foreclosure crisis, 
from the economic recession and the 
job-killing impact of that recession. If 
they are not digging out, they have 
just gotten out of the hole. They are 
not feeling all that secure yet. These 
grant funds allow them to make these 
decisions, allow them to make the in-
vestments they want to make. 

I yield the floor. 
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HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

FIRST SERGEANT TRACY L. STAPLEY 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise today 

to honor a recently fallen soldier, 1SG 
Tracy L. Stapley, one of Utah’s finest. 
He left this earth on July 3, 2013, while 
serving our country at Camp As 
Sayliyah, Qatar. 

First Sergeant Stapley was an Army 
man, and his family is an Army family. 
His love for our country showed 
through his actions. He served in the 
U.S. Army Reserve for 26 years, and 
was assigned to the 308th Medical Lo-
gistics Company. He also worked full- 
time for the Army Reserve as a civil-
ian, and his presence among co-workers 
will be sorely missed. The 308th re-
cently posted a tribute to First Ser-
geant Stapley online, part of which I 
would like to read: 

First Sergeant was an amazing leader, 
mentor, and friend. He always placed his sol-
diers first and had their backs from day one. 
To many, he was more than just a first ser-
geant, he was a friend and a confidant. First 
Sergeant Stapley was the glue that held the 
unit together. He excelled in all aspects of 
his life; from the unit’s first sergeant, to his 
civilian employment, to being a husband and 
father. 

Tracy and his dear wife Antionette 
are the parents of two beautiful chil-
dren, Trase and Kennedy. Known as the 
‘‘dance dad,’’ Tracey was an ardent 
supporter of Kennedy’s dancing. He 
also loved to attend Trase’s sporting 
events. The unmatched pride of a fa-
ther was frequently seen at many recit-
als, and on many sidelines. I trust that 
all Utahns share the pride that I feel, 
knowing that this fellow Utahn served 
not only his country, but also his fam-
ily with honor and love. 

It is comforting to me to know that 
First Sergeant Stapley’s love for our 
country and dedication to excellence 
lives on through his family. His son 
Trase is currently a cadet at the U.S. 
Military Academy at West Point, and I 
am confident that he is representing 
Utah and the Stapley family well. 

First Sergeant Stapley was always 
helping others, even when help was un-
solicited. His son Trase wrote that 
Tracy was ‘‘a man worth praising and a 
friend worth having; . . . a fun-loving 
jokester.’’ Trase added: 

He loved the family and loved being around 
us making sure we had everything we ever 
needed and more. He was the best. We love 
you Dude, Rest in Peace. Come see us some-
time. 

It warms my soul to witness the sus-
taining power of faith, and the love 
that a son has for his father. 

I imagine that First Sergeant 
Stapley, like many of our service men 
and women, would deny the claim that 
he is a hero. To Tracy, and all of our 
soldiers, I would say that you are 
among the few heroes left in our mod-
ern world. As Americans, we all feel a 
profound sense of pride and honor when 
we see a uniformed soldier, and we 
would be wise to remember our heroes 
in all that we do, especially in this 
body. It is true that we honor those 

who have gone before by living our 
lives with excellence today. 

I thank 1SG Tracy L. Stapley for his 
honorable service in defense of the 
Constitution and our freedom, and I 
thank all of our men and women who 
have also given the ultimate sacrifice. 
I would like to convey my condolences 
and profound gratitude to his wife 
Antionette, his daughter Kennedy, his 
son Trase, and his father John. Our 
thoughts and prayers are with you, and 
with your entire family. It is my sol-
emn hope that we, as Senators, will al-
ways remember the tremendous sac-
rifice, laid upon the altar of freedom by 
our brave soldiers and their families. 

f 

HONORING PRIVATE FIRST CLASS 
WALTER HERBERT ANDERSON 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, today I rise 
to honor PFC Walter Herbert Ander-
son, who has been awarded a post-
humous Purple Heart for his service in 
World War I. He was born in 
Toquerville, Utah Territory, on Feb-
ruary 3, 1895, 1 year before Utah offi-
cially became a State. Little did he 
know that his service would take him 
around the world and change the rest 
of his life. PFC Anderson was involved 
in some of the largest American 
offensives of the war and served his 
country with honor. He was part of the 
famous 91st Division, affectionately re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Wild West Division.’’ 

The division consisted of a group of 
inexperienced young men from several 
Western States. Although they were 
shipped to Europe in the eleventh hour 
of the war, as all Americans were, they 
fought in some of the most ferocious 
operations. Private First Class Ander-
son, a member of the 346th artillery 
regiment, was part of three major 
offensives: the Saint Mihiel Offensive, 
France; the Meuse-Argonne Offensive, 
France, and the Ypres-Lys Offensive, 
Belgium. 

During the Meuse-Argonne Offensive 
in October 1918, Private First Class An-
derson was debilitated by a German gas 
attack. In World War I, due to the lim-
ited knowledge regarding the effects of 
chemical warfare, gassed soldiers were 
not counted among the wounded in 
medical records or morning reports. 
According to the U.S. Army Medical 
Department’s Office of Medical His-
tory, 229 soldiers were gassed from the 
91st Division during the Meuse-Ar-
gonne Offensive. These soldiers were 
not put in the hospitals because of gas 
residuals, which were active for days. 

The American casualties from mus-
tard gas were carried to portable ‘‘gas 
hospitals.’’ These consisted of tem-
porary shelters or local homes. In all, 
during the Meuse-Argonne campaign, 
there were 20,000 chemical warfare cas-
ualties, comprising 22 percent of all in-
juries during the campaign. Within 24 
hours of exposure, victims experienced 
skin irritations, which often turned 
into large blisters. If eyes were ex-
posed, as Private First Class Ander-
son’s were, resulting symptoms usually 

included swelling, pus, and temporary 
blindness. 

U.S. doctors treated Private First 
Class Anderson in a private home at 
La-Ferté-Barnard, France, for about 6 
weeks. He was not counted among the 
wounded. His injuries consisted of tem-
porary blindness, sticky eyes, burning 
and pain, bronchial problems, and nerv-
ousness. Such was the sacrifice that 
Private First Class Anderson, along 
with many of his brothers-in-arms, 
made to defeat the despotic regimes of 
Central Europe. 

Private First Class Anderson was re-
leased from the Army in April 1919. 
Upon release, he was told that his eye 
problems and nervousness would go 
away. On April 6, 1921, Private First 
Class Anderson signed an affidavit of 
disability and honorable discharge, 
stating that he ‘‘was gassed about Oc-
tober 2, 1918, at the Meuse-Argonne, 
and was treated by U.S. doctors in a 
private home at La-Ferté-Bernard, 
France.’’ His eyes had a film over 
them, and his eyelids were granulated. 
He was officially diagnosed with tra-
choma, which was caused by exposure 
to mustard gas. He lived honorably 
with this disability for the rest of his 
life. 

Private First Class Anderson left a 
legacy of service and sacrifice to his 
posterity. He served as the post com-
mander of the Utah Veterans of For-
eign Wars, and two of his sons also 
served in the U.S. Armed Forces. He 
was Salt Lake County commissioner 
from 1937 to 1938 and also served as a 
clerk for the Utah House of Represent-
atives. At age 57, he lost an eye as a re-
sult of a tumor development and subse-
quent operation. He pushed on with one 
eye, until in 1955, stricken with cancer, 
he left this frail existence for a more 
exalted sphere. 

To Walter and his dear wife Lola and 
to their posterity, on behalf of the U.S. 
Senate and the people of Utah, I sin-
cerely thank you for your sacrifices, 
your love of country, and your honor-
able service. May the life of PFC Wal-
ter Herbert Anderson, deserving the 
honor of being included in The Military 
Order of the Purple Heart, shine as an 
example for us and for future genera-
tions. It is my prayer that we will al-
ways remember the sacrifices of our 
brave military men and women who 
have fought and who continue to fight 
in defense of our Constitution and our 
liberty. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ALTON ‘‘RED’’ 
FRANKLIN 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, today 
I wish to ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing September 6, 2013, as 
Coach Alton ‘‘Red’’ Franklin Day in 
the State of Louisiana. On this date, 
Coach Franklin’s 35 years of leadership 
and service to the football program at 
Haynesville High School as head coach 
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will be honored in a ceremony to re-
name Haynesville High School Memo-
rial Stadium to Red Franklin-Memo-
rial Stadium. 

Coach Franklin’s talent and leader-
ship in athletics grew in high school 
where he lettered each year of his ca-
reer in football, baseball, and basket-
ball. After receiving a scholarship to 
play football at the University of Ala-
bama, Coach Franklin transferred to 
Louisiana College where he met his be-
loved wife, Beth Langford. Mr. and 
Mrs. Franklin, who have been together 
50 years, are the proud parents of three 
sons who played football under Coach 
Franklin’s leadership and grandparents 
of seven grandchildren, all of whom 
continue to inspire him as a coach, fa-
ther, and grandfather. 

Coach Franklin began his coaching 
career in Marksville, LA, in 1961. He 
later became an assistant coach at 
Haynesville High School. He was then 
promoted to head coach in 1967, and 
served in that position for 35 years. 
During his career as head coach, Coach 
Franklin accumulated 366 wins, 8 ties, 
and only 76 losses in a total of 450 
games, earning the rank of second 
place for Louisiana’s best all time, all- 
class, head coaching record. Through-
out his tireless professional efforts, 
Coach Franklin also devoted much of 
his time to the youth in his commu-
nity and the State as an educator, 
leader, and role model. 

Coach Franklin’s distinguished ca-
reer includes many awards, honors, and 
decorations. Among them are State 
Coach of the Year for 6 years, District 
Coach of the Year for 23 years, Region 
Five Coach of the Year for 2 years, and 
inductions into the Louisiana Sports, 
Louisiana College, National Federation 
of State High School Associations, and 
North Louisiana Chapter of the Na-
tional Football Foundation Halls of 
Fame. Coach Franklin’s career leaves a 
legacy of accomplishment, service, and 
dedication to all those who are a part 
of Louisiana’s strong communities and 
football tradition. 

Coach Franklin has been and con-
tinues to be an inspiration to those 
who have been impacted by his leg-
endary coaching tenure. It is with my 
greatest sincerity that I ask my col-
leagues to join me along with Coach 
Franklin’s family in recognizing the 
hard work, devotion, and many 
achievements of this incredible leader. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO FORREST GERARD 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, on 
the 40th anniversary of the introduc-
tion of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act in 1973, I 
wish to honor a distinguished advocate 
for Indian Country and one of the key 
architects of the Act, Forrest J. Ge-
rard, and recognize him for a lifetime 
committed to public service. 

Forrest, a member of the Blackfeet 
Tribe, was the first American Indian to 
draft and facilitate the passage of In-
dian legislation through Congress. Dur-

ing the 1970s, Forrest partnered with 
Senator Henry ‘‘Scoop’’ Jackson to 
dramatically change the United States’ 
policy on Indian affairs. Together, they 
ended the policy of termination and as-
similation, and launched the era of 
self-governance and self-determination, 
which continues to guide Federal In-
dian policy today. 

Forrest’s service began with the U.S. 
Army Air Corps as a member of a 
bomber crew in World War II. After fly-
ing 35 combat missions over Nazi-occu-
pied Europe, he became the first mem-
ber of his family to attend college, re-
ceiving a bachelor’s degree from the 
University of Montana in 1949. 

Over the next two decades, Forrest 
worked for the State of Montana, the 
newly formed Indian Health Service, 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs as a legis-
lative liaison officer, and as the Direc-
tor of the Office for Indian Progress in 
the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare. His goal was to enable fu-
ture generations of Indian leaders to 
build healthy and educated commu-
nities. 

Forrest arrived at the U.S. Senate in 
1971 to work with Senator Jackson, 
then chair of the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs. Senator Jack-
son had become a strong supporter of 
self-determination, and believed For-
rest Gerard, with his significant back-
ground with Federal agencies and his 
understanding of the American Indian 
experience, would bring an important 
perspective to the debate. Forrest was 
able to combine significant issue exper-
tise with his solid relationships with 
tribes to enact meaningful legislation 
that would alter the course of Indian 
affairs. 

Forrest’s unique skills and relation-
ships played a critical role in pro-
ducing the landmark Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance 
Act. With the leadership of Senator 
Jackson and Forrest Gerard, this crit-
ical bill was signed by President Ford 
in 1975 and remains the basis for Fed-
eral dealings with tribal governments. 

Following the success of the Indian 
Self-Determination and Education As-
sistance Act, Forrest worked to 
strengthen tribal governance by help-
ing to pass the Indian Health Care Im-
provement Act and the Submarginal 
Lands Act. 

As Native American journalist Mark 
Trahant put it: 

Gerard did great work—subtly, without 
fanfare, and too often without recognition or 
even thanks. His approach was honesty and 
directness in dealing with Indian Country, 
and he never wavered in his loyalty to the 
Tribes. 

Today we recognize Forrest Gerard 
for his dedication, intelligence, and 
persistence, which paved the way for 
the political achievements that trans-
formed the landscape of Indian affairs. 
Tribes now have greater autonomy in 
managing their resources, preserving 
their cultures, and utilizing their land 
base. And the government-to-govern-
ment relationship between the United 

States and tribes is now a mature rela-
tionship. 

Forrest Gerard was honored for his 
work by the National Congress of 
American Indians. In 1977 President 
Jimmy Carter appointed him to be the 
first Assistant Secretary for Indian Af-
fairs. Forrest spent the last 30 years 
advising Indian people on how to effec-
tively participate in developing policy 
with government leaders and be part of 
the political process. Forrest truly has 
devoted his life to empowering tribal 
communities. 

I think we are long overdue in com-
mending Forrest for his pioneering, in-
dustrious career as a voice for Indian 
Country. Today we celebrate his lead-
ership in charting a new path for 
American Indians—a path that won the 
support of Congress, tribal govern-
ments, and the Nation. 

Forrest Gerard is a hero among a new 
generation of great Indian leaders. And 
his contributions will be remembered 
forever. 

f 

TRAIL END CENTENNIAL 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, 
today I wish to celebrate the centen-
nial of the Trail End State Historic 
Site in Sheridan, WY. 

John Benjamin Kendrick is one of 
Wyoming’s most remarkable politi-
cians. As an orphan in Texas, Kendrick 
faced many challenges growing up. He 
spent much of his childhood in poverty 
and eventually took a job trailing cat-
tle as far north as Montana. Finally, 
near the Bighorn Mountains of north-
eastern Wyoming, Kendrick found his 
home. 

It was there that John Kendrick and 
his wife Eula began their family. The 
couple had two children, Rosa-Maye 
and Manville. After years on the fam-
ily’s OW Ranch outside of Sheridan, 
Kendrick decided to build an estate in 
town. It took 5 tedious years to com-
plete the dream house. With superb 
workmanship, inspired decoration, and 
fine materials, the Kendrick family fi-
nally completed the building in 1913 
and named their home the Trail End. 

Kendrick and his family were only 
able to spend a short period of time in 
the house. In 1914, Kendrick was elect-
ed Governor of Wyoming. During his 
term, Governor Kendrick was known 
for working with the State legislature 
to establish a State workmen’s com-
pensation system and a Statewide pub-
lic utilities commission. He also cham-
pioned many important causes, includ-
ing women’s suffrage and support for 
struggling farmers. 

Within 2 years, he was elected to the 
United States Senate. He was Wyo-
ming’s first Senator to be elected by 
popular vote under the 17th Amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution. During 
his 17 years in the U.S. Senate, he fo-
cused on issues that are still important 
to Wyoming: Irrigation, land use, and 
the protection of natural resources. 
Kendrick served as chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Lands and 
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Surveys. He was also a member of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry as well as the Senate Com-
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Near the end of his third term, 
Kendrick announced his retirement 
and his intention to move home to 
Sheridan and his beloved Trail End. 
Sadly, at the age of 76 before his retire-
ment commenced, he passed away in 
Sheridan surrounded by his family. 

Today, the Wyoming Department of 
State Parks and Cultural Resources is 
preserving Kendrick’s heritage through 
the care of the Trail End State Historic 
Site, also known as the Kendrick Man-
sion. Visitors can tour the architec-
tural gem which is completely fur-
nished with the family’s original fur-
niture and personal items. 

Senator Kendrick was a staunch sup-
porter of protecting Wyoming’s history 
and landmarks, including the beauty of 
Yellowstone National Park and the 
Teton Mountain Range. I rise today to 
ask that we remember another piece of 
history—the magnificent house that 
the Kendrick family called home—the 
Trail End. Built by a self-made leader, 
visitors will forever be astonished by 
the beauty that John B. Kendrick 
brought to Sheridan, WY, and the en-
tire Nation. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNIZING THE GREAT 
PASSION PLAY 

∑ Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to recognize the Great Passion 
Play which is currently underway for 
its 46th consecutive year in Eureka 
Springs, AR. 

Since 1968, over 7.6 million people 
have attended the Great Passion Play. 
The inspirational play depicting the 
last week in the life of Jesus Christ is 
1 hour and 45 minutes long featuring 
almost 200 actors, live animals, and 
special effects on a three-story tall set 
built into the hillside. 

Performances of the play take place 
the first Friday of May through the 
last Saturday in October. 

This year, two big names in contem-
porary Christian music are joining to-
gether to host an event in the Eureka 
Springs Auditorium to celebrate ‘‘Pas-
sion Play Day’’ on August 8. 

Local resident John Michael Talbot, 
who is recognized as one of Catholic 
music’s most popular artists and the 
author of 20 books, will be welcoming 
Michael Card, who himself has re-
corded over 31 albums and authored or 
co-authored over 24 books, for a per-
formance to benefit the Great Passion 
Play. 

Mr. Talbot has deep ties to the area 
having founded his community ‘‘The 
Brothers and Sisters of Charity’’ and 
the ‘‘Little Portion Hermitage/Mon-
astery’’ in neighboring Berryville, AR 
over 30 years ago. 

The Great Passion Play is important 
for the Eureka Springs community, as 

well as the State of Arkansas. It di-
rectly employs over 200 people in the 
town and is important for promoting 
tourism to the local community. I ex-
pect many will come out to benefit this 
worthy cause on August 8 and am 
grateful for John Michael Talbot’s ef-
forts to support the Great Passion 
Play.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT W. 
CHAMBERS, JR. 

∑ Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize and thank a Nevadan 
who is here in our Nation’s Capital this 
week, Mr. Robert W. Chambers, Jr. Mr. 
Chambers is an artillery veteran of the 
United States Army who served in the 
196th Infantry Brigade during the Viet-
nam war. He, along with his brother 
and father, is visiting from Nevada this 
week to participate in a reunion of the 
196th Infantry Brigade, and I would 
like to thank and commend him for his 
service to our country. 

The 196th Infantry Brigade was the 
last combat brigade to depart from 
Vietnam in June of 1972. More than 
1,000 soldiers who served in the 196th 
were killed in action in Vietnam, and 
more than 5,000 others were wounded in 
action. These immeasurable sacrifices 
made by intrepid American patriots 
are truly heroic and deserve our high-
est respect and deepest appreciation. 

This week will mark the 60th anni-
versary of the armistice that ended 
hostilities in Korea. That conflict is 
often tragically referred to as Amer-
ica’s ‘‘Forgotten War.’’ But the lives 
lost during that conflict, and during 
every conflict America has waged to 
defend freedom both at home and 
abroad, are far from forgotten. May it 
never be said that any war in which 
brave Americans like Robert W. Cham-
bers, Jr. served, is ‘‘forgotten.’’ Rather, 
may we remain ever mindful of the im-
measurable sacrifices that have been 
made throughout our history in de-
fense of liberty. 

America’s veterans represent the 
very best of our country, and accord-
ingly, they deserve the very best from 
their country. As a member of the Sen-
ate Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I rec-
ognize the duty we owe to our heroes in 
uniform who gave their all for this 
great country. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in thanking Mr. Chambers for 
his service, as well as the members of 
the 196th Infantry Brigade, and wish 
them well on their reunion.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO KURK BROKSAS 

∑ Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, 
today I wish to acknowledge the valu-
able contributions that Special Agent 
Kurk Broksas of the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, 
ATF, has made to the U.S. Senate as a 
legislative fellow to my colleague, the 
late Senator Frank R. Lautenberg. 
Special Agent Broksas came to the 
Senate on detail from the ATF in Jan-
uary 2012 and served through the con-

clusion of the 112th Congress. Kurk be-
came such a valued member of Senator 
Lautenberg’s staff that he was asked to 
extend his tenure into the current Con-
gress, and he provided exemplary serv-
ice until Senator Lautenberg’s passing 
on June 3, 2013. 

Special Agent Broksas has had a long 
career in Federal law enforcement, and 
his experience, knowledge, and exper-
tise served Senator Lautenberg, the 
people of New Jersey, and the Nation. 

Kurk Broksas began his career as a 
U.S. Border Patrol Agent, enforcing 
Federal law against human traffickers 
and drug smugglers on the United 
States/Mexico border. Agent Broksas 
quickly established himself as a leader, 
becoming a field training agent and en-
suring the next generation of agents 
were highly trained and performed 
their dangerous duties with honor and 
vigilance. Agent Broksas ultimately 
left the border for New York City to 
conduct criminal investigations as a 
special agent with the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service. 

A desire to protect our Nation from 
criminals armed with firearms and ex-
plosives brought Kurk to Washington, 
DC in 2000 to serve as an ATF special 
agent. His work over the past 13 years 
with the ATF involved complex crimi-
nal investigations into the illegal man-
ufacture, trafficking, and use of fire-
arms by violent criminals. As ATFs 
representative to the Capital Area Re-
gional Fugitive Task Force, Special 
Agent Broksas worked diligently with 
Federal, State and local police to track 
down and apprehend the worst of the 
worst. His tireless efforts ensured that 
murderers, rapists, and gang members 
did not evade capture, and victims saw 
justice. 

Special Agent Broksas’ expertise was 
of great use during his time as a legis-
lative fellow in the U.S. Senate. During 
the past year and a half, our Nation 
has suffered terrible losses at the hands 
of criminals and the mentally ill in 
possession of firearms and explosives: 
12 killed and 58 injured at a mass 
shooting at a movie theater in Aurora, 
CO; 20 children and 6 adults shot and 
killed at Sandy Hook Elementary 
School in Newtown, CT; 3 people killed 
and hundreds wounded at the bombings 
during the Boston Marathon. While our 
country grieved, Special Agent Broksas 
set to work here in the Senate, work-
ing late nights providing valuable tech-
nical expertise and helping craft legis-
lation to prevent future tragedies. His 
tenacity and drive exemplified what 
our Nation desires in the men and 
women that put on the badge and dedi-
cate their lives to serving our Nation 
and keeping us safe. 

Mr. President, Special Agent Broksas 
has represented the law enforcement 
agents of the ATF with distinction and 
honor. I thank Kurk for his tremendous 
service to Senator Lautenberg, the 
United States Senate, and to our Na-
tion.∑ 
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TUALATIN, OREGON 

∑ Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, today 
I wish to celebrate the centennial anni-
versary of the city of Tualatin, OR. 

Since its founding, the city of 
Tualatin has exhibited continued 
growth and increasing prosperity. The 
city began as the small town of 
Galbreath in 1853, comprising just 23 
families. With the construction of the 
first bridge across the Tualatin River 
in 1856 and the arrival of the Portland 
and Willamette Railway Company in 
1866, which attracted business from 
Portland and throughout the Willam-
ette Valley, the town’s population and 
economic importance increased. 

Over the 100 years since its incorpo-
ration on August 18, 1913, the city of 
Tualatin grew from a rural suburb to a 
vibrant urban city that supports 27,000 
residents and 20,000 jobs. Located only 
12 miles south of Portland and bisected 
by two major railways, Tualatin hosts 
new high-tech industries and upscale 
shopping centers such as Bridgeport 
Village. 

The city’s economic success is com-
plemented by city officials’ impressive 
leadership on environmentally aware 
urban development initiatives, enhanc-
ing residents’ quality of life and pro-
viding an example to other Oregon cit-
ies of responsible urban planning. The 
Tualatin Commons, a public/private 
partnership featuring a three-acre 
manmade lake, a wide public prome-
nade and plaza, and an interactive 
fountain provides recreational and en-
tertainment opportunities. With over 
200 acres of parks, trails, and natural 
areas, Tualatin also preserves green 
spaces for the public to enjoy. 

The citizens of Tualatin are engaged 
and motivated, fostering a close-knit 
and thriving community. Each year 
area organizations organize the Craw-
fish Festival, which attracts an esti-
mated 12,000 people and features local 
food, crafts, and music. The locally de-
veloped Citizen Involvement Organiza-
tion program encourages residents to 
further improve life within Tualatin by 
funding community projects. 

Throughout the last 100 years, the 
leaders and citizens of Tualatin have 
made invaluable contributions to the 
Portland metropolitan region and to 
the State of Oregon as a whole. I offer 
my sincerest congratulations during 
this celebration and look forward to 
many more years of prosperity for 
Tualatin.∑ 

f 

ST. FRANCIS MEDICAL CENTER 

∑ Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I recog-
nize St. Francis Medical Center on a 
special occasion. 

This week, St. Francis Medical Cen-
ter celebrates its 100th anniversary. 
Founded in Monroe, LA, in 1913 by six 
Franciscan Sisters fulfilling a call to 
serve others through Jesus Christ’s 
healing ministry, St. Francis Medical 
Center has grown from a humble 75-pa-
tient-bed facility to a 352-bed commu-

nity hospital and the largest in North-
east Louisiana. 

In fulfilling the vision of St. Francis 
of Assisi that all life is a gift from God, 
the Sisters of Saint Francis have con-
tinued to serve others with compassion 
and care, without hesitation, to im-
prove health and save lives to those 
most in need. 

The continued dedication of the Sis-
ters, doctors, and staff has led to a su-
perior level of health care in our State 
and has earned the facility 25 accredi-
tations and awards. In 2012 and 2011, St. 
Francis Medical Center was honored as 
a Best Employer for Healthy Lifestyles 
by the National Business Group on 
Health’s Institute on Innovation. Also, 
U.S. News and World Report rated St. 
Francis as one of the best hospitals in 
Louisiana. 

St. Francis Medical Center has been 
a cornerstone of the medical commu-
nity of Northeast Louisiana, and it is 
my honor to recognize their 100th anni-
versary as they prepare to enter their 
second century of service.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:03 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 2668. An act to delay the application 
of the individual health insurance mandate, 
to delay the application of the employer 
health insurance mandate, and for other pur-
poses. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 4(b) of the World 
War I Centennial Commission Act 
(Public Law 112–272), and the order of 
the House of January 3, 2013, the Mi-
nority Leader appoints the following 
individual on the part of the House of 
Representatives to the World War I 
Centennial Commission: Mr. Robert 
Dalessandro of Alexandria, Virginia. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d, and the 
order of the House of January 3, 2013, 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Members on the part of the House of 
Representatives to the Canada-United 
States lnterparliamentary Group: Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan, Chairman and 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276h, and the 
order of the House of January 3, 2013, 
the Speaker appoints the following 
Members on the part of the House of 
Representatives to the Mexico-United 
States Interparliamentary Group: Mr. 
MCCAUL of Texas, Chairman and Mr. 
DUFFY of Wisconsin. 

At 2:23 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 697. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain Federal land in Clark Coun-

ty, Nevada, for the environmental remedi-
ation and reclamation of the Three Kids 
Mine Project Site, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1542. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish weapons of 
mass destruction intelligence and informa-
tion sharing functions of the Office of Intel-
ligence and Analysis of the Department of 
Homeland Security and to require dissemi-
nation of information analyzed by the De-
partment to entities with responsibilities re-
lating to homeland security, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 2353. An act to amend title 23, United 
States Code, with respect to the operation of 
vehicles on certain Wisconsin highways, and 
for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the District of Columbia Special Olympics 
Law Enforcement Torch Run. 

At 3:56 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1411. An act to include the Point 
Arena-Stornetta Public Lands in the Cali-
fornia Coastal National Monument as a part 
of the National Landscape Conservation Sys-
tem, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 697. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain Federal land in Clark Coun-
ty, Nevada, for the environmental remedi-
ation and reclamation of the Three Kids 
Mine Project Site, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

H.R. 1411. An act to include the Point 
Arena-Stornetta Public Lands in the Cali-
fornia Coastal National Monument as a part 
of the National Landscape Conservation Sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1542. An act to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish weapons of 
mass destruction intelligence and informa-
tion sharing functions of the Office of Intel-
ligence and Analysis of the Department of 
Homeland Security and to require dissemi-
nation of information analyzed by the De-
partment to entities with responsibilities re-
lating to homeland security, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 2353. An act to amend title 23, United 
States Code, with respect to the operation of 
vehicles on certain Wisconsin highways, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

H.R. 2668. An act to delay the application 
of the individual health insurance mandate, 
to delay the application of the employer 
health insurance mandate, and for other pur-
poses. 
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EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 

COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–2334. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Financial Re-
port for fiscal year 2012 for the Prescription 
Drug User Fee Act (PDUFA); to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2335. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Financial Re-
port for fiscal year 2012 for the Medical De-
vice User Fee Act (MDUFA); to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2336. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘Report to Congress on Head Start Moni-
toring for Fiscal Year 2010’’; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2337. A communication from the Acting 
Chief Policy Officer, Legislative and Regu-
latory Department, Pension Benefit Guar-
anty Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Benefits 
Payable in Terminated Single-Employer 
Plans; Allocation of Assets in Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Interest Assumptions for Val-
uing and Paying Benefits’’ (29 CFR Parts 4022 
and 4044) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 9, 2013; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2338. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Employee Benefits Security 
Administration, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Coverage of Certain Preventive 
Services Under the Affordable Care Act’’ 
(RIN1210–AB44) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on July 2, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2339. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulations and Policy Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
hesives and Components of Coatings’’ (Dock-
et No. FDA–2012–F–0728) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 
15, 2013; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2340. A communication from the Pro-
gram Manager, Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Cov-
erage of Certain Preventative Services Under 
the Affordable Care Act’’ (RIN0938–AR42) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
July 2, 2013; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2341. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Coverage of Certain 
Preventive Services Under the Affordable 
Care Act’’ ((RIN1545–BJ60) (TD 9624)) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2342. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 

‘‘Strategic Integrated Management Plan for 
the Center for Drug Evaluation and Research 
(CDER), the Center for Biologics Evaluation 
and Research (CBER), and the Center for De-
vices and Radiological Health (CDRH); to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2343. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report relative to obligations 
and unobligated balances of funds provided 
for Federal-aid highway and safety construc-
tion programs for fiscal year 2012; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2344. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Department’s Annual Re-
port of the Maritime Administration 
(MARAD) for fiscal years 2010–2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2345. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and 
Atmosphere, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report relative to the activities of the 
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization 
for 2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2346. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Heavy- 
Duty Engine and Vehicle, and Nonroad Tech-
nical Amendments’’ (RIN2127–AL31) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2347. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Transit Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Alcohol and Controlled Substances 
Testing’’ (RIN2132–AB09) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 9, 
2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2348. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Roaring 
Springs, Texas)’’ (MB Docket No. 12–236, RM– 
11671) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 3, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2349. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Dove Creek, 
Colorado)’’ (MB Docket No. 12–352, RM–11686) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 3, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2350. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Matagorda, 
Texas)’’ (MB Docket No. 13–52, RM–11693) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 15, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2351. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Closed 
Captioning of Internet Protocol-Delivered 
Video Programming: Implementation of the 
Twenty-First Century Communications and 
Video Accessibility Act of 2010’’ (MB Docket 

No. 11–154, FCC 13–84) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 3, 2013; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2352. A communication from the Dep-
uty Chief of the Consumer and Governmental 
Affairs Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Structure and 
Practices of the Video Relay Service Pro-
gram; Telecommunications Relay Services 
and Speech-to-Speech Services for Individ-
uals with Hearing and Speech Disabilities’’ 
(FCC 13–82) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 15, 2013; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2353. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Ma-
rine Vapor Control Systems’’ ((RIN1625– 
AB37) (Docket No. USCG–1999–5150)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 15, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2354. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Summit, 
Mississippi)’’ (MB Docket No. 12–84, RM– 
11627) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 3, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2355. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations and Safety Zones; 
Marine Events in Captain of the Port Long 
Island Zone’’ ((RIN1625–AA00; AA08) (Docket 
No. USCG–2013–0447)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 15, 2013; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–2356. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Part 95 Instrument Flight 
Rules; Amdt. No. 507’’ (RIN2120–AA63) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2357. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (144); Amdt. No. 3538’’ (RIN2120–AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2358. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (94); Amdt. No. 3537’’ (RIN2120–AA65) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2359. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Turbomeca S.A. Turbofan Engines’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0024)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 
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EC–2360. A communication from the Para-

legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA–2012–1162)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 9, 2013; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–2361. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Cessna Aircraft Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2012–1001)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 9, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2362. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0426)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on July 
9, 2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2363. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Bass Harbor, ME’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2012–0793)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on July 
9, 2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2364. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Gillette, WY’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0185)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on July 
9, 2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2365. A communication from the In-
spector General of the Federal Trade Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, noti-
fication that the audit of the financial state-
ments of the Federal Trade Commission for 
fiscal year 2013 has commenced; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2366. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula-
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Energy Conserva-
tion Program for Consumer Products: Test 
Procedures for Residential Furnaces and 
Boilers’’ (RIN1904–AC96) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 
11, 2013; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC–2367. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to a 
certification, transmittal number: DDTC 13– 
092, of the proposed sale or export of defense 
articles and/or defense services to a Middle 
East country regarding any possible effects 
such a sale might have relating to Israel’s 
Qualitative Military Edge over military 
threats to Israel; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–2368. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment to the International Traffic in Arms 
Regulations: Canadian Firearms Components 
Exemptions’’ (RIN1400–AD07) received in the 

Office of the President of the Senate on July 
11, 2013; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

EC–2369. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Interior (Indian Af-
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Fiscal Year 2012 Report to 
Congress Pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 450j-1(c) on 
the Funding Requirements for Contract Sup-
port Costs’’; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs. 

EC–2370. A joint communication from the 
Deputy Secretary, Department of Veterans 
Affairs, and the Acting Under Secretary of 
Defense (Personnel and Readiness), transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the activities and accomplishments of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs and Depart-
ment of Defense Joint Executive Council for 
fiscal year 2012; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

EC–2371. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulation Policy and Manage-
ment Office of the General Counsel, Veterans 
Health Administration, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medications 
Prescribed by Non-VA Providers’’ (RIN2900– 
AO77) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on July 18, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–2372. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report for fiscal year 2014 on the Nu-
clear Weapons Stockpile, Nuclear Weapons 
Complex, Nuclear Weapons Delivery Systems 
and Nuclear Weapons Command and Control 
System; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–2373. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech-
nology and Logistics), transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Fiscal Year 
2012 Inventory of Contracts for Services’’; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. MENENDEZ for the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

*Daniel Brooks Baer, of Colorado, to be 
U.S. Representative to the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, with 
the rank of Ambassador. 

Nominee: Daniel Brooks Baer. 
Post Nominated: Permanent Representa-

tive to the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe, with the rank of Am-
bassador. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: $1000, 5/2012, Obama for America; 

$100, 9/2012, Obama for America. 
2. Spouse: (N/A). 
3. Children and Spouses: (N/A). 
4. Parents: Rebecca Van Buren (widowed): 

$25, 7/2012, Obama for America; $25, 10/2012, 
Obama for America. 

5. Grandparents: Nancy Van Buren: None. 
6. Brothers and Spouses: Peter Baer (sin-

gle), $10, 9/2012, Obama for America; $10, 9/ 
2012, Gillibrand for Senate. Lyle Baer (sin-
gle): None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses: Merritt Baer (sin-
gle), $25, 8/2012, Hirono for Senate; $25, 8/2012, 
Gabbard for Congress; $25, 8/2012, Mikolsi for 
Congress; $25, 8/2012, Pace for Congress; $100, 
9/2012, Obama for America. 

*Douglas Edward Lute, of Indiana, to be 
United States Permanent Representative on 
the Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, with the rank and status of Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary. 

Nominee: Douglas Edward Lute. 
Post: Chief of Mission—NATO. Nominated: 

5/23/2013. 
(The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: Jane Holl Lute: $250, 6/28/12, 

Obama Victory Fund; $250, 12/31/11, Obama 
For America; $250, 11/10/08, DNC Services 
Fund; $250, 11/3/08, Obama For America; $250, 
11/3/08, Obama For America; $250, 11/2/08, 
Obama Victory Fund; $250, 11/2/08, Obama 
Victory Fund; $250, 10/20/08, Obama For 
America; $250, 7/7/08, Obama For America; 
$500, 2/1/08, Obama For America; $250, 10/20/12, 
Soderberg. 

3. Children and Spouses: Amy Lute, None; 
Kamryn Lute, None; Adellyn Polomski, 
None. 

4. Parents: Phyllis Lute, and John Edward 
Lute (Deceased). 

5. Grandparents: N/A. 
6. Brothers and Spouses: John Carl Lute 

(Deceased). 
7. Sisters and Spouses: Patricia Lute and 

Charles Smith, None; Rebecca Lute, None; 
Beth and Jack Lyness, None. 

*Victoria Nuland, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Career Minister, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of State (European and Eurasian Af-
fairs). 

*Samantha Power, of Massachusetts, to be 
the Representative of the United States of 
America to the United Nations, with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary, and the Rep-
resentative of the United States of America 
in the Security Council of the United Na-
tions. 

*Samantha Power, of Massachusetts, to be 
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Sessions of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations during her tenure of 
service as Representative of the United 
States of America to the United Nations. 

*Catherine M. Russell, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Ambassador at Large for 
Global Women’s Issues. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. REED, and Mr. MURPHY): 

S. 1337. A bill to promote the tracing of 
firearms used in crimes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COBURN: 
S. 1338. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to require that the Office of 
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Personnel Management submit an annual re-
port to Congress relating to the use of offi-
cial time by Federal employees; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. BROWN: 
S. 1339. A bill to reauthorize the Ohio & 

Erie Canal National Heritage Canalway; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself 
and Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 

S. 1340. A bill to improve passenger vessel 
security and safety, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. BARRASSO, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. ENZI, and Mr. GRASS-
LEY): 

S. 1341. A bill to modify the Forest Service 
Recreation Residence Program as the pro-
gram applies to units of the National Forest 
System derived from the public domain by 
implementing a simple, equitable, and pre-
dictable procedure for determining cabin 
user fees, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. UDALL 
of New Mexico, and Mr. INHOFE): 

S. 1342. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit expensing of cer-
tain depreciable business assets for small 
businesses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. DONNELLY): 

S. 1343. A bill to protect the information of 
livestock producers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

By Mr. BEGICH: 
S. 1344. A bill to promote research, moni-

toring, and observation of the Arctic and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

S. 1345. A bill to award posthumously a 
Congressional Gold Medal to Dr. R. Adams 
Cowley, in recognition of his lifelong com-
mitment to the advancement of trauma care; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. BLUNT): 

S. 1346. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the alternative 
tax liability limitation for small property 
and casualty insurance companies; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. CHIESA, Mr. ENZI, and 
Ms. AYOTTE): 

S. 1347. A bill to provide transparency, ac-
countability, and limitations of Government 
sponsored conferences; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
COONS): 

S. 1348. A bill to reauthorize the Congres-
sional Award Act; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 101 

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 101, a bill to prohibit the provi-
sion of Federal funds to State and local 
governments for payment of obliga-
tions, to prohibit the Board of Gov-

ernors of the Federal Reserve System 
from financially assisting State and 
local governments, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 119 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 119, a bill to prohibit the 
application of certain restrictive eligi-
bility requirements to foreign non-
governmental organizations with re-
spect to the provision of assistance 
under part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

S. 231 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 231, a bill to reauthorize 
the Multinational Species Conserva-
tion Funds Semipostal Stamp. 

S. 234 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 234, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit certain 
retired members of the uniformed serv-
ices who have a service-connected dis-
ability to receive both disability com-
pensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for their disability and ei-
ther retired pay by reason of their 
years of military service or Combat- 
Related Special Compensation, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 308 
At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
308, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make improve-
ments in the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance program, to pro-
vide for cash relief for years for which 
annual COLAs do not take effect under 
certain cash benefit programs, and to 
provide for Social Security benefit pro-
tection. 

S. 316 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 316, a bill to recalculate 
and restore retirement annuity obliga-
tions of the United States Postal Serv-
ice, to eliminate the requirement that 
the United States Postal Service 
prefund the Postal Service Retiree 
Health Benefits Fund, to place restric-
tions on the closure of postal facilities, 
to create incentives for innovation for 
the United States Postal Service, to 
maintain levels of postal service, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 338 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 338, a bill to amend the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965 to provide consistent and 
reliable authority for, and for the fund-
ing of, the land and water conservation 
fund to maximize the effectiveness of 

the fund for future generations, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 403 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 403, a bill to amend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to address and take action to 
prevent bullying and harassment of 
students. 

S. 411 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MERKLEY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 411, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend and 
modify the railroad track maintenance 
credit. 

S. 420 

At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 
of the Senator from North Dakota (Ms. 
HEITKAMP) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 420, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the 
logical flow of return information be-
tween partnerships, corporations, 
trusts, estates, and individuals to bet-
ter enable each party to submit timely, 
accurate returns and reduce the need 
for extended and amended returns, to 
provide for modified due dates by regu-
lation, and to conform the automatic 
corporate extension period to long-
standing regulatory rule. 

S. 462 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 462, a bill to enhance the stra-
tegic partnership between the United 
States and Israel. 

S. 489 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY) and the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 489, a bill to amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to increase and adjust 
for inflation the maximum value of ar-
ticles that may be imported duty-free 
by one person on one day, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 541 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
541, a bill to prevent human health 
threats posed by the consumption of 
equines raised in the United States. 

S. 553 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, the name of the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 553, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide for an exclusion for assistance 
provided to participants in certain vet-
erinary student loan repayment or for-
giveness programs. 

S. 557 

At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 557, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
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the Social Security Act to improve ac-
cess to medication therapy manage-
ment under part D of the Medicare pro-
gram. 

S. 559 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 

the name of the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 559, a bill to establish a fund to 
make payments to the Americans held 
hostage in Iran, and to members of 
their families, who are identified as 
members of the proposed class in case 
number 1:08-CV–00487 (EGS) of the 
United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 567 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
567, a bill to improve the retirement of 
American families by strengthening 
Social Security. 

S. 569 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 569, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to count a period of receipt of 
outpatient observation services in a 
hospital toward satisfying the 3-day in-
patient hospital requirement for cov-
erage of skilled nursing facility serv-
ices under Medicare. 

S. 582 
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
582, a bill to approve the Keystone XL 
Pipeline. 

S. 629 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 629, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to recognize the 
service in the reserve components of 
the Armed Forces of certain persons by 
honoring them with status as veterans 
under law, and for other purposes. 

S. 686 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 686, a bill to extend the right of 
appeal to the Merit Systems Protec-
tion Board to certain employees of the 
United States Postal Service. 

S. 723 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 723, a bill to require the 
Commissioner of Social Security to re-
vise the medical and evaluation cri-
teria for determining disability in a 
person diagnosed with Huntington’s 
Disease and to waive the 24-month 
waiting period for Medicare eligibility 
for individuals disabled by Hunting-
ton’s Disease. 

S. 734 
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the 

names of the Senator from Connecticut 

(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 734, a 
bill to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to repeal the requirement for re-
duction of survivor annuities under the 
Survivor Benefit Plan by veterans’ de-
pendency and indemnity compensation. 

S. 826 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 826, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reform and en-
force taxation of tobacco products. 

S. 836 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. COONS) and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 836, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
strengthen the earned income tax cred-
it and make permanent certain tax 
provisions under the American Recov-
ery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

S. 912 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 912, a bill to allow multi-
channel video programming distribu-
tors to provide video programming to 
subscribers on an a la carte basis, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 929 

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 929, a bill to impose sanctions 
on individuals who are complicit in 
human rights abuses committed 
against nationals of Vietnam or their 
family members, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 945 

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 945, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im-
prove access to diabetes self-manage-
ment training by authorizing certified 
diabetes educators to provide diabetes 
self-management training services, in-
cluding as part of telehealth services, 
under part B of the Medicare program. 

S. 971 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 971, a bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to exempt 
the conduct of silvicultural activities 
from national pollutant discharge 
elimination system permitting require-
ments. 

S. 1012 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1012, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to improve op-
erations of recovery auditors under the 
Medicare integrity program, to in-
crease transparency and accuracy in 

audits conducted by contractors, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1044 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1044, a bill to direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to install in the 
area of the World War II Memorial in 
the District of Columbia a suitable 
plaque or an inscription with the words 
that President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
prayed with the United States on D– 
Day, June 6, 1944. 

S. 1068 
At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1068, a bill to reauthorize and amend 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Commissioned Officer 
Corps Act of 2002, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1072 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1072, a bill to ensure that the 
Federal Aviation Administration ad-
vances the safety of small airplanes 
and the continued development of the 
general aviation industry, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1091 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1091, a bill to provide for 
the issuance of an Alzheimer’s Disease 
Research Semipostal Stamp. 

S. 1128 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1128, a bill to clarify the orphan 
drug exception to the annual fee on 
branded prescription pharmaceutical 
manufacturers and importers. 

S. 1188 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1188, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the def-
inition of full-time employee for pur-
poses of the individual mandate in the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act. 

S. 1204 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1204, a bill to amend the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act to protect rights of conscience 
with regard to requirements for cov-
erage of specific items and services, to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to prohibit certain abortion-related 
discrimination in governmental activi-
ties, and for other purposes. 

S. 1235 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 

name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1235, a bill to restrict any State or 
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local jurisdiction from imposing a new 
discriminatory tax on cell phone serv-
ices, providers, or property. 

S. 1251 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Ms. WARREN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1251, a bill to establish programs 
with respect to childhood, adolescent, 
and young adult cancer. 

S. 1271 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1271, a bill to direct the President 
to establish guidelines for the United 
States foreign assistance programs, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1279 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1279, a bill to prohibit the revocation 
or withholding of Federal funds to pro-
grams whose participants carry out 
voluntary religious activities. 

S. 1282 
At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 

names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1282, a bill to 
reduce risks to the financial system by 
limiting banks’ ability to engage in 
certain risky activities and limiting 
conflicts of interest, to reinstate cer-
tain Glass-Steagall Act protections 
that were repealed by the Gramm- 
Leach-Bliley Act, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1292 
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the 

names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE), the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. JOHANNS) and the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1292, a 
bill to prohibit the funding of the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act. 

S. 1296 
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1296, a bill to amend the 
Wounded Warrior Act to establish a 
specific timeline for the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs to achieve interoperable elec-
tronic health records, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1302 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1302, a bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for cooperative and 
small employer charity pension plans. 

S. 1320 
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1320, a bill to establish a tiered 
hiring preference for members of the 

reserve components of the armed 
forces. 

S. 1334 
At the request of Mr. MANCHIN, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1334, a bill to establish 
student loan interest rates, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1335 
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 

names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) and the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1335, a bill to protect 
and enhance opportunities for rec-
reational hunting, fishing, and shoot-
ing, and for other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 19 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of New 

Mexico, the name of the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. J. Res. 19, a joint reso-
lution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States re-
lating to contributions and expendi-
tures intended to affect elections. 

S. CON. RES. 13 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Con. Res. 13, a concurrent resolution 
commending the Boys & Girls Clubs of 
America for its role in improving out-
comes for millions of young people and 
thousands of communities. 

S. RES. 75 
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 

of the Senator from Hawaii (Ms. 
HIRONO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 75, a resolution condemning the 
Government of Iran for its state-spon-
sored persecution of its Baha’i minor-
ity and its continued violation of the 
International Covenants on Human 
Rights. 

S. RES. 198 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 198, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Govern-
ment of the Russian Federation should 
turn over Edward Snowden to United 
States authorities, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. REED, 
and Mr. MURPHY): 

S. 1337. A bill to promote the tracing 
of firearms used in crimes, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1337 
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 ‘‘Crime Gun 
Tracing Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITION. 

Section 1709 of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796dd- 
8) is amended by— 

(1) redesignating paragraphs (1) through (4) 
as paragraphs (2) through (5), respectively; 
and 

(2) inserting before paragraph (2), as redes-
ignated, the following: 

‘‘(1) ‘Bureau’ means the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives.’’. 
SEC. 3. INCENTIVES FOR TRACING FIREARMS 

USED IN CRIMES. 
Section 1701 of the Omnibus Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796dd) 
is amended by striking subsection (c) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(c) PREFERENTIAL CONSIDERATION OF AP-
PLICATIONS FOR CERTAIN GRANTS.—In award-
ing grants under this part, the Attorney 
General, where feasible— 

‘‘(1) may give preferential consideration to 
an application for hiring and rehiring addi-
tional career law enforcement officers that 
involves a non-Federal contribution exceed-
ing the 25 percent minimum under sub-
section (g); and 

‘‘(2) shall give preferential consideration to 
an application submitted by an applicant 
that has reported all firearms recovered dur-
ing the previous 12 months by the applicant 
at a crime scene or during the course of a 
criminal investigation to the Bureau for the 
purpose of tracing, or to a State agency that 
reports such firearms to the Bureau for the 
purpose of tracing.’’. 
SEC. 4. REPORTING OF FIREARM TRACING BY AP-

PLICANTS FOR COMMUNITY ORI-
ENTED POLICING SERVICES 
GRANTS. 

Section 1702(c) of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3796dd-1(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) specify— 
‘‘(A) whether the applicant recovered any 

firearms at a crime scene or during the 
course of a criminal investigation during the 
12 months before the submission of the appli-
cation; 

‘‘(B) the number of firearms described in 
subparagraph (A); 

‘‘(C) the number of firearms described in 
subparagraph (A) that were reported to the 
Bureau for tracing, or to a State agency that 
reports such firearms to the Bureau for trac-
ing; and 

‘‘(D) the reason why any firearms described 
under subparagraph (A) were not reported to 
the Bureau for tracing, or to a State agency 
that reports such firearms to the Bureau for 
tracing.’’. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Mr. DONNELLY): 

S. 1343. A bill to protect the informa-
tion of livestock producers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator DONNELLY in 
introducing legislation that will pre-
vent the EPA from distributing the 
personal information of farmers. This 
legislation comes in direct response to 
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the EPA releasing personal informa-
tion on over 80,000 farmers nationwide 
and over 9,000 farmers in Iowa. After 
the initial data release, I wrote a letter 
that was signed by 23 of my colleagues 
to the EPA asking them to explain 
their rationale for releasing the ad-
dresses, emails and phone numbers of 
so many producers. Their response was 
unsatisfactory to me so I am intro-
ducing this bill to stop the EPA from 
doing this again. 

The EPA’s interpretation of the in-
formation which can be provided under 
a Freedom of Information Act, FOIA, 
request is simply too broad. Our Na-
tion’s farmers operate unique busi-
nesses in that their homes are often at 
the same location as their farming op-
eration. When the EPA released this 
data, activist groups attained contact 
information and addresses for farm 
families whose way of life they oppose. 
This is unacceptable. 

I would also like to point out that 
this bill does not prevent the EPA from 
collecting the information about where 
farmers’ operations are located. It also 
does not prevent EPA from disclosing 
information in the aggregate. The leg-
islation simply prevents them from re-
leasing personal information to the 
public. Furthermore, I am pleased to 
have support for this bill from 16 agri-
culture groups who agree that we 
should not enable activist groups with 
personal information. If we want peo-
ple to trust our government, agencies 
like the EPA must quit taking actions 
that shake the confidence of our citi-
zens. I urge my colleagues to join us in 
supporting this commonsense bill. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 1739. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, making appropriations for the 
Departments of Transportation, and Housing 
and Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2014, and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1740. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 1741. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 1742. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 1743. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 1744. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, supra. 

SA 1745. Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1911, of 1965 to establish in-
terest rates for new loans made on or after 
July 1, 2013, to direct the Secretary of Edu-
cation to convene the Advisory Committee 
on Improving Postsecondary Education Data 
to conduct a study on improvements to post-
secondary education transparency at the 

Federal level, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1746. Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1243, making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2014, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 1747. Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1243, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1748. Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mr. 
HELLER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1243, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1749. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1750. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1751. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1752. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1753. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1754. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1755. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1756. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 1757. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1758. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1759. Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr. 
PORTMAN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1243, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 1739. Mr. PAUL submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of title I, insert the following: 
SEC. lllll. (a) Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) On June 30, 2012, Mohamed Morsi was 

elected President of Egypt in elections that 
were certified as free and fair by the Egyp-
tian Presidential Election Commission and 
the United Nations. 

(2) On July 3, 2013, the military of Egypt 
removed the democratically elected Presi-

dent of Egypt, arrested his supporters, and 
suspended the Constitution of Egypt. These 
actions fit the definition of a military coup 
d’état. 

(3) Pursuant to section 7008 of the Depart-
ment of State, Foreign Operations, and Re-
lated Programs Act, 2012 (division I of Public 
Law 112–74; 125 Stat. 1195), the United States 
is legally prohibited from providing foreign 
assistance to any country whose duly elected 
head of government is deposed by a military 
coup d’état, or removed in such a way that 
the military plays a decisive role. 

(4) The United States has suspended aid to 
countries that have undergone military 
coups d’état in the past, including the Ivory 
Coast, the Central African Republic, Thai-
land, Mali, Fiji, and Honduras. 

(b)(1) In accordance with section 7008 of the 
Department of State, Foreign Operations, 
and Related Programs Act, 2012 (division I of 
Public Law 112–74; 125 Stat. 1195), the United 
States Government, including the Depart-
ment of State, shall refrain from providing 
to the Government of Egypt the assistance 
restricted under such section. 

(2) In addition to the restrictions referred 
to in paragraph (1), the following restrictions 
shall be in effect with respect to United 
States assistance to the Government of 
Egypt: 

(A) Deliveries of defense articles currently 
slated for transfer to Egyptian Ministry of 
Defense (MOD) and Ministry of Interior 
(MOI) shall be suspended until the President 
certifies to Congress that democratic na-
tional elections have taken place in Egypt 
followed by a peaceful transfer of power. 

(B) Provision of defense services to Egyp-
tian MOD and MOI shall be halted imme-
diately until the President certifies to Con-
gress that democratic national elections 
have taken place in Egypt followed by a 
peaceful transfer of power. 

(C) Processing of draft Letters of Offer and 
Acceptance (LOAs) for future arms sales to 
Egyptian MOD and MOI entities shall be 
halted until the President certifies to Con-
gress that democratic national elections 
have taken place in Egypt followed by a 
peaceful transfer of power. 

(D) All costs associated with the delays in 
deliveries and provision of services required 
under subparagraphs (A) through (C) shall be 
borne by the Government of Egypt. 

(c) Any amounts retained by the United 
States as a result of implementing sub-
section (b) shall be made available to the 
Secretary of Transportation to carry out ac-
tivities under the heading ‘‘BRIDGES IN CRIT-
ICAL CORRIDORS’’. 

SA 1740. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
under this Act (or an amendment made by 
this Act) may be used to administer or en-
force the wage-rate requirements of sub-
chapter IV of chapter 31 of part A of subtitle 
II of title 40, United States Code (commonly 
referred to as the ‘‘Davis-Bacon Act’’) with 
respect to any project or program funded 
under this Act (or amendment). 

SA 1741. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 74, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 192. EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 

FUND. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Emergency Transportation 
Safety Fund Act’’. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT AND FUNDING.— 
(1) MODIFICATION AND PERMANENT EXTEN-

SION OF THE INCENTIVES TO REINVEST FOREIGN 
EARNINGS IN THE UNITED STATES.— 

(A) REPATRIATION SUBJECT TO 5 PERCENT 
TAX RATE.—Subsection (a)(1) of section 965 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by striking ‘‘85 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘85.7 
percent’’. 

(B) PERMANENT EXTENSION TO ELECT REPA-
TRIATION.—Subsection (f) of section 965 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(f) ELECTION.—The taxpayer may elect to 
apply this section to any taxable year only if 
made on or before the due date (including ex-
tensions) for filing the return of tax for such 
taxable year.’’. 

(2) REPATRIATION INCLUDES CURRENT AND 
ACCUMULATED FOREIGN EARNINGS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
965(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of dividends 
taken into account under subsection (a) shall 
not exceed the sum of the current and accu-
mulated earnings and profits described in 
section 959(c)(3) for the year a deduction is 
claimed under subsection (a), without dimi-
nution by reason of any distributions made 
during the election year, for all controlled 
foreign corporations of the United States 
shareholder.’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(i) Section 965(b) of such Code is amended 

by striking paragraphs (2) and (4) and by re-
designating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2). 

(ii) Section 965(c) of such Code is amended 
by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and by re-
designating paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) as 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively. 

(iii) Paragraph (3) of section 965(c) of such 
Code, as redesignated by subparagraph (B), is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—All United 
States shareholders which are members of an 
affiliated group filing a consolidated return 
under section 1501 shall be treated as one 
United States shareholder.’’. 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) The heading for section 965 of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘TEMPORARY’’. 

(B) The table of sections for subpart F of 
part III of subchapter N of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘Temporary 
dividends’’ and inserting ‘‘Dividends’’. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years ending after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF EMERGENCY TRANS-
PORTATION SAFETY FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the 
Treasury of the United States a trust fund, 
which shall be known as the ‘‘Emergency 
Transportation Safety Fund’’. 

(2) TRANSFERS TO EMERGENCY TRANSPOR-
TATION SAFETY FUND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—There are hereby appro-
priated to the Emergency Transportation 

Safety Fund amounts equivalent to 50 per-
cent of the excess of— 

(i) the taxes received in the United States 
Treasury which are attributable to eligible 
965 dividends received by corporations which 
are United States shareholders, over 

(ii) the amount of the foreign tax credit al-
lowed under section 901 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 which is attributable to the 
non-deductible portion of such eligible 965 
dividends. 

(B) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this 
paragraph— 

(i) ELIGIBLE 965 DIVIDEND.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble 965 dividend’’ means any amount received 
from a controlled foreign corporation for 
which a deduction is allowed under section 
965 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 
determined based on estimates made by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, or the Secretary’s 
delegate. 

(ii) NON-DEDUCTIBLE PORTION.—The term 
‘‘non-deductible portion’’ means the excess 
of the amount of any eligible 965 dividend 
over the deductible portion (as defined in 
section 965(d)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) of such amount. 

(3) EMERGENCY RELIEF EXPENDITURES.—Sec-
tion 125(c) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 
FUND.—Amounts deposited into the Emer-
gency Transportation Safety Fund estab-
lished under section 192(c)(1) of the Emer-
gency Transportation Safety Fund Act are 
authorized to be obligated to carry out, in 
priority order, the projects on the current 
list compiled by the Secretary under section 
192(d)(1) of such Act that meet the eligibility 
requirements set forth in subsection (a).’’. 

(d) EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION PRIOR-
ITIES.— 

(1) LIST.—The Secretary of Transportation, 
in consultation with a representative sample 
of State and local government transpor-
tation officials, shall compile a prioritized 
list of emergency transportation projects, 
which will guide the allocation of funding to 
the States from the Emergency Transpor-
tation Safety Fund. 

(2) CRITERIA.—In compiling the list under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, in addition to other criteria estab-
lished by the Secretary, shall rank priorities 
in descending order, beginning with— 

(A) whether the project is part of the inter-
state highway system; 

(B) whether the project is a road or bridge 
that is closed for safety reasons; 

(C) the impact of the project on interstate 
commerce; 

(D) the volume of traffic affected by the 
project; and 

(E) the overall value of the project or enti-
ty. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall submit a 
report to Congress that includes— 

(A) a prioritized list of emergency trans-
portation projects to be funded through the 
Emergency Transportation Safety Fund; and 

(B) a description of the criteria used to es-
tablish the list referred to in subparagraph 
(A). 

(4) QUARTERLY UPDATES.—Not less fre-
quently than 4 times per year, the Secretary 
of Transportation shall— 

(A) update the report submitted pursuant 
to paragraph (3); 

(B) send a copy of the report to Congress; 
and 

(C) make a copy of the report available to 
the public through the Department of Trans-
portation’s website. 

SA 1742. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 38, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 1lllll. (a) None of the funds made 
available under this Act shall be used to 
carry out the transportation alternatives 
program under section 213 of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(b) Amounts that would have been made 
available to carry out the transportation al-
ternatives program described in subsection 
(a) shall be made available to the Secretary 
to carry out activities under the heading 
‘‘BRIDGES IN CRITICAL CORRIDORS’’. 

SA 1743. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. REINS ACT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Regulations From the Execu-
tive in Need of Scrutiny Act of 2013’’ or the 
‘‘REINS Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.— 
(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following: 
(A) Section 1 of article I of the United 

States Constitution grants all legislative 
powers to Congress. 

(B) Over time, Congress has excessively 
delegated its constitutional charge while 
failing to conduct appropriate oversight and 
retain accountability for the content of the 
laws it passes. 

(C) By requiring a vote in Congress, the 
REINS Act will result in more carefully 
drafted and detailed legislation, an improved 
regulatory process, and a legislative branch 
that is truly accountable to the people of the 
United States for the laws imposed upon 
them. 

(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to increase accountability for and trans-
parency in the Federal regulatory process. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—Chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘CHAPTER 8—CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW 
OF AGENCY RULEMAKING 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘801. Congressional review. 
‘‘802. Congressional approval procedure for 

major rules. 
‘‘803. Congressional disapproval procedure 

for nonmajor rules. 
‘‘804. Definitions. 
‘‘805. Judicial review. 
‘‘806. Exemption for monetary policy. 
‘‘807. Effective date of certain rules. 
‘‘§ 801. Congressional review 

‘‘(a)(1)(A) Before a rule may take effect, 
the Federal agency promulgating such rule 
shall submit to each House of Congress and 
to the Comptroller General a report con-
taining— 

‘‘(i) a copy of the rule; 
‘‘(ii) a concise general statement relating 

to the rule; 
‘‘(iii) a classification of the rule as a major 

or nonmajor rule, including an explanation 
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of the classification specifically addressing 
each criteria for a major rule contained 
within sections 804(2)(A), 804(2)(B), and 
804(2)(C); 

‘‘(iv) a list of any other related regulatory 
actions intended to implement the same 
statutory provision or regulatory objective 
as well as the individual and aggregate eco-
nomic effects of those actions; and 

‘‘(v) the proposed effective date of the rule. 
‘‘(B) On the date of the submission of the 

report under subparagraph (A), the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule shall submit 
to the Comptroller General and make avail-
able to each House of Congress— 

‘‘(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit 
analysis of the rule, if any; 

‘‘(ii) the actions of the agency pursuant to 
sections 603, 604, 605, 607, and 609 of title 5, 
United States Code; 

‘‘(iii) the actions of the agency pursuant to 
sections 1532, 1533, 1534, and 1535 of title 2, 
United States Code; and 

‘‘(iv) any other relevant information or re-
quirements under any other Act and any rel-
evant Executive orders. 

‘‘(C) Upon receipt of a report submitted 
under subparagraph (A), each House shall 
provide copies of the report to the chairman 
and ranking member of each standing com-
mittee with jurisdiction under the rules of 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
to report a bill to amend the provision of law 
under which the rule is issued. 

‘‘(2)(A) The Comptroller General shall pro-
vide a report on each major rule to the com-
mittees of jurisdiction by the end of 15 cal-
endar days after the submission or publica-
tion date as provided in section 802(b)(2). The 
report of the Comptroller General shall in-
clude an assessment of compliance by the 
agency with procedural steps required by 
paragraph (1)(B). 

‘‘(B) Federal agencies shall cooperate with 
the Comptroller General by providing infor-
mation relevant to the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s report under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(3) A major rule relating to a report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall take effect 
upon enactment of a joint resolution of ap-
proval described in section 802 or as provided 
for in the rule following enactment of a joint 
resolution of approval described in section 
802, whichever is later. 

‘‘(4) A nonmajor rule shall take effect as 
provided by section 803 after submission to 
Congress under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(5) If a joint resolution of approval relat-
ing to a major rule is not enacted within the 
period provided in subsection (b)(2), then a 
joint resolution of approval relating to the 
same rule may not be considered under this 
chapter in the same Congress by either the 
House of Representatives or the Senate. 

‘‘(b)(1) A major rule shall not take effect 
unless the Congress enacts a joint resolution 
of approval described under section 802. 

‘‘(2) If a joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) is not enacted into law by the end 
of 70 session days or legislative days, as ap-
plicable, beginning on the date on which the 
report referred to in section 801(a)(1)(A) is re-
ceived by Congress (excluding days either 
House of Congress is adjourned for more than 
3 days during a session of Congress), then the 
rule described in that resolution shall be 
deemed not to be approved and such rule 
shall not take effect. 

‘‘(c)(1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this section (except subject to para-
graph (3)), a major rule may take effect for 
one 90-calendar-day period if the President 
makes a determination under paragraph (2) 
and submits written notice of such deter-
mination to the Congress. 

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) applies to a determina-
tion made by the President by Executive 
order that the major rule should take effect 
because such rule is— 

‘‘(A) necessary because of an imminent 
threat to health or safety or other emer-
gency; 

‘‘(B) necessary for the enforcement of 
criminal laws; 

‘‘(C) necessary for national security; or 
‘‘(D) issued pursuant to any statute imple-

menting an international trade agreement. 
‘‘(3) An exercise by the President of the au-

thority under this subsection shall have no 
effect on the procedures under section 802. 

‘‘(d)(1) In addition to the opportunity for 
review otherwise provided under this chap-
ter, sections 802 and 803 shall apply, in the 
succeeding session of Congress, to any rule 
for which a report was submitted in accord-
ance with subsection (a)(1)(A) during the pe-
riod beginning on the date occurring— 

‘‘(A) in the case of the Senate, 60 session 
days before the date the Congress is sched-
uled to adjourn a session of Congress 
through the date on which the same or suc-
ceeding Congress first convenes its next ses-
sion; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of the House of Represent-
atives, 60 legislative days before the date the 
Congress is scheduled to adjourn a session of 
Congress through the date on which the 
same or succeeding Congress first convenes 
its next session. 

‘‘(2)(A) In applying sections 802 and 803 for 
purposes of such additional review, a rule de-
scribed under paragraph (1) shall be treated 
as though— 

‘‘(i) such rule were published in the Federal 
Register on— 

‘‘(I) in the case of the Senate, the 15th ses-
sion day after the succeeding session of Con-
gress first convenes; or 

‘‘(II) in the case of the House of Represent-
atives, the 15th legislative day after the suc-
ceeding session of Congress first convenes; 
and 

‘‘(ii) a report on such rule were submitted 
to Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such 
date. 

‘‘(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to affect the requirement under 
subsection (a)(1) that a report shall be sub-
mitted to Congress before a rule can take ef-
fect. 

‘‘(3) A rule described under paragraph (1) 
shall take effect as otherwise provided by 
law (including other subsections of this sec-
tion). 
‘‘§ 802. Congressional approval procedure for 

major rules 
‘‘(a)(1) For purposes of this section, the 

term ‘joint resolution’ means only a joint 
resolution addressing a report classifying a 
rule as major pursuant to section 
801(a)(1)(A)(iii) that— 

‘‘(A) bears no preamble; 
‘‘(B) bears the following title: ‘Approving 

the rule submitted by lll relating to 
lll.’ (The blank spaces being appro-
priately filled in); 

‘‘(C) includes after its resolving clause only 
the following: ‘That Congress approves the 
rule submitted by lll relating to lll.’ 
(The blank spaces being appropriately filled 
in); and 

‘‘(D) is introduced pursuant to paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘(2) After a House of Congress receives a 
report classifying a rule as major pursuant 
to section 801(a)(1)(A)(iii), the majority lead-
er of that House (or the designee of the ma-
jority leader) shall introduce (by request, if 
appropriate) a joint resolution described in 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) in the case of the House of Represent-
atives, within 3 legislative days; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of the Senate, within 3 ses-
sion days. 

‘‘(3) A joint resolution described in para-
graph (1) shall not be subject to amendment 
at any stage of proceeding. 

‘‘(b) A joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) shall be referred in each House of 
Congress to the committees having jurisdic-
tion over the provision of law under which 
the rule is issued. 

‘‘(c) In the Senate, if the committee or 
committees to which a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (a) has been referred 
have not reported it at the end of 15 session 
days after its introduction, such committee 
or committees shall be automatically dis-
charged from further consideration of the 
resolution and it shall be placed on the cal-
endar. A vote on final passage of the resolu-
tion shall be taken on or before the close of 
the 15th session day after the resolution is 
reported by the committee or committees to 
which it was referred, or after such com-
mittee or committees have been discharged 
from further consideration of the resolution. 

‘‘(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee 
or committees to which a joint resolution is 
referred have reported, or when a committee 
or committees are discharged (under sub-
section (c)) from further consideration of a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a), 
it is at any time thereafter in order (even 
though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been disagreed to) for a motion to pro-
ceed to the consideration of the joint resolu-
tion, and all points of order against the joint 
resolution (and against consideration of the 
joint resolution) are waived. The motion is 
not subject to amendment, or to a motion to 
postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of the joint resolution is agreed to, the 
joint resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the Senate until disposed of. 

‘‘(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint res-
olution, and on all debatable motions and ap-
peals in connection therewith, shall be lim-
ited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be 
divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the joint resolution. A mo-
tion to further limit debate is in order and 
not debatable. An amendment to, or a mo-
tion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to 
the consideration of other business, or a mo-
tion to recommit the joint resolution is not 
in order. 

‘‘(3) In the Senate, immediately following 
the conclusion of the debate on a joint reso-
lution described in subsection (a), and a sin-
gle quorum call at the conclusion of the de-
bate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate, the vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall occur. 

‘‘(4) Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate to the procedure relating to a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

‘‘(e) In the House of Representatives, if the 
committee or committees to which a joint 
resolution described in subsection (a) has 
been referred has not reported it to the 
House at the end of 15 legislative days after 
its introduction, such committee or commit-
tees shall be discharged from further consid-
eration of the joint resolution, and it shall 
be placed on the appropriate calendar. On 
the second and fourth Thursdays of each 
month it shall be in order at any time for 
the Speaker to recognize a Member who fa-
vors passage of a joint resolution that has 
appeared on the calendar for not fewer than 
5 legislative days to call up the joint resolu-
tion for immediate consideration in the 
House without intervention of any point of 
order. When so called up, a joint resolution 
shall be considered as read and shall be de-
batable for 1 hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
and the previous question shall be considered 
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as ordered to its passage without intervening 
motion. It shall not be in order to reconsider 
the vote on passage. If a vote on final pas-
sage of the joint resolution has not been 
taken by the third Thursday on which the 
Speaker may recognize a Member under this 
subsection, such vote shall be taken on that 
day. 

‘‘(f)(1) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘identical joint resolution’ means a 
joint resolution of the first House that pro-
poses to approve the same major rule as a 
joint resolution of the second House. 

‘‘(2) If the second House receives from the 
first House a joint resolution, the Chair shall 
determine whether the joint resolution is an 
identical joint resolution. 

‘‘(3) If the second House receives an iden-
tical joint resolution— 

‘‘(A) the identical joint resolution shall 
not be referred to a committee; and 

‘‘(B) the procedure in the second House 
shall be the same as if no joint resolution 
had been received from the first house, ex-
cept that the vote on final passage shall be 
on the identical joint resolution. 

‘‘(4) This subsection shall not apply to the 
House of Representatives if the joint resolu-
tion received from the Senate is a revenue 
measure. 

‘‘(g) If either House has not taken a vote 
on final passage of the joint resolution by 
the last day of the period described in sec-
tion 801(b)(2), then such vote shall be taken 
on that day. 

‘‘(h) This section and section 803 are en-
acted by Congress— 

‘‘(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such is deemed to be 
part of the rules of each House, respectively, 
but applicable only with respect to the pro-
cedure to be followed in that House in the 
case of a joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) and superseding other rules only 
where explicitly so; and 

‘‘(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as they relate to the procedure 
of that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 
‘‘§ 803. Congressional disapproval procedure 

for nonmajor rules 
‘‘(a) For purposes of this section, the term 

‘joint resolution’ means only a joint resolu-
tion introduced in the period beginning on 
the date on which the report referred to in 
section 801(a)(1)(A) is received by Congress 
and ending 60 days thereafter (excluding 
days either House of Congress is adjourned 
for more than 3 days during a session of Con-
gress), the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘That Congress dis-
approves the nonmajor rule submitted by the 
lll relating to lll, and such rule shall 
have no force or effect.’ (The blank spaces 
being appropriately filled in). 

‘‘(b)(1) A joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) shall be referred to the commit-
tees in each House of Congress with jurisdic-
tion. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘submission or publication date’ means the 
later of the date on which— 

‘‘(A) the Congress receives the report sub-
mitted under section 801(a)(1); or 

‘‘(B) the nonmajor rule is published in the 
Federal Register, if so published. 

‘‘(c) In the Senate, if the committee to 
which is referred a joint resolution described 
in subsection (a) has not reported such joint 
resolution (or an identical joint resolution) 
at the end of 15 session days after the date of 
introduction of the joint resolution, such 
committee may be discharged from further 
consideration of such joint resolution upon a 

petition supported in writing by 30 Members 
of the Senate, and such joint resolution shall 
be placed on the calendar. 

‘‘(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee 
to which a joint resolution is referred has re-
ported, or when a committee is discharged 
(under subsection (c)) from further consider-
ation of a joint resolution described in sub-
section (a), it is at any time thereafter in 
order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) for a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of the 
joint resolution, and all points of order 
against the joint resolution (and against 
consideration of the joint resolution) are 
waived. The motion is not subject to amend-
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
other business. A motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of the joint 
resolution is agreed to, the joint resolution 
shall remain the unfinished business of the 
Senate until disposed of. 

‘‘(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint res-
olution, and on all debatable motions and ap-
peals in connection therewith, shall be lim-
ited to not more than 10 hours, which shall 
be divided equally between those favoring 
and those opposing the joint resolution. A 
motion to further limit debate is in order 
and not debatable. An amendment to, or a 
motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of other business, or a 
motion to recommit the joint resolution is 
not in order. 

‘‘(3) In the Senate, immediately following 
the conclusion of the debate on a joint reso-
lution described in subsection (a), and a sin-
gle quorum call at the conclusion of the de-
bate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate, the vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall occur. 

‘‘(4) Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate to the procedure relating to a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

‘‘(e) In the Senate the procedure specified 
in subsection (c) or (d) shall not apply to the 
consideration of a joint resolution respecting 
a nonmajor rule— 

‘‘(1) after the expiration of the 60 session 
days beginning with the applicable submis-
sion or publication date, or 

‘‘(2) if the report under section 801(a)(1)(A) 
was submitted during the period referred to 
in section 801(d)(1), after the expiration of 
the 60 session days beginning on the 15th ses-
sion day after the succeeding session of Con-
gress first convenes. 

‘‘(f) If, before the passage by one House of 
a joint resolution of that House described in 
subsection (a), that House receives from the 
other House a joint resolution described in 
subsection (a), then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

‘‘(1) The joint resolution of the other 
House shall not be referred to a committee. 

‘‘(2) With respect to a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (a) of the House receiv-
ing the joint resolution— 

‘‘(A) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no joint resolution had been 
received from the other House; but 

‘‘(B) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the joint resolution of the other House. 
‘‘§ 804. Definitions 

‘‘For purposes of this chapter— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘Federal agency’ means any 

agency as that term is defined in section 
551(1); 

‘‘(2) the term ‘major rule’ means any rule, 
including an interim final rule, that the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs of the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget finds has resulted in or is 
likely to result in— 

‘‘(A) an annual effect on the economy of 
$100,000,000 or more; 

‘‘(B) a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, Federal, 
State, or local government agencies, or geo-
graphic regions; or 

‘‘(C) significant adverse effects on competi-
tion, employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete with 
foreign-based enterprises in domestic and ex-
port markets; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘nonmajor rule’ means any 
rule that is not a major rule; and 

‘‘(4) the term ‘rule’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 551, except that such 
term does not include— 

‘‘(A) any rule of particular applicability, 
including a rule that approves or prescribes 
for the future rates, wages, prices, services, 
or allowances therefore, corporate or finan-
cial structures, reorganizations, mergers, or 
acquisitions thereof, or accounting practices 
or disclosures bearing on any of the fore-
going; 

‘‘(B) any rule relating to agency manage-
ment or personnel; or 

‘‘(C) any rule of agency organization, pro-
cedure, or practice that does not substan-
tially affect the rights or obligations of non- 
agency parties. 
‘‘§ 805. Judicial review 

‘‘(a) No determination, finding, action, or 
omission under this chapter shall be subject 
to judicial review. 

‘‘(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), a 
court may determine whether a Federal 
agency has completed the necessary require-
ments under this chapter for a rule to take 
effect. 

‘‘(c) The enactment of a joint resolution of 
approval under section 802 shall not— 

‘‘(1) be interpreted to serve as a grant or 
modification of statutory authority by Con-
gress for the promulgation of a rule; 

‘‘(2) extinguish or affect any claim, wheth-
er substantive or procedural, against any al-
leged defect in a rule; and 

‘‘(3) form part of the record before the 
court in any judicial proceeding concerning 
a rule except for purposes of determining 
whether or not the rule is in effect. 
‘‘§ 806. Exemption for monetary policy 

‘‘Nothing in this chapter shall apply to 
rules that concern monetary policy proposed 
or implemented by the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System or the Federal 
Open Market Committee. 
‘‘§ 807. Effective date of certain rules 

‘‘Notwithstanding section 801— 
‘‘(1) any rule that establishes, modifies, 

opens, closes, or conducts a regulatory pro-
gram for a commercial, recreational, or sub-
sistence activity related to hunting, fishing, 
or camping; or 

‘‘(2) any rule other than a major rule which 
an agency for good cause finds (and incor-
porates the finding and a brief statement of 
reasons therefore in the rule issued) that no-
tice and public procedure thereon are im-
practicable, unnecessary, or contrary to the 
public interest, 
shall take effect at such time as the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule determines.’’. 

(d) BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF RULES SUBJECT 
TO SECTION 802 OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE.—Section 257(b)(2) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 907(b)(2)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(E) Any rule subject to the congressional 
approval procedure set forth in section 802 of 
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, af-
fecting budget authority, outlays, or receipts 
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shall be assumed to be effective unless it is 
not approved in accordance with such sec-
tion.’’. 

SA 1744. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-
able under this Act shall be used to provide 
housing assistance benefits for an individual 
who is convicted of aggravated sexual abuse 
under section 2241 of title 18, United States 
Code, murder under section 1111 of title 18, 
United States Code, an offense under chapter 
110 of title 18, United States Code, or any 
other Federal or State offense involving sex-
ual assault, as defined in 40002(a) of the Vio-
lence Against Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
13925(a)). 

SA 1745. Mr. BLUMENTHAL sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1911, of 
1965 to establish interest rates for new 
loans made on or after July 1, 2013, to 
direct the Secretary of Education to 
convene the Advisory Committee on 
Improving Postsecondary Education 
Data to conduct a study on improve-
ments to postsecondary education 
transparency at the Federal level, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. lll. INCOME-BASED REPAYMENT AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a) LIMITATION ON REPAYMENT AMOUNTS 

AND REPAYMENT PERIOD.—Section 493C of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1098e) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3), by striking sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(B) 10 percent of the result obtained by 
calculating, on at least an annual basis, the 
amount by which— 

‘‘(i) the borrower’s, and the borrower’s 
spouse’s (if applicable), adjusted gross in-
come; exceeds 

‘‘(ii) 150 percent of the poverty line appli-
cable to the borrower’s family size as deter-
mined under section 673(2) of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 
9902(2)).’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(7), by striking sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(B) for a period of time prescribed by the 
Secretary, not to exceed 20 years, meets 1 or 
more of the following requirements— 

‘‘(i) has made reduced monthly payments 
under paragraph (1) or paragraph (6); 

‘‘(ii) has made monthly payments of not 
less than the monthly amount calculated 
under section 428(b)(9)(A)(i) or 455(d)(1)(A), 
based on a 10-year repayment period, when 
the borrower first made the election de-
scribed in this subsection; 

‘‘(iii) has made payments of not less than 
the payments required under a standard re-
payment plan under section 428(b)(9)(A)(i) or 
455(d)(1)(A) with a repayment period of 10 
years; 

‘‘(iv) has made payments under an income- 
contingent repayment plan under section 
455(d)(1)(D); or 

‘‘(v) has been in deferment due to an eco-
nomic hardship described in section 435(o);’’. 

(b) TAXABILITY OF DISCHARGE OF DEBT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
108(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘‘any student loan if’’ 
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘any stu-
dent loan if— 

‘‘(A) such discharge was pursuant to a pro-
vision of such loan under which all or part of 
the indebtedness of the individual would be 
discharged if the individual worked for a cer-
tain period of time in certain professions for 
any of a broad class of employers, or 

‘‘(B) such discharge was pursuant to sec-
tion 493C(b)(7) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (relating to income-based repay-
ment).’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall apply to dis-
charges of loans after December 31, 2013. 

SA 1746. Mr. VITTER (for himself 
and Mrs. MCCASKILL) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. NO COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT IN 

PAY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-
tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to cost of 
living adjustments for Members of Congress) 
during fiscal year 2014. 

SA 1747. Mr. VITTER (for himself 
and Mrs. MCCASKILL) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. ELIMINATION OF AUTOMATIC PAY 

ADJUSTMENTS FOR MEMBERS OF 
CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) is repealed. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Section 601(a)(1) of such Act is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(a)’’; 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), 

and (C) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respec-
tively; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘as adjusted by paragraph 
(2) of this subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘ad-
justed as provided by law’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect on February 1, 2015. 

SA 1748. Mr. VITTER (for himself 
and Mr. HELLER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Transpor-
tation, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

HEALTH COVERAGE 
SEC. ll. Section 1312(d)(3)(D) of the Pa-

tient Protection and Affordable Care Act (42 
U.S.C. 18032(d)(3)(D)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the subparagraph heading 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(D) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, CONGRES-
SIONAL STAFF, AND POLITICAL APPOINTEES IN 
THE EXCHANGE.—’’; 

(2) in clause (i) in the matter preceding 
subclause (I)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘congressional staff with’’ 
and inserting ‘‘congressional staff, the Presi-
dent, the Vice President, and political ap-
pointees with’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘congressional staff shall’’ 
and inserting ‘‘congressional staff, the Presi-
dent, the Vice President, or political ap-
pointee, shall’’; and 

(3) in clause (ii)— 
(A) in subclause (II), by inserting after 

‘‘Congress,’’ the following: ‘‘of a committee 
of Congress, and of a leadership office of Con-
gress,’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(III) POLITICAL APPOINTEE.—In this sub-

paragraph, the term ‘political appointee’ 
means any individual who— 

‘‘(aa) is employed in a position described 
under sections 5312 through 5316 of title 5, 
United States Code, (relating to the Execu-
tive Schedule); 

‘‘(bb) is a limited term appointee, limited 
emergency appointee, or noncareer ap-
pointee in the Senior Executive Service, as 
defined under paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), re-
spectively, of section 3132(a) of title 5, United 
States Code; or 

‘‘(cc) is employed in a position in the exec-
utive branch of the Government of a con-
fidential or policy-determining character 
under schedule C of subpart C of part 213 of 
title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations.’’. 

SA 1749. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 26, line 12, after ‘‘benefits’’ insert 
‘‘and the project will be carried out on a 
bridge that the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration has classified as functionally obso-
lete’’. 

SA 1750. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 185, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘or pro-
vide a loan or loan guarantee to, any cor-
poration’’ and insert ‘‘provide a loan or loan 
guarantee to, provide an annual salary to, or 
provide any other federal funding to, any 
Federal employee, any individual, or any 
corporation’’. 

SA 1751. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
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Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. 

None of the funds made available under 
this Act may be used to pay an employee (as 
that term is defined in section 7103 of title 5, 
United States Code) for any period of official 
time (as that term is used in section 7131 of 
title 5, United States Code). 

SA 1752. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 19, beginning on line 17, strike ‘‘, 
and $6,000,000,’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘Program’’ on line 21. 

SA 1753. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 177, line 15, strike ‘‘by striking’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘, and’’ on line 
16. 

SA 1754. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 104, line 12, strike ‘‘Provided fur-
ther’’ and all that follows through ‘‘use of 
any such funds’’ on line 18, and insert ‘‘Pro-
vided further, That for all match require-
ments applicable to funds made available 
under this heading for this fiscal year and 
prior years, a grantee may not use as a 
source of match funds other funds adminis-
tered by the Secretary and other Federal 
agencies’’. 

SA 1755. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 129, strike line 22 and all that fol-
lows through page 130, line 17, and renumber 
sections accordingly. 

SA 1756. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. lll. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act and except as provided 
in subsection (b), any report required to be 
submitted by a Federal agency to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate or 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives under this Act 
shall be posted on the public website of that 
agency upon receipt by the committee. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a re-
port if— 

(1) the public posting of the report com-
promises national security; or 

(2) the report contains proprietary infor-
mation. 

SA 1757. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. lll. Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall submit to Congress a report on legisla-
tive options to modernize and improve tar-
geting of the allocation formulas used for 
the community development block grant 
program established under title I of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301et seq.). 

SA 1758. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1243, making appro-
priations for the Departments of 
Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 98, line 7, strike ‘‘$3,150,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$2,798,000,000’’. 

SA 1759. Mr. BROWN (for himself and 
Mr. PORTMAN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1243, making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Transpor-
tation, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 59, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 168. Section 5307(a)(2) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘or general public demand response’’ after 
‘‘fixed route’’ each place that term appears. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before Sub-
committee on National Parks. The 
hearing will be held on Wednesday, 
July 31, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. in room SD– 
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills: 

S. 398, to establish the Commission to 
Study the Potential Creation of a National 
Women’s History Museum, and for other pur-
poses; 

S. 524, to amend the National Trails Sys-
tem Act to provide for the study of the Pike 
National Historic Trail; 

S. 618, to require the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to conduct certain special resource stud-
ies; 

S. 702, to designate the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage 
Corridor as ‘‘The Last Green Valley National 
Heritage Corridor’’; 

S. 781, to modify the boundary of Yosemite 
National Park, and for other purposes; 

S. 782, to amend Public Law 101–377 to re-
vise the boundaries of the Gettysburg Na-
tional Military Park to include the Gettys-
burg Train Station, and for other purposes; 

S. 869, to establish the Alabama Black Belt 
National Heritage Area, and for other pur-
poses; 

S. 925, to improve the Lower East Side 
Tenement National Historic Site, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 995, to authorize the National Desert 
Storm Memorial Association to establish the 
National Desert Storm and Desert Shield 
Memorial as a commemorative work in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 

S. 974, to provide for certain land convey-
ances in the State of Nevada, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1044, to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to install in the area of the World War 
II Memorial in the District of Columbia a 
suitable plaque or an inscription with the 
words that President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
prayed with the United States on D-Day, 
June 6, 1944; 

S. 1071, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to make improvements to support 
facilities for National Historic Sites oper-
ated by the National Park Service, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 1138, to reauthorize the Hudson River 
Valley National Heritage Area; 

S. 1151, to reauthorize the America’s Agri-
cultural Heritage Partnership in the State of 
Iowa; 

S. 1157, to reauthorize the Rivers of Steel 
National Heritage Area, the Lackawanna 
Valley National Heritage Area, the Delaware 
and Lehigh National Heritage Corridor, and 
the Schuylkill River Valley National Herit-
age Area; 

S. 1186, to reauthorize the Essex National 
Heritage Area; 

S. 1252, to amend the Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers Act to designate segments of the 
Missisquoi River and the Trout River in the 
State of Vermont, as components of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System; 

S. 1253, to amend the Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers Act to designate certain segments of the 
Farmington River and Salmon Brook in the 
State of Connecticut as components of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 674, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to study the suitability and feasi-
bility of designating prehistoric, historic, 
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and limestone forest sites on Rota, Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, as a 
unit of the National Park System; 

H.R. 885, to expand the boundary of the 
San Antonio Missions National Historical 
Park, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 1033 and S. 916, to authorize the acqui-
sition and protection of nationally signifi-
cant battlefields and associated sites of the 
Revolutionary War and the War of 1812 under 
the American Battlefield Protection Pro-
gram, and 

H.R. 1158, to direct the Secretary of the In-
terior to continue stocking fish in certain 
lakes in the North Cascades National Park, 
Ross Lake National Recreation Area, and 
Lake Chelan National Recreation Area. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 304 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150, or by email to 
John_Assini@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact please contact David Brooks (202) 
224–9863 or John Assini (202) 224–9313. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce that the Committee on 
Rules and Administration will meet on 
Wednesday, July 24, 2013, at 9:50 a.m., 
to conduct a business meeting to con-
sider the nomination of Davita Vance- 
Cooks, of Virginia, to be the public 
printer, and to consider S. 375, a bill to 
require Senate candidates to file des-
ignations, statements, and reports in 
electronic format. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing, please contact Lynden 
Armstrong at the Rules and Adminis-
tration Committee, (202) 224–6352. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce that the Committee on 
Rules and Administration will meet on 
Wednesday, July 24, 2013, at 10 a.m. to 
hear testimony on the nomination of 
Ann Miller Ravel and Lee E. Goodman 
to be members of the Federal Election 
Commission. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing, please contact Jean 
Bordewich at the Rules and Adminis-
tration Committee, (202) 224–6352. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on July 23, 
2013, at 10:30 a.m. in room 328A of the 
Russell Senate Office building. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-

sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate to conduct a 
hearing on July 23, 2013, at 2:30 p.m., in 
room SD–266 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on July 23, 
2013, at 10 a.m. in room SD–406 of the 
Dirksen Senate office building, to con-
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Hearing on 
the Nomination of Kenneth Kopocis to 
be Assistant Administrator for the Of-
fice of Water of the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA), 
James Jones to be Assistant Adminis-
trator for the Office of Chemical Safety 
and Pollution Prevention of the EPA, 
and Avi Garbow to be General Counsel 
for the EPA.’’ 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 23, 2013, at 9 a.m. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 23, 2013, at 10:15 a.m., to 
hold a briefing entitled, ‘‘Briefing on 
Nuclear Employment. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 23, 2013, at 2:15 p.m. 

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

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, in 
order to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘Hearing on National Labor Relations 
Board Nominees’’ on July 23, 2013, at 10 
a.m. in room 430 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

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

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on, July 23, 2013, at 10:30 a.m. to con-
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘The 90/10 Rule: 

Improving Educational Outcomes for 
our Military and Veterans.’’ 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 23, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, COMPETITION 
POLICY AND CONSUMER RIGHTS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub-
committee on Antitrust, Competition 
Policy and Consumer Rights, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, on July 23, 2013, at 10 a.m., 
in room SD–226 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Pay-for-Delay Deals: Lim-
iting Competition and Costing Con-
sumers.’’ 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON BANKRUPTCY AND THE 
COURTS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub-
committee on Bankruptcy and the 
Courts, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate, on July 23, 
2013, at 3 p.m., in room SD–226 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, to con-
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Sequestering 
Justice: How the Budget Crisis is Un-
dermining Our Courts.’’ 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
AND CONSUMER PROTECTION 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs Subcommittee on Finan-
cial Institutions and Consumer Protec-
tion be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on July 23, 2013, 
at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘Examining Financial Holding Compa-
nies: Should Banks Control Power 
Plants, Warehouses and Oil Refineries? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES, INSURANCE, AND 

INVESTMENT 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs Subcommittee on Secu-
rities, Insurance and Investment be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on July 23, 2013, at 3 p.m. to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Creating a 
Housing Finance System Built to Last: 
Ensuring Access for Community Insti-
tutions. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANS, ATMOSPHERE, 
FISHERIES, AND THE COAST GUARD 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Oceans, Atmosphere, 
Fisheries, and the Coast Guard of the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:09 Jul 24, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A23JY6.026 S23JYPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5850 July 23, 2013 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to hold a 
meeting during the session the Senate 
on July 23, 2013, at 10 a.m. in room 253 
of the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The Committee will hold a hearing 
entitled, ‘‘New England and Mid-atlan-
tic Perspectives on Magnuson-Stevens 
Act Reauthorization.’’ 

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

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 2668 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am told 
there is a bill at the desk due for its 
first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KING). The clerk will read the bill by 
title for the first time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2668) to delay the application 

of the individual health insurance mandate, 
to delay the application of the employer 
health insurance mandate, and for other pur-
poses. 

Mr. REID. I now ask for a second 
reading in order to place the bill on the 
calendar under the provisions of rule 
XIV but object to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The bill will be read for 
the second time on the next legislative 
day. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we hope to 
have a little more business of the day, 
but we will wait and see. 

When we complete our business 
today, I ask unanimous consent that 
we adjourn until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 24; that following the 
prayer and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, and the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; following 
any leader remarks, the Senate be in a 
period of morning business for 1 hour, 

with the time equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each with the Republicans 
controlling the first half and the ma-
jority the final half; that following 
morning business, the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 1243, the Transpor-
tation appropriations bill; further, that 
at 3:40 p.m. tomorrow, the Senate ob-
serve a moment of silence in memory 
of Officer Jacob J. Chestnut and Detec-
tive John M. Gibson, who were U.S. 
Capitol Policemen killed 15 years ago 
in the line of duty defending this build-
ing, the people who work here, and all 
the visitors against an armed intruder 
who killed both of them. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1911 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at a time to be de-
termined by me after consultation with 
Senator MCCONNELL, the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 139, H.R. 1911; that the only first- 
degree amendment in order to the bill 
be a Manchin-Burr amendment, the 
text of which is at the desk; that the 
only second-degree amendments in 
order to the Manchin-Burr amendment 
be the following, the text of which is at 
the desk: Reed of Rhode Island-Warren, 
and the second amendment would be 
Sanders; there be up to 1 hour of debate 
equally divided between the proponents 

and opponents on each amendment; 
that there be 3 hours of debate on the 
bill equally divided between the chair-
man and ranking member or their des-
ignees, with Senator BOXER controlling 
30 minutes of the Democratic time and 
Senator REED controlling 15 minutes of 
the Democratic time; that no points of 
order or motions be in order other than 
budget points of order and the applica-
ble motions to waive; that upon the use 
or yielding back of that time, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote in relation to the 
second-degree amendments in the order 
listed; that upon disposition of the 
Sanders amendment, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote in relation to the 
Manchin-Burr amendment, as amend-
ed, if amended; that upon disposition of 
the Manchin-Burr amendment, the bill, 
as amended, if amended, be read a third 
time and the Senate proceed to vote on 
passage of the bill, as amended, if 
amended; that all of the amendments 
and passage of the bill be subject to a 
60-affirmative-vote threshold; that 
there be two minutes equally divided 
between the votes; finally, all after the 
first vote be 10-minute votes. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all, 
I would like the RECORD to reflect how 
instrumental the Presiding Officer was 
in our ability to get this done. I appre-
ciate it very much, as does everyone in 
the Senate. In the near future, the 
American people will acknowledge his 
good work on this issue. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent it adjourn under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:10 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, July 24, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, I was 
not present for rollcall votes 375 and 376. Had 
I been present, I would have voted yes on 
both. 

f 

UNIVERSAL TECHNICAL INSTI-
TUTE’S 25-YEAR ANNIVERSARY 
COMMENDATION 

HON. TAMMY DUCKWORTH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I submit 
the following. 

Whereas, for 48 years, Universal Technical 
Institute (UTI) has been the leading provider of 
post-secondary education for students seeking 
careers as professional automotive, diesel, 
collision repair, motorcycle and marine techni-
cians, with 11 campuses across the country; 
and 

Whereas, on July 18, 1988, the first class at 
the Glendale Heights, Illinois campus con-
vened, and since then the campus has grown 
and expanded; and 

Whereas, since the first class convened, 
more than 19,000 students have graduated 
from the Illinois campus, ready to enter the 
workforce and obtain jobs in industry; and 

Whereas, since opening, UTI’s Illinois cam-
pus has expanded its advanced manufacturing 
training programs; and 

Whereas, UTI’s Illinois campus attracts stu-
dents and families from across the Midwest, 
drawing half of its students from 100 miles or 
more away; and 

Whereas, UTI provides its students with the 
career training necessary to succeed, includ-
ing placing an emphasis on technical exper-
tise, professionalism and personal responsi-
bility; and 

Whereas, four out of five UTI graduates find 
jobs in their field of studies within a year of 
graduation; and 

Whereas, UTI produces nearly $50 million in 
direct and indirect economic benefits for the 
region and state annually, according to a re-
cent economic impact study. Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, that we do hereby celebrate the 
25-year anniversary of UTI’s Illinois campus 
and commend them for their commitment to 
the community and to career-focused edu-
cation. 

CONGRATULATING VICKY 
JOHNSON 

HON. RODNEY ALEXANDER 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to congratulate Vicky Johnson for being 
named the Louisiana National Association of 
Postmasters of the United States (NAPUS) 
Postmaster of the Year award on July 9, 2013 
at the Louisiana NAPUS Convention in Lafay-
ette. 

Vicky began her career with the Postal 
Service in 1991 as a postmaster relief em-
ployee in Harrisonburg. After remaining there 
for 10 years, she applied for a position as a 
part-time flexible employee (PTF) in 
Winnsboro. Following a two year stint in this 
position, she attended a career conference in 
New Orleans and realized her dream of be-
coming a postmaster. On December 11, 2004, 
she achieved her goal and was sworn in as 
postmaster of Waterproof. Since then, she has 
served as postmaster as well as the officer in 
charge of multiple post offices throughout the 
Fifth Congressional District. 

Vicky is currently the postmaster in Vidalia 
and considers her position a privilege. She al-
ways goes above and beyond to educate cus-
tomers on all that the Postal Service has to 
offer and ensure they have positive experi-
ence in the Vidalia office. Additionally, for the 
past six years, she has served on the execu-
tive board of NAPUS. 

Vicky has been married to Mike Johnson for 
31 years. They are the proud parents of three 
daughters, Kirby, Kara, and Katie. 

Regarding her time with NAPUS, Vicky 
loves the wonderful friends she has made 
from all over the state and says, ‘‘Being a part 
of NAPUS has been like being a part of a big 
family that is always there to help.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in offering our warm congratulations to Vicky 
Johnson for earning such an esteemed award. 

f 

HONORING ALBERT R. ANNESS 

HON. TODD C. YOUNG 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Al-
bert Anness of Franklin Indiana has shared 
with me a particularly memorable experience 
during his service as a Congressional Page in 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Anness’s story takes place during the 
first session of the 81st Congress in the winter 
of 1949, in which he gives his account of the 
inauguration of President Harry S Truman. His 
story holds both sentimental and historical 
value, and I believe future generations will find 
equal worth in his narrative. I am sure all of 
my colleagues join me in thanking Mr. Anness 

for his service to the House of Representa-
tives during the 81st Congress and for sharing 
his account of a special moment in history. 

With utmost gratitude, I present the text of 
the letter written to me by Mr. Anness: 

A MOMENT IN HISTORICAL REMEMBRANCE 
(By Albert Anness) 

Franklin D. Roosevelt unexpectedly died 
April 12, 1945, and his Vice-President Harry S 
Truman succeeded him to the Presidency. 
Three years later on Thursday the 20th of 
January 1949 Harry S Truman again took the 
‘Oath of Office’, becoming the 33rd President 
of the United States. The historical signifi-
cance of his inauguration is greatly en-
hanced when you consider that of the mem-
bers of the 81st Congress attending his inau-
guration, four of them would someday them-
selves become President, i.e. John F. Ken-
nedy, Lyndon B. Johnson, Richard M. Nixon 
and Gerald R. Ford. Three of whom—John-
son, Nixon, and Ford—would like Truman, 
first serve as Vice-President. And of even 
greater historical significance, Congressman 
Gerald Ford would become both Vice-Presi-
dent and President without ever having been 
elected to either office! 

Fellow House Page, Jim Richardson and I 
briefly occupied what would arguably have 
been considered among the best seats at Tru-
man’s inauguration. The operative word in 
this scenario is BRIEFLY as our ‘up close 
and personal’ presence at this historic mile-
stone in our country’s glorious history was 
soon, very soon, cut short by our boss 
‘Fishbait’ Miller, Doorkeeper of the United 
States House of Representatives. 

Thursday January 20, 1949 was a cloudy 
cold winter’s day. The Boarding house where 
my roommate Senate Page Bob Hansel and I 
lived was located on New Jersey Avenue, a 
‘stone’s throw’ from the entrance of the Old 
House Office Building. Leaving our lodgings 
early that Thursday morning, we encoun-
tered an almost surreal scene. It appeared as 
if Capitol Hill was in a ‘state of siege’ with 
soldiers and military vehicles everywhere! 
We quickly realized today was going to be a 
very special day. 

Entering the Old House Office Building we 
soon were in the underground Capitol Hill 
complex on our way to school. After school 
we usually had breakfast in the House cafe-
teria before reporting for work. 

The House after a brief session adjourned, 
and as a body proceeded to President Tru-
man’s Inauguration. Our services no longer 
being required, my fellow House Pages and I 
scattered like the four winds! 

I cannot remember how it came to be that 
I found myself in the Rotunda of the Capitol 
Building standing beside the Secret Service 
man guarding the entrance to President Tru-
man’s Inauguration Platform. An even big-
ger mystery is how fellow House Page Jim 
Richardson came to be standing next to me. 
But there we were, and as luck would have it 
the last Congressman about to pass through 
the door and onto President Truman’s Inau-
gural Platform was my Congressman Edward 
G. Breen of the then 3rd Congressional Dis-
trict of Ohio. 

After greeting me Congressman Breen pro-
ceeded to invite Jim and me to come along 
and watch President Truman’s Inauguration. 
I explained that our passes did not extend to 
the Inaugural Platform. Congressman Breen 
while patiently waiting to pass thru the 
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huge double ornate doors, causally turned to 
the Secret Service man and informed him 
that we were official House Pages. 
Unhesitatingly, and without uttering a sin-
gle syllable, the Secret Service man with a 
mere wave of his hand gave permission for us 
to join the House Members on the inaugural 
platform. 

Albeit, our stay was brief but the undeni-
able fact remains that Jim and I were the 
only Pages (House, Senate or Supreme 
Court) who that day gained admission onto 
President Truman’s Inaugural platform. 

Jim and I were ensconced in the ‘nose 
bleed’ seats. Behind us was the stone outside 
wall of the U.S. Capitol Building! As a mat-
ter of fact we rested our backs against it. 

In front of us sat the House of Representa-
tives! Across the wide center aisle was the 
Senate. The Supreme Court was in attend-
ance, including Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson 
(who swore into office that day, both Vice 
President Alben W. Barkley and President 
Harry S Truman), the members of Presi-
dent’s Cabinet and invited V.I.P guests. 
Seated immediately in front of the Inaugural 
platform was the United States Marine 
Band, and in front of the band were the 
members of the Washington Diplomatic 
Corps and beyond them, thousands of invited 
guests. It was an exciting scene that Jim and 
I were certain we would always remember! 

With the arrival of Vice President-Elect 
Alben W. Barkley and his daughter, the Ma-
rine Band played ‘ruffles and flourishes’, and 
we all stood as they took their places on the 
platform. 

We arose from our seats again when the 
Marine Bang struck up ‘Hail to the Chief’, 
announcing the arrival of President Truman, 
his wife Bess and daughter Margaret. 

Standing there thrilled to be participating 
in the Inaugural ceremonies, Jim and I were 
thunderstruck when out into the middle 
aisle stepped ‘Fishbait’ Miller, looking 
straight at us and inexplicably, but with 
great emphasis gestured for Jim and me to 
leave the Inaugural Platform. And to leave 
immediately! 

We looked at each other in utter disbelief! 
How could Fishbait, in this huge throng of 
people have known Jim and I were on that 
platform? Considering the distance from 
where we were seated to where he was stand-
ing it just did not seem possible! Congress-
man Breen who had been observing the 
scene, turned to me and said, ‘‘Al, I guess 
you two will have to go.’’ With the sounds of 
‘‘Hail to the Chief’’ ringing in our ears we 
quickly departed. 

Disappointed, but not ready to call it 
‘quits’, Jim and I scurried up to the roof of 
the Capitol Building, sharing that lofty van-
tage point with the Marine who were there 
on guard. But it was not the same. And, after 
a while we came back down, and with several 
other House Pages observed the remainder of 
President Truman’s Inauguration from one 
of the House windows. To mark the occasion, 
we opened the window panel and inscribed 
our names. 

Several days passed before the opportunity 
presented itself to inquire of Head Demo-
cratic Page why ‘Fishbait’ Miller had or-
dered Jim and me off President Truman’s In-
augural platform. He told me that Jim was 
‘inappropriately dressed’ as he was wearing a 
surplus WWII Navy Pea Coat. 

More than sixty years have passed since 
that day and I still cannot figure how 
‘Fishbait’ spotted the two of us in that 
crowd! 

Not too long after the Inaugural, I was 
honored to be invited by Fishbait to be his 
guest at his church’s Father & Son Banquet. 
He couldn’t take all of the House Pages so I 
was selected to represent them. I still have 
the Banquet Program. 

Later that spring Fishbait assigned me to 
the House Ways and Means Committee to op-
erate the sound system during the com-
mittee hearings on Amending the Social Se-
curity Act 1935. For that assignment I am 
forever grateful to him. 

On the first day of the hearings, the Door-
keeper sent fellow Page Dave Cunningham. 
Dave did not like the job and asked to be re-
assigned. Early the next morning Fishbait 
collared me, and away I went to the New 
House Office Building and the Ways & Means 
Committee! Had I been on the job the first 
day of the hearings I would have met former 
President Herbert Hoover, the man who was 
President of the United States the year I was 
born. In 1949 he was then President of the 
Hoover Commission and the first person to 
testify before the committee. I deeply regret 
having missed that opportunity. 

I couldn’t have been happier with my as-
signment on the Ways & Means Committee, 
and I remained for the entire hearings; I was 
later recalled for several hearings on other 
legislative matters. I have a letter from 
Ways & Means Committee Chairman, the 
late Robert L. Doughton (North Carolina) in 
which he said, ‘‘I remember you and your ef-
ficient services to the Committee very well. 
If and when you are in Washington while I 
am here, I would be pleased to have you 
come by and see me.’’ He enclosed a line 
drawing of himself inscribed ‘‘to my Dear 
Friend Albert R. Anness’’ and signed it, 
‘‘Robert L. Doughton.’’ 

My last contact with Fishbait occurred 
sometime in the 1970’s. My wife Sharon and 
I were in the D.C. area visiting college 
friends, and one day with time to spare found 
ourselves near Capitol Hill. As I wanted to 
show Sharon around the House of Represent-
atives, I hailed a cab, and in short order we 
were walking up the steps into the Rotunda 
through the same huge double ornate doors 
that I had exited President Truman’s Inau-
gural Platform many years earlier. 

Desiring to renew my acquaintance with 
Fishbait, introduce Sharon to him and ask 
him permission to take her onto the floor of 
the House, we headed for his office. Since the 
House was in recess I didn’t hold out much a 
chance of finding him there, but I felt lucky 
that spring day! 

I was pleased to find Fishbait in his office 
bent over a mimeograph machine busily try-
ing to get it to work! He looked up, and 
greeted us in his typical down home fashion. 
I introduced myself and Sharon. After we 
shook hands he immediately hugged and 
kissed Sharon and then hugged and kissed 
her again! Grinning like Cheshire cat, 
Fishbait turned his attention to me. He, of 
course, did not remember me, and small won-
dering considering the hundreds of House 
Pages he encountered during his long career 
as Doorkeeper. We talked briefly and he 
mentioned several former Pages who had re-
turned as Congressmen. Realizing he was 
busy, I soon came to the point of my visit 
and asked for a pass to the House floor. He 
apologized for not having the time to person-
ally conduct our tour himself, and quickly 
scribbled out a note to the Capitol Police-
man in the Visitor’s Gallery. 

After handing me his handwritten pass, he 
again hugged and kissed Sharon. We shook 
hands, and wished each other the best. I 
turned, and left Fishbait’s presence for the 
last time. On September 12, 1989, two days 
before my fifty-eighth birthday, Fishbait 
passed away. 

THE STUDENT SUCCESS ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 18, 2013 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 5) to support 
State and local accountability for public 
education, protect State and local authority, 
inform parents of the performance of their 
children’s schools, and for other purposes: 

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New 
Mexico. Mr. Chair, I rise today in opposition to 
this bill and in support of New Mexico’s chil-
dren and the dedicated men and women who 
educate them. This bill cuts federal funding for 
education at a time when other countries are 
strategically investing in the next generation, 
and seeing positive results come from those 
investments. We can’t afford to cut funding for 
education, especially when the U.S. is lagging 
behind in several key indicators. American 
fourth graders now rank eleventh in math and 
sixth in reading. And in a few years, we’ll ask 
them to compete in a global economy without 
giving them the tools to succeed. 

But funding isn’t the only problem with this 
bill, Mr. Chairman. This bill also fundamentally 
alters the federal role in education. Tradition-
ally, the federal government has assumed the 
responsibility of maintaining equity in edu-
cation. Of ensuring that students with disabil-
ities, or students in low-income or unique com-
munities, have equal access to a public edu-
cation. This is particularly important in my 
home state of New Mexico, where students of 
color make up a significant portion of the 
school-age population. Provisions in the No 
Child Left Behind Act requiring that data be 
broken down into subgroups, and that schools 
be held accountable for the achievement of 
those subgroups, have allowed us to identify 
where there’s more work to be done, and to 
begin shifting support to the areas where it’s 
most needed. But we’ve got a long way to go. 
This bill represents a step back for equity, 
eliminating requirements that ensure that all 
students have access to the services they 
need, and that schools, school districts, and 
states are held accountable when they fall 
short of that all-important goal. 

When I talk to New Mexicans about what’s 
wrong in public education, it’s never that 
there’s too much money, or that we provide 
too much support for our students facing the 
greatest challenges. It’s that we’re not getting 
funds to where they’re most needed or pro-
viding support services that care for the whole 
child. That’s why we can’t afford to pass this 
bill; I urge my colleagues to reject this ap-
proach and oppose this legislation. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF DOROTHY 
SAVARESE 

HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate Ms. Dorothy Savarese on receiv-
ing the prestigious Mercy Otis Warren Woman 
of the Year Award. 
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Ms. Savarese joined the Cape Cod Five 

Cents Savings Bank in 1993 as a commercial 
lending officer. Her exemplary leadership and 
dedication saw her elevated to senior vice 
president and director of product planning. 
She was named the bank’s chief operating of-
ficer in 2004 before becoming their first 
woman president and CEO the following year. 
Ms. Savarese’s success at the head of Cape 
Cod Five was recognized by American Banker 
Magazine in 2012 when they named her one 
of the 25 most powerful women in banking. 

She has been an active member of the local 
business community, serving as Chairman of 
the Massachusetts Bankers Association and 
the Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce. Ms. 
Savarese has also engaged in national finan-
cial issues, serving on the American Bankers 
Association’s Community Bankers Council and 
the FDIC Advisory Committee on Community 
Banking. Her endeavors have established a 
focus on the Cape’s vibrant financial sector, 
while ensuring the Commonwealth remains an 
active player in the national banking industry. 

A resident of Barnstable, Ms. Savarese has 
graciously dedicated her time to numerous 
community institutions, including the Cape 
Cod Community College Board of Trustees, 
the Regional Employment Board, the Special 
Commission on County Governance, the Cape 
Cod Symphony Orchestra, and the Arts Foun-
dation of Cape Cod. Under her chairmanship, 
Cape Cod Five’s foundation trust has lever-
aged its $11 million in assets to underwrite 
many charities and worthy causes throughout 
southeastern Massachusetts. I applaud Ms. 
Savarese’s advocacy on behalf of these ven-
erable institutions and her commitment to the 
arts. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to honor Ms. 
Dorothy Savarese for many years of extraor-
dinary service to her fellow citizens and for her 
sterling record in community banking. I ask 
that my colleagues join me in recognizing Ms. 
Savarese on her reception of the Mercy Otis 
Warren Woman of the Year Award. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF MR. JOHN B. BOY 

HON. ALCEE HASTINGS 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the life and legacy of Mr. 
John B. Boy, the former President and C.E.O. 
of the U.S. Sugar Corporation, who died on 
July 16, 2013 at the age of 96. He spent 41 
years at U.S. Sugar, serving as its President 
for 17 years until his retirement. 

John held a degree in mechanical engineer-
ing from the Georgia Institute of Technology. 
Under his leadership, the Bryant Sugar House 
was built in Canal Point, Florida. Additionally, 
John acquired the South Bay Growers vege-
table and sugar cane operations, where he 
began growing oranges and producing orange 
juice. Among his lasting contributions, while 
serving as an engineer in his company’s agri-
cultural equipment shop, are the many impor-
tant mechanical advancements in Glades agri-
culture that are still used today. 

During World War II, John served in the 
U.S. Navy, becoming captain of three ships. 
After the war, he moved from Ohio to 

Clewiston, Florida, where he began his em-
ployment in the sugar industry. John contrib-
uted immeasurably to his community, and en-
couraged employees at U.S. Sugar, as well as 
those around him, to do the same. 

As a measure of their appreciation for all 
that he did for the sugar industry, Clewiston’s 
civic auditorium, located within sight of the 
U.S. Sugar plant, is named after him. 

John is survived by his daughter, Betsy 
Terrill (Jim); sons, John Boy, Jr. (Connie) and 
H. Lane Boy; grandchildren, Jamie Terrill, 
Christopher Smith, Jennifer Price, Suzanne 
Boy, Stephanie Crawford, and Rachael Boy; 
and 10 great grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, words cannot express how 
deeply sorry I am for John’s passing. My 
thoughts and prayers go out to his family, 
friends, and all of those in the sugar commu-
nity. I was privileged to know him and call him 
my friend. He will be dearly missed. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE TARGA SOUND 
TERMINAL FOR RECEIVING THE 
TAHOMA ENVIRONMENTAL BUSI-
NESS AWARD 

HON. ADAM SMITH 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to honor Tacoma’s Targa Sound Terminal 
being honored with the Tacoma-Pierce County 
Chamber’s Tahoma Environmental Business 
Award. 

The Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber annu-
ally recognizes entrepreneurial efforts that 
meet a high standard of excellence for envi-
ronmental, preservation, and protection ac-
complishments. 

Targa Sound Terminal provides bulk liquid 
storage and supplies fuels and lubricants for 
boats, trucks, and rail cars. It handles petro-
leum and fuels for transportation companies 
and industrial markets and has expanded its 
business into renewable fuels with biodiesel 
blending and ethanol. It is committed to using 
the best environmental control technology 
available to make its operation the best in 
Washington State. 

Targa Sound Terminal won this award for its 
business practices and for its commitment to 
the City of Tacoma and the community. It 
helps to keep the Port of Tacoma competitive 
and creates family-wage jobs. Its employees 
have donated their time to fundraise for Tree-
house, a non-profit serving youth in foster 
care, and Rebuilding Together South Sound, a 
non-profit improving the homes and lives of 
low-income homeowners. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I 
recognize Targa Sound Terminal and the Ta-
coma-Pierce County Chamber for recognizing 
the company’s high-standards of excellence in 
environmental preservation and protection and 
community service. 

RECOGNIZING THE BANNER BANK, 
RECIPIENT OF THE SBA COMMU-
NITY LENDER OF THE YEAR 
AWARD 

HON. ADAM SMITH 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to honor Banner Bank for being recog-
nized with the Community Lender of the Year 
Award by the Small Business Administration’s, 
SBA, Seattle District Office. Banner Bank was 
founded in 1890 in Washington State and 
today serves the entire Pacific Northwest re-
gion. 

The SBA Community Lender of the Year 
Award credits Banner Bank for its efforts and 
commitment to high volume lending. The 
award is based on the number of SBA 7(a) 
and 504 loans made and the total dollar 
amount of both loan types. In 2012, Banner 
Bank made 103 loans worth over $37 million 
within the region. 

Banner Bank is a commercial bank that 
serves 85 locations in Washington, Oregon, 
and Idaho. They provide banking services and 
financial products to individuals, as well as 
small and medium-sized businesses in the re-
gion. Banner customizes their services to 
meet the needs of customers through respon-
sive and knowledgeable banking solutions. 
They emphasize the vital role small busi-
nesses play in economic growth and use their 
expertise to help entrepreneurs build success-
ful businesses. Banner’s commitment to build-
ing relationships with each of their clients also 
contributes to the prosperity of the community. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor that I rec-
ognize Banner Bank for receiving this award 
for their dedication to regional economic de-
velopment and personalized banking solutions. 

f 

HONORING THE DEDICATED SERV-
ICE OF VICE ADMIRAL SCOTT 
VAN BUSKIRK 

HON. JOE WILSON 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to honor Vice Admiral Scott 
Van Buskirk of the Department of the Navy, 
who is retiring after more than 34 years of 
faithful service to our Nation. Vice Admiral Van 
Buskirk is a career Submariner, Mariner, and 
Warfighter, leading to his position as the Chief 
of Naval Personnel and Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations for Manpower, Personnel, Training 
and Education. 

A native of Petaluma, California, Vice Admi-
ral Van Buskirk graduated from the United 
States Naval Academy in 1979 and received 
his master’s degree at the Naval Postgraduate 
School. Throughout his tenure in the United 
States Navy, he has served ashore in the 
Navy Office of Legislation Affairs, the Sub-
marine Force U.S. Pacific Fleet, the Bureau of 
Naval Personnel, and the Submarine Force 
U.S. Atlantic Fleet. Posts at sea have included 
service aboard the USS Seawolf (SSN 575), 
USS Salt Lake City (SSN 716), USS Tunny 
(SSN 682), and USS Georgia (SSBN 729) 
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GOLD, and commander of the USS Pasadena 
(SSN 752) and Submarine Development 
Squadron 12. As a flag officer he has served 
throughout the world, including in Iraq and 
Japan. 

I am grateful to know Vice Admiral Van 
Buskirk personally while he served as the 
Navy’s 56th Chief of Naval Personnel where 
he has been responsible for the planning and 
programming of all manpower, personnel, 
training, and education resources for the U.S. 
Navy. He astutely managed an annual oper-
ating budget of $29 billion and has passion-
ately led over 20,000 employees engaged in 
the recruiting, personnel management, train-
ing, and development of Navy personnel. 

It is through the commitment and sacrifice of 
Americans like Vice Admiral Scott Van Buskirk 
that our nation is able to continue upon the 
path of democracy and strive for the better-
ment of mankind. I am proud, Mr. Speaker, as 
an appreciative fellow Naval Academy family, 
to thank him and his family for his honorable 
service to our Nation with the United States 
Navy. In the tradition of the sea services, of 
which my own family proudly plays a part, I 
wish him fair winds and following seas as he 
concludes a distinguished career of service to 
our Nation and Navy. 

f 

HONORING CARL BENNETT, A 
FOUNDING FATHER OF MODERN 
PROFESSIONAL BASKETBALL 
AND THE NATIONAL BASKET-
BALL ASSOCIATION 

HON. SUSAN W. BROOKS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to Carl Bennett. I was 
honored to know Carl for over two decades 
and mourn his passing. He passed away on 
May 15, 2013, at the age of 971⁄2, but his leg-
acy will continue to inspire basketball coaches, 
players, and fans for generations to come. 

Carl Bennett was born in Rockford, Indiana, 
in 1915. He began his illustrious career first by 
playing for Fred Zollner’s Pistons softball team 
and later served as the head coach and gen-
eral manager of the Fort Wayne Pistons pro-
fessional basketball team, also owned by Zoll-
ner. Under his leadership, the Pistons were in-
vited to leave the National Basketball League 
and become part of the Basketball Association 
of America. This meeting in Carl’s Fort Wayne 
home led to the merger of the two leagues 
and, ultimately, to the modern National Bas-
ketball Association. As a result of his involve-
ment, Carl served on the NBA’s executive 
committee and is considered one of the found-
ing fathers of professional basketball. 

Carl’s influence led to many changes in the 
way basketball, Indiana’s favorite game, is 
played. He encouraged Zollner to buy a team 
plane, a first for a sports franchise, and his 
coaching of the Pistons in a 1950 win over the 
Minneapolis Lakers led to the introduction of 
the 24-second shot clock. This major change 
resulted in a dramatic increase in average 
game scores. One of Carl’s foremost contribu-
tions to the game was widening the lane from 
six feet to twelve feet, a change that is still in 
effect today. He also successfully campaigned 
for Fred Zollner’s enshrinement in the Basket-
ball Hall of Fame. 

Carl Bennett was a man of vision and deter-
mination. My condolences and well wishes go 
out to his wife, Mrs. Carol Popp Bennett, his 
children Kirk and Gary Bennett, Sandra 
Dodane, Catherine Popp Hoffman, their 
spouses, his sister Bertha Bennett Christie, his 
eleven grandchildren, thirty great-grand-
children, and five great-great grandchildren. 
His loving touch will be missed by everyone 
who knew him, and he will be always remem-
bered for transforming so many lives through 
the wonderful sport of basketball. 

f 

HONORING LILLIAN BERKOWITZ 

HON. THEODORE E. DEUTCH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of Lillian Berkowitz, who is celebrating 
her 104th birthday on July 23rd, 2013. I would 
like to take this opportunity to extend to her an 
extraordinary happy birthday and congratula-
tions on this very special milestone. 

Lillian is a passionate dancer who began 
her career as a beautiful stage actress and 
performer on Vaudeville and Broadway. She 
debuted at the age of 10 as an acrobatic 
dancer and later attended a special school for 
actors that allowed her to further develop her 
skills. After graduating high school, Lillian went 
straight to the Broadway stage where she 
starred in many famous productions featuring 
big names such as Milton Berle, Jack Benny 
and Bob Hope, to name a few. She met her 
late husband Maurice Berkowitz through one 
of her shows in the Catskills and was married 
some years later. She and Maurice shared 
many happy years together, and were blessed 
with two sons, four grandchildren and seven 
great grandchildren. 

A staunch advocate of exercise throughout 
her life, Lillian possesses the aerobic finesse 
of someone half her age. A strict exercise rou-
tine consisting of 45 minutes of walking, sev-
eral resistance exercises and a healthy diet of 
fruits and vegetables are the secret to her lon-
gevity. In the meantime, Lillian remains pas-
sionately involved with her first love, dancing. 

I join with Lillian’s family and friends in wish-
ing her continued love, happiness, and well- 
being for many years to come. Again, con-
gratulations! 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. LOIS CAPPS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I was not able to 
be present for the following rollcall vote on 
July 22, 2013 and would like the record to re-
flect that I would have voted as follows: 

Rollcall No. 375: ‘‘yes’’; rollcall No. 376: 
‘‘yes.’’ 

RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS 
OF MR. FRANK PUMILIA 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize and honor Mr. Frank 
Pumilia for his lifetime of community involve-
ment and dedication to South Florida. 

Frank grew up in Brooklyn, New York, 
where he was an active member of many 
community organizations. In 1989, he relo-
cated to Broward County, Florida, and for 
more than 20 years has been politically and 
civically involved in his local community. He 
has served as Chairman and Chief Examiner 
of the Margate Civil Service Board, as a mem-
ber of the Foundation of Broward, and also as 
a member of the Florida Business and Profes-
sional Board. 

Currently, Frank serves as the President of 
the Margate Democratic Club and as a board 
member of the Broward County Democratic 
Executive Committee. During his time as 
President, he has counseled and encouraged 
many of South Florida’s political candidates 
and leaders. At the age of 92, Frank continues 
his role as Senior Political Advisor within the 
Broward County Democratic Party. 

Frank has also been an important leader in 
addressing condominium issues in his local 
community. He has served as President of the 
Margate Association of Condominiums for 
many years. In this capacity, he works to help 
those facing foreclosure and to advance the 
rights of condominium owners. 

It is my true honor and privilege to recog-
nize Mr. Frank Pumilia for his continued com-
munity leadership and activism. I offer him my 
best wishes for continued good health and 
success in the years to come. 

f 

HONORING LARRY J. WILSON 

HON. SUSAN W. BROOKS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to Larry Wilson of 
Fairmount, Indiana. He passed away on June 
13, 2013, at the age of 66. Larry was an out-
standing civil servant who served both Grant 
County and his country with integrity. 

Larry Wilson began his service to our great 
nation in the United States Air Force, where 
he served as a Senior Master Sergeant for 26 
years and bravely defended his country in 
Vietnam. After retiring from the Air Force, 
Larry began a second career as a detective 
for the Grant County Sheriff’s Department, a 
post he held for 20 years before retiring in 
1999. During his time with the Sheriff’s De-
partment, he was recognized with the Law En-
forcement Officer of the Year award in 1981. 

However, his retirement did not mark the 
end of his service to our community, and he 
continued on to serve as a Grant County 
Commissioner, a Grant County Council Mem-
ber and the Grant County Veteran’s Affairs 
Service Officer. Larry worked tirelessly for the 
veterans of Grant County, helping them to re-
ceive the benefits and recognition they de-
served. It was his work helping our nation’s 
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men and women in uniform that Larry consid-
ered to be one of his greatest achievements. 

Larry Wilson was a community leader and a 
patriot. I am proud that exceptional citizens 
and public servants, such as Larry, call my 
District home and am honored to recognize 
his life’s work today. My condolences and well 
wishes go out to his wife of 38 years, Linda, 
and to his children Laura, Jeremy, Michael 
and Christopher as well his grandchildren. 

f 

OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 

HON. MIKE COFFMAN 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of-
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $16,738,126,867,888.58. We’ve 
added $6,111,249,818,975.50 to our debt in 4 
and a half years. This is $6 trillion in debt our 
nation, our economy, and our children could 
have avoided with a balanced budget amend-
ment. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE KOREAN 
WAR VETERANS OF AMERICA 
HONOR GUARD 

HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the outstanding service of the Ko-
rean War Veterans Association Honor Guard 
and the dedication of the leaders of Chapter 
299 of the Association: Mr. Arthur Griffith, Mr. 
Otis Mangrum, and Mr. Mark Tiilikkala. 

The Korean War Veterans Association 
(KWVA) was founded in 1985 with the goal of 
organizing, promoting, and maintaining an as-
sociation of individuals who served the United 
States during the Korean War. Mr. Mangrum, 
Mr. Tiilikkala, and Mr. Griffith, of KWVA Chap-
ter #299, have served as the KWVA’s Honor 
Guard at Memorial Day and Veteran’s Day 
commemorations in Washington, D.C. every 
year since 2007. Based in the Massachusetts 
State House, the KWVA Honor Guard of 
Chapter #299 has proudly performed their du-
ties at Arlington National Cemetery and the 
Korean War Memorial for appreciative citizens 
and veterans. As we commemorate the 60th 
anniversary of the armistice between North 
and South Korea, it is essential that we recog-
nize the selfless actions of the soldiers, sail-
ors, marines, airmen, coast guardsmen, and 
others who fought to secure peace for the Ko-
rean people and safeguard America’s allies. 
Mr. Mangrum, Mr. Tiilikkala, and Mr. Griffith 
deserve our gratitude for dedicating them-
selves to their fellow veterans and ensuring 
the nation’s colors stand tall whenever we 
honor our service men and women. 

As the years continue to pass, we must 
make sure that the commitment made by the 
veterans of the Korean War is preserved in 
our memories now and in the future. The com-
mitment made by the KWVA Chapter in hon-

oring this memory sets an example for us all 
to follow. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to thank Mr. Ar-
thur Griffith, Mr. Otis Mangrum and Mr. Mark 
Tiilikkala of KWVA Chapter #299 for their 
steadfast commitment to honoring veterans. I 
ask that my colleagues join me in com-
mending these gentlemen for their skill, mili-
tary excellence, and deportment. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. GLORIA NEGRETE McLEOD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mrs. NEGRETE MCLEOD. Mr. Speaker, 
from July 8, 2013 to July 19, 2013, I was un-
avoidably absent from the House and missed 
rollcall votes. Had I been present, I would 
have voted as follows: 

Rollcall vote Nos. 305, ‘‘nay’’; 306, ‘‘nay’’; 
307, ‘‘aye’’; 308, ‘‘nay’’; 309, ‘‘nay’’; 311, 
‘‘aye’’; 312, ‘‘aye’’; 313, ‘‘aye’’; 314, ‘‘aye’’; 
315, ‘‘nay’’; 316, ‘‘aye’’; 317, ‘‘nay’’; 318, 
‘‘aye’’; 319, ‘‘nay’’; 320, ‘‘aye’’; 321, ‘‘aye’’; –– 
322, ‘‘aye’’; 323, ‘‘aye’’; 324, ‘‘aye’’; 325, 
‘‘aye’’; 326, ‘‘aye’’; 327, ‘‘aye’’; 328, ‘‘aye’’; 
329, ‘‘aye’’; 330, ‘‘nay’’; 331, ‘‘aye’’; 332, 
‘‘aye’’; 333, ‘‘nay’’; 334, ‘‘aye’’; 335, ‘‘aye’’; 
336, ‘‘aye’’; 337, ‘‘aye’’; 338, ‘‘aye’’; 339, 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Rollcall vote Nos. 340, ‘‘nay’’; 341, ‘‘aye’’; 
342, ‘‘aye’’; 343, ‘‘nay’’; 344, ‘‘aye’’; 345, 
‘‘nay’’; 347, ‘‘nay’’; 349, ‘‘nay’’; 350, ‘‘nay’’; 
351, ‘‘nay’’; 352, ‘‘aye’’; 353, ‘‘nay’’; 354, 
‘‘aye’’; 355, ‘‘aye’’; 356, ‘‘aye’’; 357, ‘‘nay’’; 
358, ‘‘nay’’; 359, ‘‘nay’’; 360, ‘‘aye’’; 361, 
‘‘nay’’; 362, ‘‘aye’’; 363, ‘‘nay’’; 364, ‘‘nay’’; 
365, ‘‘nay’’; 366, ‘‘aye’’; 367, ‘‘aye’’; 368, 
‘‘nay’’; 369, ‘‘nay’’; 370, ‘‘nay’’; 371, ‘‘aye’’; 
372, ‘‘aye’’; 373, ‘‘aye’’; 374, ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

INTRODUCING THE WILDLIFE VET-
ERINARIANS EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING ACT OF 2013 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to introduce the Wildlife Veterinar-
ians Employment and Training Act of 2013. 
This legislation will serve as a source of job 
growth, promote robust public health policy, 
and develop affordable opportunities for indi-
viduals who are interested in becoming wildlife 
and zoological veterinarians. 

Wildlife and zoo veterinarians are the pri-
mary source of essential health care and man-
agement for wild animals in their natural habi-
tat and in captivity. Not only do these physi-
cians preserve natural resources and the lives 
of animals, but they subsequently help protect 
human health by preventing, detecting and re-
sponding to exotic and dangerous diseases. 

With the intensification of global interaction 
between humans, livestock and wildlife, the 
threat posed by emerging infectious diseases 
to humans and wildlife continues to increase. 
Controlling these pandemic and large-scale 
outbreaks of disease has become more prob-
lematic and much more pertinent of an issue. 

However, the United States faces a shortage 
of positions for wildlife and zoo veterinarians 
to ensure our safety from this threat. 

Following graduation, professionals prac-
ticing wildlife and zoological veterinary medi-
cine go on to earn relatively low salaries, com-
pared to their companions in animal medicine. 
Studies also show that on average, veteri-
narian graduates owe roughly $130,000 in stu-
dent loans. The reality of a low salary, com-
bined with high educational debt, amidst 
scarce employment opportunities, discourages 
students from pursuing these important ca-
reers. Furthermore, due to the severe lack of 
practical training and formal educational pro-
grams specializing in wildlife and zoological 
veterinary medicine, graduates are unable to 
make significant contributions to the field. 

My bill will directly address these issues 
which prevent and dissuade veterinarians from 
practicing wildlife and zoological medicine. It 
will contribute to the national job creation effort 
by funding new positions for wildlife and zoo 
veterinarians to enter upon graduation. The bill 
will also limit the amount of educational debt 
for students while providing incentives to prac-
tice wildlife and zoo veterinary medicine 
through the establishment of scholarships and 
loan repayment programs. Lastly, my legisla-
tion will advance education by helping schools 
develop pilot curricula around wildlife and zoo 
veterinary medicine and by expanding the 
number of practical training programs avail-
able to students. 

Mr. Speaker, we have reached a point in 
our history when we can no longer ignore the 
importance of protecting wildlife, domestically 
and internationally. Wild animals play a very 
critical role in our natural resources and con-
tribute to maintaining a balanced ecosystem. 
With an increasing number of endangered 
species, invasive non-native species, and in-
fectious disease threats, wildlife and zoological 
veterinarians must be prioritized and given the 
resources and recognition necessary to pro-
tect both animal and human lives. 

I urge my colleagues to extend a helping 
hand to America’s veterinarians by supporting 
this important piece of legislation. 

f 

DOUGLAS A. MUNRO COAST 
GUARD HEADQUARTERS BUILDING 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as Rank-
ing Member of the Committee on Homeland 
Security’s Subcommittee on Border and Mari-
time Security, I rise to support H.R. 2611, a 
bill to designate the new Coast Guard head-
quarters building as the ‘‘Douglas A. Munro 
Coast Guard Headquarters Building.’’ 

Douglas A. Munro, a signalman first class of 
the United States Coast Guard, died heroically 
on Guadalcanal Island on September 27, 
1942, after succeeding in his volunteer assign-
ment to evacuate a military unit of Marines 
under fire from opposition forces. 

Born on October 11, 1919, Munro was 
raised Washington State and attended the 
Central Washington College of Education for a 
year before enlisting in the United States 
Coast Guard in 1939. He had an outstanding 
record of service in the Coast Guard and was 
quickly promoted to signalman, first class. 
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In the Battle of Guadalcanal, Munro was in 

charge of the boats that had landed the Ma-
rines at the scene. When it became necessary 
to evacuate the Marines, Munro volunteered to 
lead evacuation. He did so under heavy 
enemy fire, ultimately using himself and his 
boats as cover allowing the last of the Marines 
to leave. Tragically, Munro was fatally wound-
ed in the process. 

Munro posthumously awarded the Medal of 
Honor, the Purple Heart Medal, and was eligi-
ble for the American Defense Service Medal, 
the Asiatic-Pacific Area Campaign Medal, and 
the World War II Victory Medal. 

Mr. Speaker, Douglas A. Munro gave his life 
to protect his fellow service members and de-
fend this great Nation; it is most fitting that the 
U.S. Coast Guard’s new headquarters is 
named in his honor. 

With its long, rich history and significant 
contributions to homeland security, I can see 
why the Coast Guard was selected to be the 
first occupant of the Department of Homeland 
Security’s new permanent home—on the cam-
pus of St. Elizabeths. I wish the Coast Guard 
the best as it begins a new chapter in its new 
headquarters. 

Finally, I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to the men and women of the Coast 
Guard who continue to serve our country 
today, ensuring the service lives up to its 
motto of Semper Paratus, or ‘‘always ready.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting H.R. 2611. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ED PASTOR 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, on 
rollcall Nos. 375—H.R. 1542 and 376—H. 

Con. Res. 44, due to jet engine problems, I 
was delayed 4 hours in DFW. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

IN COMMEMORATION OF THE 60TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE KOREAN 
WAR ARMISTICE DAY, PAYING 
TRIBUTE TO THE EXCEPTIONAL 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 17TH 
BOMBARDMENT WING, LIGHT OF 
THE FAR EAST AIR FORCES, 
FIFTH AIR FORCE 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
honor the 17th Bombardment Wing, Light of 
the Far East Air Forces Fifth Air Force. The 
mission of the 17th Bomb Wing was to con-
duct night interdiction, reconnaissance of 
enemy supply and communications lines, seek 
enemy troops, and close air support of troops 
during the Korean War. The 17th Wing was 
composed of the 34th Bomb Squadron, the 
37th Bomb Squadron, and the 95th Bomb 
Squadron. 

With great conviction, courage, and perse-
verance, the 17th Bombardment Wing flew 
960 sorties in June 1952. Additionally, the 
17th Wing set a new record of flying 93 sorties 
in just one night. 17th Wing set another new 
record for B–26 type aircraft, flying an average 
of 102 hours per aircraft per month. By Octo-
ber 1952, astoundingly, the Wing set yet an-
other record performing 1000 sorties in that 
month. 

The 17th Wing acquired the nickname of the 
black knights because of their night missions. 
The 17th Wing was the first wing to conduct 

work in two theaters of operation, Asia and 
Europe. The motto of the 17th Wing is 
Toujours Au Danger, meaning Ever into Dan-
ger. Even in the face of danger, the 17th Wing 
successfully completed many operations in-
cluding the notable Spring Thaw, Bottle Neck, 
and Little Switch operations. Working to the 
last hour, the 17th Wing executed its last mis-
sion just minutes before the 2200 effective 
time of the cease-fire. 

The 17th Wing is a successor of one of the 
15 original combat air groups formed before 
World War II. It was also the Wing that pro-
vided the crew and equipment for the famous 
Doolittle Raid, which grandiosely elevated and 
fermented American morale during World War 
II. The 17th Wing is now succeeded by the 
17th Training Group. 

I am pleased to announce that there are ap-
proximately 780 members still alive today. Just 
to mention a brave few, Ted Baker, gunner of 
aircraft, Antonio Fucci, gunner of aircraft, Rob-
ert Pruett, gunner of aircraft, Charles Tucker, 
pilot, Donald H. Eaton, flight engineer, and Ar-
thur Haarmeyer, navigator bombardier. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you and my distin-
guished colleagues join me in commemorating 
the 60th Anniversary of the Korean War Armi-
stice Day which occurred on July 27, 1953 by 
honoring the vast achievements of the 17th 
Bombardment Wing, Light of the Far East Air 
Forces Fifth Air Force. We thank them for their 
extraordinary valor and strength during the Ko-
rean War. 
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Tuesday, July 23, 2013 

Daily Digest 
Senate 

Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S5809–S5850 
Measures Introduced: Twelve bills were introduced 
as follows: S. 1337–1348.                              Pages S5839–40 

Measures Considered: 
Transportation, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act—Agreement: Senate began consideration of 
S. 1243, making appropriations for the Departments 
of Transportation, and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2014, after agreeing to the motion to 
proceed, the text of H.R. 2610, as reported by the 
House Committee on Appropriations, was deemed 
House passed text for the purpose of Rule XVI, and 
taking action on the following amendment proposed 
thereto:                                                                    Pages S5809–28 

Adopted: 
By 99 yeas to 1 nay (Vote No. 182), Vitter 

Amendment No. 1744, to prohibit funds to be used 
to provide housing assistance benefits to individuals 
convicted of certain felonies.                        Pages S5827–28 

During consideration of this measure today, Senate 
also took the following action: 

By 73 yeas to 26 nays (Vote No. 181), three-fifths 
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, having 
voted in the affirmative, Senate agreed to the motion 
to close further debate on the motion to proceed to 
consideration of the bill.                                         Page S5817 

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding that at approximately 10:30 a.m., on 
Wednesday, July 24, 2013, Senator Portman be rec-
ognized to call up Amendment No. 1749. 
                                                                                            Page S5828 

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill at ap-
proximately 10:30 a.m., on Wednesday, July 24, 
2013.                                                                                Page S5850 

Chestnut and Gibson Moment of Silence— 
Agreement: A unanimous-consent agreement was 
reached providing that at 3:40 p.m., on Wednesday, 
July 24, 2013, Senate observe a moment of silence 
in memory of Officer Jacob J. Chestnut and Detec-

tive John M. Gibson of the United States Capitol 
Police, who were killed 15 years ago in the line of 
duty defending this Capitol, the people who work 
here, and its visitors against an armed intruder. 
                                                                                            Page S5850 

Smarter Solutions for Students Act—Agreement: 
A unanimous-consent-time agreement was reached 
providing that at a time to be determined by the 
Majority Leader, after consultation with the Repub-
lican Leader, Senate begin consideration of H.R. 
1911, to amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 
to establish interest rates for new loans made on or 
after July 1, 2013, to direct the Secretary of Edu-
cation to convene the Advisory Committee on Im-
proving Postsecondary Education Data to conduct a 
study on improvements to postsecondary education 
transparency at the Federal level; that the only first- 
degree amendment in order to the bill be a 
Manchin-Burr Amendment, the text of which is at 
the desk; that the only second-degree amendments in 
order to the Manchin-Burr Amendment, be the fol-
lowing, the text of each is at the desk: Reed-Warren, 
and Sanders; that there be up to one hour of debate 
equally divided between proponents and opponents 
on each amendment; that there be three hours of de-
bate on the bill equally divided between the Chair 
and Ranking Member, or their designees, with Sen-
ator Boxer controlling 30 minutes of the Democratic 
time and Senator Reed controlling 15 minutes of the 
Democratic time; that no points of order or motions 
be in order other than the budget points of order 
and the applicable motions to waive; that upon the 
use or yielding back of time, Senate vote on or in 
relation to the second-degree amendments in the 
order listed; that upon disposition of the Sanders 
Amendment, Senate vote on or in relation to the 
Manchin-Burr Amendment, as amended, if amended; 
that upon disposition of the Manchin-Burr Amend-
ment, the bill, as amended, if amended, be read a 
third time and the Senate vote on passage of the bill, 
as amended, if amended; that all of the amendments 
and passage of the bill be subject to a 60 affirmative 
vote threshold; that there be two minutes equally di-
vided between the votes; finally, all after the first 
vote be ten minute votes.                                       Page S5850 
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Messages from the House:                                 Page S5837 

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S5837 

Measures Read the First Time:       Pages S5837, S5850 

Executive Communications:                     Pages S5838–39 

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S5839 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S5840–42 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S5842–43 

Additional Statements:                                Pages S5836–37 

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S5843–48 

Notices of Hearings/Meetings:                Pages S5848–49 

Authorities for Committees to Meet: 
                                                                                    Pages S5849–50 

Record Votes: Two record votes were taken today. 
(Total—182)                                            Pages S5817, S5827–28 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 7:10 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. on Wednes-
day, July 24, 2013. (For Senate’s program, see the 
remarks of the Majority Leader in today’s Record on 
page S5850.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

NOMINATIONS 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee concluded a hearing to examine the nomina-
tions of Krysta L. Harden, of Georgia, to be Deputy 
Secretary, who was introduced by Senator Chambliss 
and Representative Bishop, and Robert Bonnie, of 
Virginia, to be Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment, both of the Department of 
Agriculture, after the nominees testified and an-
swered questions in their own behalf. 

APPROPRIATIONS: DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE, FOREIGN OPERATIONS, AND 
RELATED PROGRAMS 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on State, 
Foreign Operations, and Related Programs approved 
for full committee consideration an original bill 
making appropriations for the Department of State, 
Foreign Operations, and Related Programs for fiscal 
year 2014. 

APPROPRIATIONS: FINANCIAL SERVICES 
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Finan-
cial Service and General Government approved for 
full committee consideration an original bill making 
appropriations for Financial Services and General 
Government for fiscal year 2014. 

FINANCIAL HOLDING COMPANIES 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 
Subcommittee on Financial Institutions and Con-
sumer Protection concluded a hearing to examine fi-
nancial holding companies, focusing on if banks 
should control power plants, warehouses, and oil re-
fineries, after receiving testimony from Saule T. 
Omarova, University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill; Joshua Rosner, Graham Fisher and Co., and 
Randall D. Guynn, Davis Polk and Wardwell LLP, 
both of New York, New York; and Tim Weiner, 
MillerCoors LLC, Brookfield, Wisconsin. 

HOUSING FINANCE SYSTEM 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 
Subcommittee on Securities, Insurance and Invest-
ment concluded a hearing to examine creating a 
housing finance system built to last, focusing on en-
suring access for community institutions, including 
S. 1217, to provide secondary mortgage market re-
form, after receiving testimony from Sandra Thomp-
son, Deputy Director, Division of Housing Mission 
and Goals, Federal Housing Finance Agency; Jack 
Hartings, The Peoples Bank Co., Coldwater, Ohio, 
on behalf of the Independent Community Bankers of 
America; Bill Hampel, Credit Union National Asso-
ciation, Lorton, Virginia; Andrew J. Jetter, Federal 
Home Loan Bank of Topeka, Topeka, Kansas; and 
Michael Middleton, Community Bank of Tri-Coun-
ty, LaPlata, Maryland, on behalf of the American 
Bankers Association. 

IMPACT OF SEQUESTRATION 
Committee on the Budget: Committee concluded a hear-
ing to examine the impact of sequestration on na-
tional security and the economy, after receiving testi-
mony from Mark N. Klett, Klett Consulting Group, 
Inc, Virginia Beach, Virginia; Robert O. Work, Cen-
ter for a New American Security, Baker Spring, The 
Heritage Foundation, and Thomas M. Donnelly, 
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Re-
search Marilyn Ware Center for Security Studies, all 
of Washington, D.C.; and Jennifer-Cari Green, Mad-
igan Army Medical Center, Tacoma, Washington, on 
behalf of the American Federation of Government 
Employees, AFL–CIO. 

MAGNUSON-STEVENS ACT 
REAUTHORIZATION 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and 
Coast Guard concluded a hearing to examine New 
England and mid-Atlantic perspectives on ‘‘Magnu-
son-Stevens Act’’ reauthorization, after receiving tes-
timony from John K. Bullard, Northeast Regional 
Administrator, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Department of Commerce; C. M. Cunningham Jr., 
New England Fishery Management Council, New-
buryport, Massachusetts; Richard B. Robins, Jr., 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, Dover, 
Delaware; Nick Muto, Cape Cod Commercial Fisher-
men’s Alliance, Brewster, Massachusetts; John 
McMurray, ‘‘One More Cast’’ Charters, Oceanside, 
New York; John Boreman, North Carolina State 
University, Durham; Joshua B. Wiersma, Northeast 
Fishery Sectors XI and XII, Portsmouth, New 
Hampshire; and Patrick Paquette, Hyannis, Massa-
chusetts. 

FAIR ACT 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee 
concluded a hearing to examine S. 1273, to establish 
a partnership between States that produce energy on-
shore and offshore for our country with the Federal 
Government, after receiving testimony from Pamela 
K. Haze, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
for Budget, Finance, Performance, and Acquisition; 
Cathie J. France, Virginia Department of Mines, 
Minerals and Energy Deputy Director for Energy 
Policy, Richmond; Mayor Charlotte Brower, North 
Slope Borough, Alaska; and Reggie Dupre, 
Terrebonne Levee and Conservation District, Houma, 
Louisiana; Ryan Alexander, Taxpayers for Common 
Sense, Randall Luthi, National Ocean Industries As-
sociation, and Athan Manuel, Sierra Club Lands Pro-
tection Program, all of Washington, D.C. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee announced the following subcommittee as-
signments: 
Subcommittee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sen-
ators Baucus (Chair), Carper, Cardin, Sanders, Udall 
(NM), Gillibrand, Hirono, Barrasso, Inhofe, Sessions, 
Crapo, Wicker, and Fischer. 
Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety: Senators 
Carper (Chair), Baucus, Cardin, Sanders, White-
house, Udall (NM), Sessions, Barrasso, Crapo, 
Wicker, and Boozman. 
Subcommittee on Water and Wildlife: Senators Cardin 
(Chair), Carper, Whitehouse, Merkley, Gillibrand, 
Hirono, Boozman, Inhofe, Barrasso, Sessions, and 
Fischer. 
Subcommittee on Superfund, Toxics and Environmental 
Health: Senators Udall (NM) (Chair), Baucus, 
Merkley, Gillibrand, Hirono, Crapo, Inhofe, Wicker, 
and Fischer. 
Subcommittee on Green Jobs and the New Economy: Sen-
ators Merkley (Chair), Carper, Sanders, Wicker, and 
Sessions. 

Subcommittee on Oversight: Senators Whitehouse 
(Chair), Baucus, Hirono, Inhofe, and Boozman. 

Senators Boxer and Vitter are ex officio members 
of each subcommittee. 

NOMINATIONS 
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee concluded a hearing to examine the nomina-
tions of Kenneth J. Kopocis, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Administrator for the Office of Water, 
James J. Jones, of the District of Columbia, to be 
Assistant Administrator for Toxic Substances, and 
Avi Garbow, of Virginia, to be General Counsel, all 
of the Environmental Protection Agency, after the 
nominees testified and answered questions in their 
own behalf. 

NOMINATIONS 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded 
a hearing to examine the nominations of Joseph Y. 
Yun, of Oregon, to be Ambassador to Malaysia, 
Daniel A. Clune, of Maryland, to be Ambassador to 
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, and Morrell 
John Berry, of Maryland, who was introduced by 
Representative Hoyer, to be Ambassador to Aus-
tralia, all of the Department of State, after the nomi-
nees testified and answered questions in their own 
behalf. 

NUCLEAR EMPLOYMENT 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee received a 
closed briefing on nuclear employment from Rose 
Gottemoeller, Acting Under Secretary of State for 
Arms Control and International Security; Madelyn 
Creedon, Assistant Secretary for Global Security Af-
fairs, General Robert Kehler, Commander, United 
States Strategic Command, and Mike Elliott, Deputy 
Director for Strategic Stability, Strategic Plans and 
Policy Directorate, United States Strategic Command 
Joint Staff, all of the Department of Defense; and 
Kevin Greenaugh, National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration Defense Programs, Department of En-
ergy. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee ordered fa-
vorably reported the following business items: 

S. Res. 156, expressing the sense of the Senate on 
the 10-year anniversary of NATO Allied Command 
Transformation, with an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute; and 

The nominations of Victoria Nuland, of Virginia, 
to be Assistant Secretary for European and Eurasian 
Affairs, Douglas Edward Lute, of Indiana, to be 
United States Permanent Representative on the 
Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
with the rank and status of Ambassador, Daniel 
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Brooks Baer, of Colorado, to be U.S. Representative 
to the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, with the rank of Ambassador, Catherine M. 
Russell, of the District of Columbia, to be Ambas-
sador at Large for Global Women’s Issues, and 
Samantha Power, of Massachusetts, to be the Rep-
resentative to the United Nations, with the rank and 
status of Ambassador and the Representative in the 
Security Council of the United Nations, and to be 
Representative to the Sessions of the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations during her tenure of serv-
ice as Representative to the United Nations, all of 
the Department of State. 

IMPROVING MILITARY AND VETERANS 
EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES 
Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs: Committee concluded a hearing to examine the 
90/10 rule, focusing on improving educational out-
comes for our military and veterans, after receiving 
testimony from Curtis L. Coy, Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Economic Opportunity, Veterans Benefits 
Administration, and Robert M. Worley II, Director, 
Education Service, both of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs; Hollister K. Petraeus, Assistant Direc-
tor, Office of Servicemember Affairs, Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau; Steve Gunderson, The As-
sociation of Private Sector Colleges and Universities, 
and Tom Tarantino, Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans 
of America, both of Washington, D.C.; and Sergeant 
Christopher J. Pantzke, USA (Ret.), Prince George, 
Virginia. 

NOMINATIONS 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: 
Committee concluded a hearing to examine the 
nominations of Kent Yoshiho Hirozawa, of New 
York, and Nancy Jean Schiffer, of Maryland, both to 
be a Member of the National Labor Relations Board, 
after the nominees, who were both introduced by 

Senator Harkin, testified and answered questions in 
their own behalf. 

PAY-FOR-DELAY DEALS 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Anti-
trust, Competition Policy and Consumer Rights con-
cluded a hearing to examine pay-for-delay deals, fo-
cusing on competition and consumers, including S. 
214, to prohibit brand name drug companies from 
compensating generic drug companies to delay the 
entry of a generic drug into the market, after receiv-
ing testimony from Edith Ramirez, Chairwoman, 
Federal Trade Commission; Robert G. Romasco, 
AARP, Diane E. Bieri, Arnold and Porter LLP, and 
Mike Russo, U.S. Public Interest Research Group, 
all of Washington, D.C.; Michael A. Carrier, Rut-
gers Law School, Camden, New Jersey; Jonathan M. 
Orszag, Compass Lexecon, West Palm Beach, Flor-
ida; and Sumanth Addanki, NERA Economic Con-
sulting, White Plains, New York. 

SEQUESTRATION’S EFFECT ON THE 
COURTS 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Bank-
ruptcy and the Courts concluded a hearing to exam-
ine how sequestration is affecting the courts, after re-
ceiving testimony from Julia S. Gibbons, Judge, 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, and Chair, Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States; Michael S. Nachmanoff, Eastern 
District of Virginia Federal Public Defender, Alexan-
dria, on behalf of the Federal Public and Community 
Defenders; and W. West Allen, Federal Bar Associa-
tion, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

INTELLIGENCE 
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed 
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony 
from officials of the intelligence community. 

Committee recessed subject to the call. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 15 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 2788–2791, 2793–2803 were intro-
duced.                                                                       Pages H4978–79 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages H4979–80 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as followed: 
H.R. 2787, making appropriations for the Depart-

ments of Commerce and Justice, Science, and Re-

lated Agencies for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2014, and for other purposes (H. Rept. 
113–171); 

H.R. 2786, making appropriations for financial 
services and general government for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2014, and for other purposes 
(H. Rept. 113–172); 

H.R. 2792, making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
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2014, and for other purposes (H. Rept. 113–173); 
and 

H. Res. 315, providing for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 2218) to amend subtitle D of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act to encourage recovery and bene-
ficial use of coal combustion residuals and establish 
requirements for the proper management and dis-
posal of coal combustion residuals that are protective 
of human health and the environment, and providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1582) to protect 
consumers by prohibiting the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency from promul-
gating as final certain energy-related rules that are 
estimated to cost more than $1 billion and will 
cause significant adverse effects to the economy (H. 
Rept. 113–174).                                                         Page H4978 

Speaker: Read a letter from the Speaker wherein he 
appointed Representative Massie to act as Speaker 
pro tempore for today.                                             Page H4859 

Recess: The House recessed at 10:37 a.m. and re-
convened at 12 noon.                                               Page H4863 

Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the guest chap-
lain, Dr. Shane Alexander, Northcrest Church of 
Christ, Mexia, Texas.                                                Page H4863 

Recess: The House recessed at 1:24 p.m. and recon-
vened at 1:40 p.m.                                                    Page H4875 

Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
2014: The House began consideration of H.R. 2397, 
making appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2014. 
Consideration is expected to continue tomorrow, July 
24th.                                                                  Pages H4866–H4976 

Agreed to: 
Walberg amendment (No. 1 printed in H. Rept. 

113–170) that increases funding for the Special Pur-
pose Marine Air Ground Task Force—Crisis Re-
sponse by $10 million and reduces funding to the 
Operations and Maintenance, Defense-Wide account 
by $11 million;                                                           Page H4908 

Delaney amendment (No. 2 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that increases Fisher House Account by 
$16 million and decreases Operation and Mainte-
nance Account Defense-Wide by $25 million; 
                                                                                    Pages H4908–09 

Grayson amendment (No. 4 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that increases the Defense Health Program 
Account by $10 million to specifically target finding 
a cure for Gulf War Illness;                                  Page H4910 

Israel amendment (No. 5 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that increases by $10 million the Defense 
Human Resources Activity account for the purpose 
of enhancing DOD efforts in mental health research, 
treatment, education, and outreach and reduces the 

same amount from the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense account;                                                       Pages H4910–11 

Young (FL) en bloc amendment No. 1 that con-
sists of the following amendments printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170: Kilmer amendment (No. 6) that 
makes a symbolic cut of $1 million to the Defense 
Human Resources Activity, Operation and Mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide, account; funds are reinserted 
at the same place, with the intent of encouraging a 
study on how the Defense Human Resources Activ-
ity components and the Chief Information Officer 
identify, catalogue, process, notify appropriate per-
sonnel, and rectify mistakes or inconsistencies found 
when data is uploaded to the Defense Manpower 
Data Center; Esty amendment (No. 32) that adds 
$10 million to the Defense Health Program for sui-
cide prevention awareness and outreach in the Over-
seas Contingency Operations account, which is offset 
by reductions to the Afghan Security Forces Fund; 
Sessions amendment (No. 76) that reduces the Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide account by 
$10 million and increases the Defense Health Pro-
gram by a similar amount to create a pilot program 
to assist service individuals suffering from Traumatic 
Brain Injury and Post Traumatic Stress Disorder; 
Bridenstine amendment (No. 77) that increases 
funding by $10 million for the National Guard State 
Partnership Program, split evenly between the Army 
National Guard and Air Force National Guard, 
which is offset by $11m reduction to Defense Media 
Activity account; McKinley amendment (No. 78) 
that increases the Youth Challenge Program under 
Civil Military Programs within the Operations and 
Maintenance, Defense-Wide account by $10,000,000 
and decreases by $10,000,000 under Operations and 
Maintenance, Defense-Wide the general account for 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense; Bass amend-
ment (No. 79) that reduces the department-wide 
Operations & Maintenance account by $3 million, 
then increases it by the same amount with the intent 
to combat illicit poaching and trafficking of animal 
products commonly linked to terrorism and armed 
conflict; Velázquez amendment (No. 80) that in-
creases the funding to the Defense Health Program 
by $5 million for the purposes of reducing military 
hazing and suicides; Grayson amendment (No. 81) 
that reduces the Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Defense-Wide account by $10 million 
and increases the Defense Health Program account 
by $10 million in order to bolster prostate cancer re-
search efforts; and Esty amendment (No. 82) that 
adds $5 million to the Operations & Maintenance, 
Defense-Wide account for overseas contingency oper-
ations to strengthen support services like the Yellow 
Ribbon Reintegration Program for members of the 
National Guard and Reserve;                       Pages H4911–12 
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Jackson Lee amendment (No. 9 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that increases funding for Defense 
Health Program account (intended for PTSD) by 
$500,000 offset by a similar reduction in the Envi-
ronment Restoration, Army account;               Page H4913 

Jackson Lee amendment (No. 13 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that increases the Defense Health 
Program’s Research and Development account by 
$10 million and reduces the Defense Procurement- 
Wide account by the same amount;                 Page H4915 

Young (FL) en bloc amendment No. 2 that con-
sists of the following amendments printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170: Lowenthal amendment (No. 83) 
that increases funding by $5,000,000 for the 
STARBASE Youth Program which falls under the 
Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide and re-
duces the same amount from the Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide, Office of the Secretary of Defense ac-
count; Griffin (AR) amendment (No. 86) that pro-
vides that none of the funds made available by this 
Act may be used to cancel or modify the avionics 
modernization program of record for C–130 aircraft; 
Hunter amendment (No. 87) that prohibits the use 
of funds from this Act to plan for, consider, or carry 
out any action to remove any portion of the Mount 
Soledad Veterans Memorial in San Diego, California; 
Kline amendment (No. 88) that prohibits funds 
from this Act to be used by the DOD to enlist an 
individual into the Armed Forces convicted of rape, 
sexual assault, or other sex crimes as outlined in the 
DOD enlistment waivers policy; Nunes amendment 
(No. 89) that prohibits the Secretary of the Air Force 
from using FY14 funds for the reduction in force 
structure at Lajes Field, Azores Portugal; Runyan 
amendment (No. 90) that prohibits the use of appro-
priated funds for any purpose that would violate 49 
U.S.C. Sec. 41106, the Fly CRAF Act; Bustos 
amendment (No. 91) that prohibits the Department 
of Defense from purchasing American flags that 
aren’t made in the United States; Engel amendment 
(No. 92) that mandates that all vehicles purchased 
by DOD and related agencies must conform to the 
Presidential Memorandum dated May 24, 2011; 
Grayson amendment (No. 93) that prevents contracts 
from being awarded to contractors who have been 
convicted within the last three years for crimes 
against the federal government such as fraud, theft, 
bribery, making false statements, and tax evasion; 
Grayson amendment (No. 94) that provides that 
none of the funds made available by this Act may 
be used to engage in an act covered by or described 
in 18 U.S.C. 2340A (torture or conspiracy to com-
mit torture); Grayson amendment (No. 95) that pro-
hibits the use of funds to have a net increase of addi-
tional flag or general officers above current levels; 
and LoBiondo amendment (No. 96) that prohibits 

funding for Department of Defense aviation dem-
onstration teams to perform outside of the United 
States;                                                                       Pages H4916–17 

Heck (NV) amendment (No. 18 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that transfers $15,000,000 to De-
fense-Wide RDTE for producing the Iron Dome 
short-range rocket defense program in the United 
States, including for infrastructure, tooling, transfer-
ring data, special test equipment, and related com-
ponents;                                                                           Page H4921 

Shea-Porter amendment (No. 21 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that designates funding to study the 
Therapeutic Service Dog Training Program; 
                                                                                            Page H4924 

Walberg amendment (No. 27 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that reduces the Afghanistan Infrastructure 
Fund by $79 million and transfers the savings to the 
Spending Reduction Account (by a recorded vote of 
283 ayes to 139 noes, Roll No. 387); 
                                                                Pages H4929–30, H4935–36 

Young (FL) en bloc amendment No. 3 that con-
sists of the following amendments printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170: Cicilline amendment (No. 31) that 
reduces appropriations for the Afghanistan Security 
Forces Fund by $60 million and increases appropria-
tions for the Defense Health Program by $14 mil-
lion; Murphy (FL) amendment (No. 68) that pre-
vents funds from being used to maintain or improve 
facilities that DoD lists as being completely unused; 
and Broun (GA) amendment (No. 85) that prohibits 
the Department of Defense from using any funds to 
operate an unmanned aerial system in contravention 
of the fourth amendment to the Constitution; 
                                                                                    Pages H4936–37 

Scalise amendment (No. 37 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits the Department of Defense 
from entering into any new contracts for the pro-
curement or production of non-petroleum based fuels 
for use as the same purpose or as a drop-in sub-
stitute for petroleum;                                       Pages H4944–45 

Cole amendment (No. 42 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that provides that none of the funds ap-
propriated by this Act shall be available to imple-
ment a furlough of Department of Defense federal 
employees who are paid from the Working Capital 
Fund (WCF) Account;                                     Pages H4948–49 

Cohen amendment (No. 29 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that reduces the Afghanistan Infrastructure 
Fund from $279 million to $140 million and trans-
fers the savings to deficit reduction (by a recorded 
vote of 249 ayes to 173 noes, Roll No. 389); 
                                                                Pages H4938–39, H4954–55 

Coffman amendment (No. 30 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that decreases the Afghanistan Security 
Forces Fund by $553.8M (contract to Rosoboron ex-
port for 30 Mi-17 helicopters) and increases the 
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Spending Reduction Account by the same amount 
(by a recorded vote of 346 ayes to 79 noes, Roll No. 
390);                                                      Pages H4939–40, H4955–56 

Fleming amendment (No. 35 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prevents funds from being used to 
appoint chaplains without an endorsing agency (by 
a recorded vote of 253 ayes to 173 noes, Roll No. 
392);                                                      Pages H4941–43, H4956–57 

Rigell amendment (No. 36 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits funds in the Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund from being used to commence 
new projects (by a recorded vote of 332 ayes to 94 
noes, Roll No. 393);                     Pages H4943–44, H4957–58 

Flores amendment (No. 41 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits any funds from being used 
to enforce the selective fuel bans set forth in Sec. 
526 of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 
2007, which expands options for the federal govern-
ment to purchase fuels from unconventional sources 
like California heavy oil resources or Canadian oil 
sands (by a recorded vote of 237 ayes to 189 noes, 
Roll No. 394);                                       Pages H4947–48, H4958 

DeLauro amendment (No. 44 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits funds to train the Afghan 
Special Mission Wing (SMW) to operate or maintain 
Mi-17 helicopters manufactured by Russia’s state 
arms dealer that the Special Inspector General for 
Afghanistan Reconstruction reports the SMW does 
not have the capacity to use (by a recorded vote of 
333 ayes to 93 noes, Roll No. 395); 
                                                                Pages H4949–50, H4958–59 

Kline amendment (No. 50 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits funds to carry out recent 
DoD recruitment policies in contravention of con-
gressional intent in the Fiscal Year 2012 NDAA and 
to ensure all students are given the same opportuni-
ties to enlist in the armed forces;              Pages H4962–63 

Lamborn amendment (No. 52 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits the use of funds to conduct 
an environmental impact study on ICBMs; 
                                                                                    Pages H4964–65 

Lamborn amendment (No. 53 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits the use of funds to imple-
ment sequestration-related furloughs of civilian De-
partment of Defense employees;                 Pages H4965–66 

Meadows amendment (No. 54 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prohibits the use of funds for pay-
ment of salaries to recess appointees until the ap-
pointee is formally confirmed by the Senate; 
                                                                                    Pages H4966–67 

Palazzo amendment (No. 57 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prevents any funds from being used 
to plan for or carry out furloughs of Dual Status 
Military Technicians;                                        Pages H4969–70 

Rogers (AL) amendment (No. 58 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that provides that none of the funds 

made available by this act may be used to carry out 
reductions to the nuclear forces of the United States 
to implement the New START Treaty; 
                                                                                    Pages H4970–71 

Turner amendment (No. 61 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that prevents funds from being used to re-
duce strategic delivery systems and ensures that the 
President is in compliance with the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act; and                                   Page H4973 

Hanabusa amendment (No. 66 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that prohibits funds from being 
used to implement an enrollment fee in the 
TRICARE for Life program.                        Pages H4975–76 

Rejected: 
Langevin amendment (No. 8 printed in H. Rept. 

113–170) that sought to reduce the appropriation 
for Operations and Maintenance, Defense-Wide by 
$22 million and transfer this amount to RDT&E, 
Navy for the purpose of supporting development, 
demonstration, evaluation and fielding of promising 
undersea technologies in RDT&E Project Number 
2033, for Advanced Submarine Systems Develop-
ment;                                                                        Pages H4912–13 

O’Rourke amendment (No. 22 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that sought to strike Section 8058; 
                                                                                    Pages H4924–25 

Gabbard amendment (No. 3 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to increase funding for the 
Navy Offensive Anti-Surface Warfare weapon and 
Air-Launched Long Range Anti-Ship Missile pro-
gram by $104,000,000, and reduce Operations and 
Maintenance, Defense-wide by the same (by a re-
corded vote of 50 ayes to 372 noes, Roll No. 379); 
                                                                Pages H4909–10, H4930–31 

Blumenauer amendment (No. 10 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that sought to restore funding for 
Environmental Restoration, Formerly Used Defense 
Sites to FY 2013 levels so that DoD can clean up 
and remediate Unexploded Ordnance in a timely and 
safe fashion (by a recorded vote of 176 ayes to 242 
noes, Roll No. 380);                           Pages H4913–15, H4931 

Polis amendment (No. 14 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to strikes $107,000,000 for 
14 Ground-based Interceptors and reduce the deficit 
by the same amount (by a recorded vote of 141 ayes 
to 272 noes, Roll No. 381);     Pages H4917–18, H4931–32 

Blumenauer amendment (No. 15 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that sought to reduce funding for 
the Ohio-class submarines by 10 percent to help pre-
pare the Department of Defense for the sequestration 
(by a recorded vote of 49 ayes to 372 noes, Roll No. 
382);                                                      Pages H4918–19, H4932–33 

Nugent amendment (No. 17 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to reduce appropriations for 
Defense-wide rapid innovation and increase the ap-
propriations to develop a high power microwave 
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cruise missile weapon (by a recorded vote of 93 ayes 
to 327 noes, Roll No. 383);           Pages H4920–21, H4933 

Nadler amendment (No. 20 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to cut $70 million of 
unrequested funds for the East Coast Missile Defense 
site and dedicate that funding to deficit reduction 
instead (by a recorded vote of 173 ayes to 249 noes, 
Roll No. 384);                                 Pages H4922–24, H4933–34 

Moran amendment (No. 23 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to strike section 8107, which 
prohibits funding to transfer or release any indi-
vidual detained at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba into the 
United States, its territories, or possessions; strike 
section 8198, which prohibits funding to transfer 
any individual detained at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba to 
a country of origin or other foreign country or entity 
unless the Secretary of Defense makes certain certifi-
cations; and strike Section 8109, which prohibits 
funding to modify any United States facility (other 
than the facility at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba) to house 
any individual detained at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba 
(by a recorded vote of 175 ayes to 247 noes, Roll 
No. 385);                                            Pages H4925–26, H4934–35 

Poe amendment (No. 25 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to cut funding to Pakistan by 
$600 million (by a recorded vote of 186 ayes to 237 
noes, Roll No. 386);                           Pages H4927–28, H4935 

Wittman amendment (No. 39 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to provide that none of the 
funds made available by this Act may be used to 
propose, plan for, or execute an additional Base Re-
alignment and Closure round;                     Pages H4946–47 

Cicilline amendment (No. 28 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to reduce appropriations for 
the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund by 
$279,000,000 and apply the savings to the spending 
reduction account (by a recorded vote of 184 ayes to 
237 noes, Roll No. 388);                 Pages H4937–38, H4954 

Garamendi amendment (No. 33 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that sought to cut $2,615,000,000 
from the Afghan Security Forces Fund (by a recorded 
vote of 150 ayes to 276 noes, Roll No. 391); 
                                                                      Pages H4940–41, H4956 

Lee amendment (No. 45 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to reduce funding by 1%, ex-
cluding the Defense Health Program and Military 
Personnel Accounts (by a recorded vote of 109 ayes 
to 317 noes, Roll No. 396);     Pages H4950–51, H4959–60 

Quigley amendment (No. 46 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to limit funds made available 
in the bill to operate and maintain no more than 
300 land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (by 
a recorded vote of 142 ayes to 283 noes, Roll No. 
397);                                                            Pages H4951–53, H4960 

Denham amendment (No. 47 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to prohibit funds from being 

used to implement the Trans Regional Web Initia-
tive (by a recorded vote of 185 ayes to 238 noes, 
Roll No. 398);                                 Pages H4953–54, H4960–61 

Palazzo amendment (No. 56 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that sought to prevent any funds from 
being used to rebase any Air Force, Air Guard, or 
Air Force Reserve aircraft until 60 days after the Na-
tional Commission on the Structure of the Air Force 
has submitted its report as required by the FY 2013 
NDAA; and                                                          Pages H4968–69 

Rohrabacher amendment (No. 59 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that sought to prohibit any funds in 
the bill from being provided to Pakistan. 
                                                                                    Pages H4971–72 

Withdrawn: 
Jackson Lee amendment (No. 12 printed in H. 

Rept. 113–170) that was offered and subsequently 
withdrawn that would have reduced funding for Pro-
curement, Defense-Wide, by $2 million and transfer 
the same amount to the Spending Reduction Ac-
count;                                                                               Page H4915 

Pocan amendment (No. 16 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that was offered and subsequently with-
drawn that would have made available from amounts 
available for the Department of Defense for research, 
development, test, and evaluation $10,000,000 for 
applied research to improve the safety of advanced 
batteries, specifically lithium-ion (Li-ion) batteries; 
                                                                                    Pages H4919–20 

Lujan Grisham amendment (No. 19 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that was offered and subsequently 
withdrawn that would have reduced RDT&E by $10 
million and add $10 million to RDT&E for Oper-
ationally Responsive Space;                           Pages H4921–22 

Bonamici amendment (No. 26 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that was offered and subsequently 
withdrawn that would have provided $30 million for 
the purchase of emergency response medical equip-
ment sets for National Guard M997A3 HMMWV 
ambulances to ensure they carry adequate life-saving 
equipment; and                                                   Pages H4928–29 

Terry amendment (No. 38 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that was offered and subsequently with-
drawn that would have prohibited the Department 
of Defense from spending any appropriated funds in 
FY14 to enforce Section 526 of the Energy Inde-
pendence and Security Act of 2007.        Pages H4945–46 

Proceedings Postponed: 
Terry amendment (No. 24 printed in H. Rept. 

113–170) that seeks to increase Defense-wide O/M 
by $1 billion, while reducing funding in the Af-
ghanistan Security Forces Fund by $2.6 billion. The 
reduction would be in order to give DoD more flexi-
bility to offset civilian furloughs;              Pages H4926–27 
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Jones amendment (No. 48 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that seeks to restrict the use of funds ap-
proved by this Act from being used to carry out ac-
tivities under the United States-Afghanistan Stra-
tegic Partnership Agreement, without being ap-
proved by Members of Congress;               Pages H4961–62 

LaMalfa amendment (No. 51 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that seeks to provide that none of the 
funds made available in this act may be used to pay 
any fine assessed against a military installation by 
the California Air Resources Board;         Pages H4963–64 

Mulvaney amendment (No. 55 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that seeks to reduce funds made 
available in the Overseas Contingency Operations 
budget by $3,546,000,000 to better correspond with 
the President’s request. Protects all amounts made 
available for the National Guard and Reserve Com-
ponent Equipment modernization shortfalls for 
homeland defense and emergency response; 
                                                                                    Pages H4967–68 

Stockman amendment (No. 60 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that seeks to prohibit participation 
by the People’s Republic of China in joint U.S. mili-
tary exercises;                                                       Pages H4972–73 

Walorski amendment (No. 62 printed in H. Rept. 
113–170) that seeks to prohibit any funds made 
available by this Act from being used to transfer or 
release detainees from Guantanamo Bay to Yemen; 
and                                                                             Pages H4974–75 

Bonamici amendment (No. 65 printed in H. 
Rept. 113–170) that seeks to prevent the retirement, 
divestment, transfer, or preparation to do so of C–23 
aircraft used by the National Guard and to designate 
$34 million for the sustainment and operation of the 
C–23 aircraft in a viable state.                            Page H4975 

H. Res. 312, the rule providing for consideration 
of the bills (H.R. 2397) and (H.R. 2610) was agreed 
to by a recorded vote of 226 ayes to 194 noes, Roll 
No. 378, after the previous question was ordered by 
a yea-and-nay vote of 229 yeas to 190 nays, Roll 
No. 377.                                                                 Pages H4875–77 

Quorum Calls—Votes: One yea-and-nay vote and 
21 recorded votes developed during the proceedings 
of today and appear on pages H4875–76, 
H4876–77, H4930–31, H4931, H4931–32, 
H4932–33, H4933, H4933–34, H4934–35, H4935, 
H4935–36, H4954, H4954–55, H4955–56, H4956, 
H4956–57, H4957–58, H4958, H4958–59, 
4959–60, H4960 and H4960–61. There were no 
quorum calls. 

Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 1:15 a.m. on Wednesday, July 24th. 

Committee Meetings 
THE FUTURE OF THE CFTC: COMMISSION 
PERSPECTIVES 
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on General 
Farm Commodities and Risk Management held a 
hearing entitled ‘‘The Future of the CFTC: Commis-
sion Perspectives’’. Testimony was heard from Scott 
D. O’Malia, Commissioner, U.S. Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission; and Mark P. Wetjen, Com-
missioner, U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURE 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Inte-
rior, Environment and Related Agencies held a 
markup on the Interior, Environment and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2014. The bill was 
forwarded, without amendment. 

EMPLOYER MANDATE: EXAMINING THE 
DELAY AND ITS EFFECT ON WORKPLACES 
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Health, Employment, Labor, and Pen-
sion; and Subcommittee on Workforce Protections 
held a hearing entitled ‘‘The Employer Mandate: Ex-
amining the Delay and Its Effect on Workplaces’’. 
Testimony was heard from public witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURE 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Health concluded a markup on Committee print to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Security Act to re-
form the sustainable growth rate and Medicare pay-
ment for physicians’ services, and for other purposes. 
The Committee print was approved, as amended. 

OVERSIGHT OF INCENTIVE AUCTION 
IMPLEMENTATION 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology held a hearing en-
titled ‘‘Oversight of Incentive Auction Implementa-
tion’’. Testimony was heard from Gary Epstein, Sen-
ior Advisor and Co-Lead, Incentive Auction Task 
Force; and public witnesses. 

OVERVIEW OF THE RENEWABLE FUEL 
STANDARD: STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power held a hearing entitled ‘‘Overview 
of the Renewable Fuel Standard: Stakeholder Per-
spectives’’. Testimony was heard from public wit-
nesses. 
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MISCELLANEOUS MEASURE 
Committee on Financial Services: Full Committee began 
a markup on H.R. 2767, the ‘‘Protecting American 
Taxpayers and Homeowners Act of 2013’’. 

ASIA: THE CYBER SECURITY 
BATTLEGROUND 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on Asia 
and the Pacific held a hearing entitled ‘‘Asia: The 
Cyber Security Battleground’’. Testimony was heard 
from public witnesses. 

STUDY IN CONTRASTS: HOUSE AND 
SENATE APPROACHES TO BORDER 
SECURITY 
Committee on Homeland Security: Subcommittee on 
Border and Maritime Security held a hearing entitled 
‘‘A Study in Contrasts: House and Senate Approaches 
to Border Security’’. Testimony was heard from Sen-
ator Cornyn; and Representative Becerra; and public 
witnesses. 

ADDRESSING THE IMMIGRATION STATUS 
OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS BROUGHT TO 
THE UNITED STATES AS CHILDREN 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Border Security held a hearing entitled 
‘‘Addressing the Immigration Status of Illegal Immi-
grants Brought to the United States as Children’’. 
Testimony was heard from Representatives Coffman, 
Denham, Gardner, and Gutiérrez, and public wit-
nesses. 

WAR ON JOBS: EXAMINING THE 
OPERATIONS OF THE OFFICE OF SURFACE 
MINING AND THE STATUS OF THE 
STREAM BUFFER ZONE RULE 
Committee on Natural Resources: Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Mineral Resources held a hearing entitled 
‘‘War on Jobs: Examining the Operations of the Of-
fice of Surface Mining and the Status of the Stream 
Buffer Zone Rule’’. Testimony was heard from Jo-
seph Pizarchik, Director of the Office of Surface 
Mining Reclamation and Enforcement, Department 
of Interior. 

LEGISLATIVE MEASURES 
Committee on Natural Resources: Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Lands and Environmental Regulation held a hear-
ing on the following: H.R. 163, the ‘‘Sleeping Bear 
Dunes National Lakeshore Conservation and Recre-
ation Act’’; H.R. 361, the ‘‘Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
Additions and Pratt and Middle Fork Snoqualmie 
Rivers Protection Act’’; H.R. 433, the ‘‘Pine Forest 
Range Recreation Enhancement Act of 2013’’; H.R. 
706, the ‘‘Blackstone River Valley National Histor-
ical Park Establishment Act’’; H.R. 908, the ‘‘Green 

Mountain Lookout Heritage Protection Act’’; H.R. 
930, the ‘‘New Philadelphia, Illinois, Study Act’’; 
H.R. 1025, the ‘‘Berryessa Snow Mountain National 
Conservation Area Act’’; H.R. 1808, the ‘‘Maine 
Coastal Islands Wilderness Act of 2013’’. Testimony 
was heard from Representatives Benishek; Huizenga; 
Schock; DelBene; Thompson (PA); Cicilline; 
Amodei; Reichert; and Michaud; and Herbert C. 
Frost, Associate Director, Natural Resources Stew-
ardship and Science, National Park Service, Depart-
ment of Interior; Carl Roundtree, Director, Office of 
National Landscape System and Community Pro-
grams, Bureau of Land Management, Department of 
Interior; Reagan Dunn, Councilman, King County, 
WA; and public witnesses. 

LEGISLATIVE MEASURES 
Committee on Natural Resources: Subcommittee on In-
dian and Alaska Native Affairs held a hearing on the 
following: H.R. 1103, to amend the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act to provide that Alexander 
Creek, Alaska, is and shall be recognized as an eligi-
ble Native village under that Act, and for other pur-
poses; H.R. 1225, the ‘‘Samish Indian Nation 
Homelands Act of 2013’’; H.R. 2319, the ‘‘Native 
American Veterans’ Memorial Establishment Act of 
2013’’; H.R. 2388, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to take certain Federal lands located in El 
Dorado County, California, into trust for the benefit 
of the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, and 
for other purposes; H.R. 2455, the ‘‘Nevada Native 
Nations Lands Act’’; and H.R. 2650, the ‘‘Fond du 
Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Non-Inter-
course Act of 2013’’. Testimony was heard from Mi-
chael Black, Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, De-
partment of Interior; and public witnesses. 

COAL RESIDUALS REUSE AND 
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 2013; AND ENERGY 
CONSUMERS RELIEF ACT OF 2013 
Committee on Rules: Full Committee held a hearing on 
H.R. 2218, the ‘‘Coal Residuals Reuse and Manage-
ment Act of 2013’’; and H.R. 1582, the ‘‘Energy 
Consumers Relief Act of 2013’’. The Committee 
granted, by record vote of 8–4, a structured rule for 
H.R. 2218. The rule provides one hour of general 
debate equally divided and controlled by the chair 
and ranking minority member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. The rule waives all points of 
order against consideration of the bill. The rule pro-
vides that the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce now printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered as original text for the purpose of amend-
ment and shall be considered as read. The rule 
waives all points of order against the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. The rule makes in order 
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only those further amendments printed in Part A of 
the Rules Committee report. Each such amendment 
may be offered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as read, shall be 
debatable for the time specified in the report equally 
divided and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the ques-
tion. The rule waives all points of order against the 
amendments printed in Part A of the report. The 
rule provides one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. The rule also granted a structured 
rule for H.R. 1582. The rule provides one hour of 
general debate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. The rule waives all 
points of order against consideration of the bill. The 
rule makes in order as original text for the purpose 
of amendment an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of Rules Committee 
Print 113–19 and provides that it shall be consid-
ered as read. The rule waives all points of order 
against the amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
The rule makes in order only those further amend-
ments printed in Part B of the Rules Committee re-
port. Each such amendment may be offered only in 
the order printed in the report, may be offered only 
by a Member designated in the report, shall be con-
sidered as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question. The rule waives all 
points of order against the amendments printed in 
Part B of the report. The rule provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruction. Testimony 
was heard from Representatives Shimkus, Murphy 
(PA), Tonko, Hastings (FL), Whitfield, Rush, and 
Kildee. 

HOW THE FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE 
HIGHWAY TRUST FUND IMPACTS 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Highway and Transit held a hearing 
entitled ‘‘How the Financial Status of the Highway 
Trust Fund Impacts Surface Transportation Pro-
grams’’. Testimony was heard from Polly 
Trottenberg, Under Secretary for Policy, Department 
of Transportation; and Kim P. Cawley, Unit Chief, 
Natural and Physical Resources Cost Estimates Unit, 
Congressional Budget Office. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on 
Health held a markup on the following: H.R. 1443, 

the ‘‘Tinnitus Research and Treatment Act of 2013’’; 
H.R. 1612, to direct the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to convey a parcel of land in Tuskegee, Ala-
bama, to Tuskegee University, and for other pur-
poses; H.R. 2065, the ‘‘Safe Housing for Homeless 
Veterans Act’’; and H.R. 2072, the ‘‘Demanding Ac-
countability for Veterans Act of 2013’’. The fol-
lowing bills were forwarded, as amended: H.R. 
1443; and H.R. 2065. The following bills were for-
warded, without amendment: H.R. 1612; and H.R. 
2072. 

Joint Meetings 
No joint committee meetings were held. 

f 

NEW PUBLIC LAWS 
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST, p. D697) 

H.R. 251, to direct the Secretary of the Interior 
to convey certain Federal features of the electric dis-
tribution system to the South Utah Valley Electric 
Service District. Signed on July 18, 2013. (Public 
Law 113–19) 

H.R. 254, to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to facilitate the development of hydroelectric 
power on the Diamond Fork System of the Central 
Utah Project. Signed on July 18, 2013. (Public Law 
113–20) 

H.R. 588, to provide for donor contribution ac-
knowledgments to be displayed at the Vietnam Vet-
erans Memorial Visitor Center. Signed on July 18, 
2013. (Public Law 113–21) 

f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
JULY 24, 2013 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to 

hold hearings to examine the ‘‘Federal Housing Adminis-
tration (FHA) Solvency Act of 2013’’, 10 a.m., SD–538. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: to 
hold hearings to examine the nomination of Mark E. 
Schaefer, of California, to be Assistant Secretary of Com-
merce for Oceans and Atmosphere, 10 a.m., SR–253. 

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine cruise in-
dustry oversight, focusing on the need for a stronger 
focus on consumer protection, 2:30 p.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: business 
meeting to consider subcommittee assignments, Time to 
be announced, Room to be announced. 

Committee on Environment and Public Works: to hold an 
oversight hearing to examine implementation of Moving 
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century’s (MAP–21) 
‘‘Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation 
Act’’ (TIFIA) program enhancements, 10 a.m., SD–406. 
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Subcommittee on Superfund, Toxics and Environ-
mental Health, to hold hearings to examine cleaning up 
and restoring communities for economic revitalization, 2 
p.m., SD–406. 

Committee on Finance: to hold hearings to examine 
health information technology, focusing on using it to 
improve care, 10:30 a.m., SD–215. 

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine the nominations of Linda Thomas-Greenfield, of Lou-
isiana, to be Assistant Secretary for African Affairs, James 
F. Entwistle, of Virginia, to be Ambassador to the Fed-
eral Republic of Nigeria, Patricia Marie Haslach, of Or-
egon, to be Ambassador to the Federal Democratic Re-
public of Ethiopia, Stephanie Sanders Sullivan, of New 
York, to be Ambassador to the Republic of the Congo, 
Patrick Hubert Gaspard, of New York, to be Ambassador 
to the Republic of South Africa, and Reuben Earl Brigety 
II, of Florida, to be Representative of the United States 
of America to the African Union, with the rank and sta-
tus of Ambassador, all of the Department of State, 9 
a.m., SD–419. 

Subcommittee on East Asian and Pacific Affairs, to 
hold hearings to examine rebalance to Asia III, focusing 
on protecting the environment and ensuring food and 
water security in East Asia and the Pacific, 2 p.m., 
SD–419. 

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: busi-
ness meeting to consider the nominations of Kent 
Yoshiho Hirozawa, of New York, and Nancy Jean 
Schiffer, of Maryland, both to be a Member of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, and any pending nomina-
tions, 10 a.m., SD–430. 

Committee on the Judiciary: to hold hearings to examine 
the nominations of Cornelia T. L. Pillard, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the District of Columbia Circuit, 
Landya B. McCafferty, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of New Hampshire, Brian Morris, and 
Susan P. Watters, both to be a United States District 
Judge for the District of Montana, and Jeffrey Alker 
Meyer, to be United States District Judge for the District 
of Connecticut, 10 a.m., SD–226. 

Subcommittee on the Constitution, Civil Rights and 
Human Rights, to hold hearings to examine closing 
Guantanamo, focusing on the national security, fiscal, and 
human rights implications, 2 p.m., SH–216. 

Committee on Rules and Administration: business meeting 
to consider S. 375, to require Senate candidates to file 
designations, statements, and reports in electronic form, 
and the nomination of Davita Vance-Cooks, of Virginia, 
to be Public Printer, Government Printing Office, 9:50 
a.m., SR–301. 

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine the 
nominations of Ann Miller Ravel, of California, and Lee 
E. Goodman, of Virginia, both to be a Member of the 
Federal Election Commission, 10 a.m., SR–301. 

Committee on Small Business and Entrepreneurship: to hold 
hearings to examine implementation of the ‘‘Affordable 
Care Act’’, focusing on understanding small business con-
cerns, 2:30 p.m., SR–428. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: business meeting to mark 
up pending legislation, 10:45 a.m., SR–418. 

Special Committee on Aging: to hold hearings to examine 
payday loans, 2 p.m., SD–562. 

House 
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on General 

Farm Commodities and Risk Management, public hearing 
entitled ‘‘The Future of the CFTC: End-User Perspec-
tives’’, 10 a.m., 1300 Longworth. 

Committee on Appropriations, Full Committee, markup on 
State and Foreign Operations, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Bill, FY 2014, 10 a.m., 2359 Rayburn. 

Committee on Armed Services, Full Committee, hearing 
entitled ‘‘Rebalancing to the Asia-Pacific Region and Im-
plications for U.S. National Security’’, 10 a.m., 2118 
Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Military Personnel, hearing entitled 
‘‘Women in Service Reviews’’, 2 p.m., 2212 Rayburn. 

Committee on Education and the Workforce, Full Com-
mittee, markup on H.R. 2637, the ‘‘Supporting Aca-
demic Freedom through Regulatory Relief Act’’, 10 a.m., 
2175 Rayburn. 

Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Power, hearing entitled ‘‘Overview of the Re-
newable Fuel Standard: Stakeholder Perspectives’’, 1:30 
p.m., 2123 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing 
entitled ‘‘Department of Energy Oversight: What is Nec-
essary to Improve Project Management and Mission Per-
formance?’’, 10 a.m., 2322 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Commerce, Manufacturing, and 
Trade, hearing entitled ‘‘The U.S.-E.U. Free Trade Agree-
ment: Tipping Over the Regulatory Barriers’’, 9:45 a.m., 
2123 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology, 
markup on the ‘‘Federal Communications Commission 
Process Reform Act of 2013’’; and the ‘‘Federal Commu-
nications Commission Consolidated Reporting Act of 
2013’’, 5 p.m., 2322 Rayburn. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Full Committee, markup 
on the following: H.R. 1409 to amend the Export En-
hancement Act of 1988 to further enhance the promotion 
of exports of United States goods and services, and for 
other purposes; H.R. 1926, to further enhance the pro-
motion of exports of United States goods and services, 
and for other purposes; and H.R. 2449, to authorize the 
President to extend the term of the Agreement for Co-
operation between the Government of the United States 
of America and the Government of the Republic of Korea 
Concerning Civil Uses of Nuclear Energy for a period not 
to exceed March 19, 2016; and S. 793, to support revital-
ization and reform of the Organization of American 
States, and for other purposes, 10 a.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on Homeland Security, Subcommittee on Trans-
portation Security, markup on H.R. 1204, the ‘‘Aviation 
Security Stakeholder Participation Act of 2013’’; H.R. 
2719, the ‘‘Transportation Security Acquisition Reform 
Act’’, 2 p.m., 311 Cannon. 

Committee on the Judiciary, Full Committee, markup on 
H.R. 1123, the ‘‘Unlocking Consumer Choice and Wire-
less Competition Act’’; H.R. 1493, the ‘‘Sunshine for 
Regulatory Decrees and Settlements Act of 2013’’; H.R. 
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2122, the ‘‘Regulatory Accountability Act of 2013’’; 
H.R. 2542, the ‘‘Regulatory Flexibility Improvements 
Act of 2013’’; H.R. 2641, the ‘‘Responsibly And Profes-
sionally Invigorating Development Act of 2013’’; and 
H.R. 2655, the ‘‘Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2013’’, 
10 a.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

Committee on Natural Resources, Full Committee, markup 
on the following: H.R. 555, the ‘‘BLM Live Internet 
Auctions Act; H.R. 586, the ‘‘Denali National Park Im-
provement Act’’; H.R. 638, the ‘‘National Wildlife Ref-
uge Review Act of 2013’’; H.R. 1394, the ‘‘Planning for 
American Energy Act of 2013’’; H.R. 1410, the ‘‘Keep 
the Promise Act of 2013’’; H.R. 1459, the ‘‘Ensuring 
Public Involvement in the Creation of National Monu-
ments Act’’; H.R. 1513, to revise the boundaries of the 
Gettysburg National Military Park to include the Gettys-
burg Train Station and certain land along Plum Run in 
Cumberland Township, to limit the means by which 
property within such revised boundaries may be acquired, 
and for other purposes; H.R. 1965, the ‘‘Federal Lands 
Jobs and Energy Security Act’’; H.R. 2197, the ‘‘York 
River Wild and Scenic River Study Act of 2013’’; H.R. 
2337, the ‘‘Lake Hill Administrative Site Affordable 
Housing Act’’; H.R. 2640, the ‘‘Central Oregon Jobs and 
Water Security Act’’; S. 130, the ‘‘Powell Shooting Range 
Land Conveyance Act’’; S. 157, the ‘‘Denali National 
Park Improvement Act’’; S. 304, the ‘‘Natchez Trace 
Parkway Land Conveyance Act of 2013’’; S. 459, the 

‘‘Minuteman Missile National Historic Site Boundary 
Modification Act’’, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth. 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Full Com-
mittee, business meeting to consider the following: H.R. 
2711, the ‘‘Citizen Empowerment Act’’; H.R. 1541, the 
‘‘Common Sense in Compensation Act’’; H.R. 1660, the 
‘‘Government Customer Service Improvement Act of 
2013’’; H.R. 2579, the ‘‘Government Employee Account-
ability Act’’; H.R. 899, the ‘‘Unfunded Mandates Infor-
mation and Transparency Act of 2013’’; H.R. 1423, the 
‘‘Taxpayers Right-To-Know Act’’; and H.R. 2748, the 
‘‘Postal Reform Act of 2013’’, 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, Subcommittee 
on Environment; and Subcommittee on Energy, joint 
hearing entitled ‘‘Lessons Learned: EPA’s Investigations of 
Hydraulic Fracturing’’, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Research and Technology, hearing 
entitled ‘‘Improving Technology Transfer at Universities, 
Research Institutes and National Laboratories’’, 2 p.m., 
2318 Rayburn. 

Committee on Small Business, Full Committee, hearing 
entitled ‘‘Reducing Red Tape: The New OIRA Adminis-
trator’s Perspective’’, 1 p.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

Joint Meetings 
Joint Economic Committee: to hold hearings to examine 

America’s crumbling infrastructure, and how to fix it, 
9:30 a.m., SD–628. 
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

9:30 a.m., Wednesday, July 24 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Wednesday: After the transaction of any 
morning business (not to extend beyond one hour), Senate 
will continue consideration of S. 1243, Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act. 

At 3:40 p.m., Senate will observe a moment of silence 
in memory of Officer Jacob J. Chestnut and Detective 
John M. Gibson of the United States Capitol Police, who 
were killed 15 years ago in the line of duty defending 
this Capitol, the people who work here, and its visitors 
against an armed intruder. 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

10 a.m., Wednesday, July 24 

House Chamber 

Program for Wednesday: Continue consideration of 
H.R. 2397—Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
2014. 
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