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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable JOHN
E. WALSH, a Senator from the State of
Montana.

PRAYER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
opening prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain Dean Chambers, who is
the associate pastor of Mount Pleasant
Baptist Church, Elkview, WV.

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Our heavenly Father, we come before
You humbly to thank You for the awe-
some privilege it is to live in this great
Nation. Thank You for all the many
blessings You have given us past and
present, as well as the continued bless-
ings of life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness as we continue toward the
future.

We ask that You protect us from all
who threaten the cause of liberty. We
especially pray that Your hand of pro-
tection be upon all those serving in our
Armed Forces and all those who serve
the cause of freedom around our world.

In this assembly today, we invite
Your leadership and guidance as the af-
fairs of state are pursued. I ask also
that You give to each person wisdom
and understanding for the decisions
that are made. In times of debate and
difference, may we remember that at
the end of the day we are, indeed, ‘‘one
Nation under God.”

May the love of God the Father, the
grace and mercy of the Lord Jesus, and
the communion of Your spirit rest
upon the Members of our Senate today.

In Jesus’s Name. Amen.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Presiding Officer 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.

Senate

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 13, 2014.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JOHN E. WALSH, a
Senator from the State of Montana, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

PATRICK J. LEAHY,
President pro tempore.

Mr. WALSH thereupon assumed the

Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Following my remarks
and those of the Republican leader, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 10:30 a.m. this morning,
with the Republicans controlling the
first half and the majority controlling
the final half.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of S.
1086, the child care and development
block grant reauthorization bill.

We did extremely well yesterday. I
expect more rollcall votes on it today.
We are also working on an agreement
on flood insurance, we are working on
additional executive nominations, and
we are seeing what we can do on min-
imum wage. We have Ukraine sanc-
tions out there someplace, and we are
trying to put it all together. We hope
we can finish that today, but it is not
guaranteed.

Senators will be notified with as
much notice as possible when votes are
scheduled.

——————

CAMPAIGN DISTORTION

Mr. REID. Over the last couple of
weeks I have taken some heat from
Senate Republicans and conservative
pundits for exposing two multibillion-
aires. These are two oil barons, and
they are trying to rig the political sys-
tem to favor the rich and especially
favor themselves.

After the 14th statement adverse to
me issued by a spokesman for the Koch
brothers, it seems abundantly clear I
have gotten under their skin.

As the saying goes, from the great
Senator Pat Moynihan: ‘“‘Everyone is
entitled to his own opinion, but not to
his own facts.”

But I had guessed the Koch brothers
have been able to buy their facts over
the years, not paying any attention to
whether they are true or false. This
week media outlets from New York,
and especially the New York Times, to
the Washington Post, to the Detroit
News, revealed the truth. The truth is
millions in political ads sponsored by
these two multibillionaires are mis-
leading at best and outright false in
many instances.

The truth is the Koch brothers are
willing to do anything, even exploit
Americans suffering from cancer, to
advance their campaign of distortion.

I am not afraid of the Koch brothers.
None of us should be afraid of the Koch
brothers. These two multibillionaires
can spend millions of dollars of their
money rigging the political process for
their own benefit, but that doesn’t
mean we have to lie down and take it—
because we are not going to. They may
believe that whoever has the most
money gets the most free speech. That
is wrong, it is unfair, and it is untrue.
I will do whatever it takes to expose
their campaign, their campaign to rig
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the American political system to ben-
efit the wealthy at the expense of the
middle class.

A number of Republican Senators
have rushed over here to defend the
Koch brothers. That is hard to com-
prehend, but they have done it. If
someone asked me—and no one has,
but I will give my opinion anyway—Dbil-
lionaires seem perfectly capable of de-
fending themselves. They do it with
hundreds of millions of dollars. I am
sure it has over the past couple of
years reached close to $1 billion spread-
ing these falsehoods. Remember, they
don’t just do it under the phony banner
of Americans for Prosperity, they di-
vert money to a lot of other organiza-
tions; for example, millions of dollars
to the chamber of commerce, which
runs ads against Democratic Senators.

They are capable of defending them-
selves. But when Senate Republican
Senators rush to defend the Koch
brothers, they are also defending the
Koch brothers’ radical philosophy—and
it is radical. How do we know it is rad-
ical? Because they said it is radical.
They said so. I am not making those
words up. One of the brothers kept
harping on the fact that he had a rad-
ical philosophy, and they do.

I ask my Republican colleagues in
the Senate, is even one—is even one—
willing to stand and disavow the Koch
brothers’ radical agenda? It is radical.
It is radical because they say it is rad-
ical—and it is radical. All we have to
do is look at it.

Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to privatize
Social Security?

Will they come to the floor and reject
the Koch brothers’ radical plan to end
Medicare as we know it?

Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to end the
guarantee of affordable, quality, health
care and put insurance companies back
in charge so tens of millions of Ameri-
cans are again one heart attack or car
accident away from bankruptcy?

Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to allow in-
surance companies to deny coverage
for a child with a heart murmur, a sur-
vivor of breast cancer, a teen who suf-
fers from acne or absolutely anyone
with a preexisting condition no matter
how minor?

Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to elimi-
nate minimum-wage laws and work-
place safety standards? That is what
the Koch brothers want.

Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to deci-
mate America’s public education sys-
tem? That is what they want.

Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to roll back
environmental safeguards and give
themselves the unfettered right to pol-
lute our air and water? We have to look
out for our children and our grand-
children having pure water to drink,
good air to breathe—not with the Koch
brothers. That isn’t what they want.
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Will Senate Republicans reject the
Koch brothers’ radical plan to give
more tax breaks to the richest of the
rich—to profitable oil companies, cor-
porations who ship jobs overseas, and
billionaires who pay lower taxes than
their secretaries?

Not one Republican stepped forward,
50 obviously they must agree with the
Koch brothers’ radical philosophy. Re-
publicans are willing to defend the
Koch brothers on the floor of this Sen-
ate, but are they willing to defend the
Koch brothers’ radical agenda as well?
I guess that is what they are doing by
coming to the floor.

If Republicans don’t support the
Koch brothers’ ‘‘survival of the rich-
est” philosophy, all they have to do is
say so because the truth is it will be
terrible to allow the Koch brothers to
buy Congress and to buy our country.
And that is what they are trying to do.

It would be catastrophic to allow the
Koch brothers’ Congress to devastate
the American middle class with their
richest-take-all policy agenda.

This discussion isn’t only about fair-
ness or the democratic way. This dis-
cussion isn’t only about the inherent
danger in allowing two multibillionaire
oil barons to buy America’s political
system. This is also about how these
two multibillionaires would use a po-
litical system, once they have bought
it, and how they would abuse it in
order to add zeros to the bottom line
while hurting middle-class families.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

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

———
U.S. TRAGEDIES

Mr. McCONNELL. I begin this morn-
ing by extending my sympathy to fami-
lies of the victims in yesterday’s explo-
sion in Harlem. News reports suggest a
truly tragic loss of life and a lot of in-
juries, so it is a very sad day in New
York today.

As usual, in a catastrophe such as
this, the response from firemen, police,
and first responders was both quick
and courageous. Many ordinary citi-
zens who just happened to be in the
area showed a lot of humanity and a
lot of heroism too.

We are grateful for them and we are
all hoping and praying for a fully
speedy recovery for those who were in-
jured. These kinds of tragic accidents
always take a big toll on the commu-
nities where they take place.
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A few months back there was a hor-
rible house fire in western Kentucky
that took the lives of eight children
and their mother. It was devastating to
the entire community and still is, so
we are thinking of them also today.

——————

ANTI-FREE SPEECH

Mr. McCONNELL. I wish to take a
moment to address anti-free speech
legislation the Obama administration
has made a priority for this term. It is
a regulation that comes in the wake of
an unprecedented IRS attack on Amer-
icangs’ civil liberties and it represents a
direct assault on the First Amend-
ment.

First, let’s be clear. This is not some
partisan issue. Right across the polit-
ical spectrum the American people
agree this is a terrible idea. That is
probably why it has generated more
public backlash than any similar regu-
lation in our entire lifetime.

Americans on the left hate it. Ameri-
cans on the right hate it. Unions, busi-
ness groups, environmentalists, con-
servatives, the ACLU, all of them have
expressed concern. It is very rare to see
a coalition that broad agree on any-
thing in this town. Yet it is easy to see
why Americans would be so united in
opposition to this regulation.

The First Amendment exists to pro-
tect political speech. That was what
the Founders had in mind when they
wrote First Amendment political
speech. The government should be
doing everything it can to protect that
right, not hurt it.

That is why we saw a record number
of Americans register their complaints
with the IRS. In fact, there were more
than 140,000, comments—140,000 com-
ments—on this regulation, which I
hear is the highest number ever re-
ceived in the agency’s entire history.
And let’s not forget the IRS has a long
way to go to regain public trust these
days. Too many Americans look at the
agency and see an instrument of polit-
ical harassment rather than a bureau
of tax processors. So if the agency
wants to regain trust and return to its
true mission, then it simply has to get
out of the speech regulation business
altogether. The IRS needs to get out of
the speech regulation business alto-
gether, and the Obama administration
can do that.

Look. The administration ran this
idea up the flagpole. In the midst of a
historic crisis of public confidence at
the IRS, it decided to upend more than
half a century of practice and rewrite
the rules on how Americans could ex-
press themselves, how they could be
heard. They asked for comments, and
the American people let them know
what they thought in over 140,000 com-
ments, almost all of them in opposi-
tion.

This regulation needs to go. This reg-
ulation needs to go, and it needs to go
now. It is in the administration’s
power to make that happen. All it has
to do is to listen to the American peo-
ple who are speaking out in record
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numbers—record numbers—and put an
end for good to the idea that the law
should be used to harm political en-
emies.

Let’s protect the First Amendment
and restore integrity to the IRS at the
same time by withdrawing this awful
regulation.

———

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

CAPTAIN DAVID I. LYON

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
wish to speak about a U.S. airman lost
in battle who has left behind a sad-
dened but grateful country. Capt.
David I. Lyon of Sandpoint, ID, was
killed in action on December 27, 2013,
in Kabul, Afghanistan, when his con-
voy was intentionally and deliberately
attacked by the enemy with explosive
devices. Captain Lyon’s mission was an
advisory one for the Afghan National
Army Commandos. He was 28 years old.

For his service in uniform, Captain
Lyon received several medals, awards,
and decorations, including the Bronze
Star, the Purple Heart, the Meritorious
Service Medal, the Air Force Combat
Action Medal, the Meritorious Unit
Award, the Air Force Outstanding Unit
Award, the Air Force Organizational
Excellence Award, the Air Force Good
Conduct Medal, the National Defense
Service Medal, the Global War on Ter-
rorism Service Medal, the Small Arms
Expert Marksmanship Ribbon, and the
Air Force Training Ribbon.

As a cadet at the U.S. Air Force
Academy, David was a star track and
field athlete. As a team captain who is
still ranked third all-time in academy
history for indoor and outdoor shot
put, his teammates gave David the
nickname ‘‘Leonidas’—after the an-
cient Greek warrior-king of Sparta—
for his courage against fearful odds.

““Oh captain, my captain, Leonidas,
we salute you. You will never be for-
got,” says Scott Irving, who was Da-
vid’s assistant coach. David ‘‘knew the
risk he was taking and embraced it
without hesitation or fear,” Scott
adds. ‘“That’s another Leonidas trait, I
would say.”

David’s wife, Capt. Dana Lyon, is an
officer in the U.S. Air Force and an Air
Force Academy graduate, where she
herself was a two-time NCAA champion
in the javelin throw. Her family hails
from Lexington, KY, and I had the
honor of speaking with them and hear-
ing firsthand about David’s service and
tragic sacrifice.

“Dave was known as a tender warrior
and a protector,” says Rick Pounds,
Dana’s father and David’s father-in-
law. ‘““He was lighthearted and a gentle
giant. Kind and compassionate to ev-
eryone he met, Dave’s smile would
light up a room. If my daughter would
have given me the task of ‘go find me
a husband anywhere,’ he is who I would
have picked.”

“Dave loved the principles upon
which our country was founded, and
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died in defense of them,”’ Rick contin-
ued. ‘‘More importantly, he was a
faithful follower of our Lord and savior
Jesus Christ, in whom our liberty and
freedom is derived.”

David attended the Air Force Acad-
emy, where he graduated in 2008. While
there, he was a 3-year letter winner for
the track and field team. He became a
Mountain West Conference champion
and was named to the National
Strength and Conditioning Association
All-American Team and received the
Laura Piper Ironman Award. This
award is named for a 1991 Air Force
Academy graduate and former track
and field star who was Kkilled in action
in Operation Desert Shield in Iraq. Da-
vid’s shot put throw of 57 feet, 11 inches
earned him a place in the academy’s
record books.

“That gives you a sense of his inten-
sity and his drive and his determina-
tion,” said Scott Irving. “When he was
team captain, he would get upset with
other[s] . . . if they didn’t give every-
thing they could give—it bothered him
if they didn’t try to take their God-
given talents to the highest level. That
was David, day in and day out.”

After graduation from the academy,
David excelled in his Air Force career.
Lt. Col. James Lovewell, his former
squadron commander, recalls how
much David impressed him. ‘““The con-
sistency of his character showed across
many facets of his life,” Lieutenant
Colonel Lovewell says. ‘‘He was very
humble and tireless in serving others.
He had a superb work ethic. He was a
servant leader—he served people just as
much as he led them.”

Assigned to the 21st Logistics Readi-
ness Squadron at Peterson Air Force
Base, Colorado, David was picked over
more senior officers to become the
group commander’s right-hand man. He
worked above and beyond what was
asked of him.

“I joked I was going to start calling
him ‘Boomerang,” because he would
come into work and I told him there’s
nothing more he could do, and invari-
ably he would just come back,” said
Lieutenant Colonel Lovewell. ‘“He was
sticking around to make sure I was
taken care of.”

David and Dana were both serving
their country in Afghanistan at the
same time. David worked in logistics,
Dana in acquisitions. ‘“He would al-
ways talk about how proud he was of
her over there, taking care of the mis-
sion, as he was,” Lieutenant Colonel
Lovewell recalls.

Just before David’s tragic death, the
couple were able to have Christmas
dinner together one final time.

“Every day was always the best day
of my life with him, so every day just

got better,” Dana said. ‘“The last 2
days were the best 2 days we’ve spent
together.”

Because they were based in Colorado
Springs, David and Dana maintained
their ties to the Air Force Academy.
They coached and mentored young ath-
letes, sponsored cadets, and volun-
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teered with the Air Force Wounded
Warrior Program. They had members
of the academy track and field team
over for meals. David also enjoyed
camping, hiking, lifting weights, and
listening to country music with the
windows down with his wife.

Dana’s brother Eric Pounds is also an
Air Force captain and admired his
brother-in-law both as a dedicated air-
man and a beloved member of the fam-
ily. “They both loved the Air Force,”
Eric says of his sister and brother-in-
law. “They both wanted to fight, and
they both wanted to protect their
country. [David] did that at home, and
he did that in the Air Force. He was a
protector and a provider, and I'm just
really proud of him.”

We are thinking of David Lyon’s be-
loved ones today, including his wife
Dana; his parents Bob and Jeannie
Lyon; his brother Sean Lyon; his par-
ents-in-law Rick and Nancy Pounds;
his grandparents Ray and Imogene
Davis; his step-grandmother Beth
Davis; his brothers-in-law Eric Pounds
and Darren Pounds; and many other be-
loved family members and friends.

It was my honor to speak with the
family members of Captain Lyon, just
as it is an honor for me to share his
story with my colleagues in the Senate
today. I know we as a nation send our
condolences to this brave military fam-
ily for the loss of such an incredible
husband, son, friend, and dedicated air-
man. I want them to know the Senate
has paused today in memoriam to
Capt. David I. Lyon to pay tribute to
his life of service and sacrifice half a
world away. He will be remembered,
and he will be missed by those who
knew him and loved him.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 10:30 a.m., with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their
designees, with the Republicans con-
trolling the first half.

The Senator from Wyoming.

———

HEALTH CARE

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, to-
morrow President Obama is scheduled
to sit down for an interview with a
health care Web site called WebMD.
The President will take questions
about his health care law, and he is
going to try one more time to convince
people across the country that his
health care law hasn’t really been a
complete disaster.
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It is a little bit ironic that the Presi-
dent will be doing this interview be-
cause under his health care law, before
we know it, healthcare.gov is going to
be linking directly to WebMD. People
are going to have to spend a lot more
time on Web sites like that one because
the President’s health care law is going
to make it tougher for many of them
to see a real health care provider.

America is facing a looming shortage
of doctors, nurses, and physician as-
sistants. When President Obama and
Democrats were ramming ObamaCare
through this Congress, they focused on
hiring IRS agents—agents to force
Americans to buy expensive coverage—
instead of training more doctors and
nurses to deliver care to patients.

Now, according to the Association of
American Medical Colleges, we are
looking at a shortage of 90,000 physi-
cians by the end of this decade. About
half of those are family physicians, pri-
mary care providers, and about half of
them specialists. We see the same num-
bers, if not even higher shortages, in
terms of nurses.

There is an old proverb: ‘‘Physician,
heal thyself.” Well, apparently the slo-
gan of ObamaCare is now going to be
‘“‘Patient, heal thyself.”

The old doctor-patient relationship is
going to be gone. Medicine as we know
it is going to continue to change. Even
when you can get time with your doc-
tor, there is going to be a lot more of
that time spent with the doctor look-
ing not at you but at a computer
screen because of the law, and that is
because of the burdensome new rules
and the recordkeeping requirements
under the law.

As more people try to get appoint-
ments with fewer doctors, some Ameri-
cans are going to start seeing actual
rationing of care. Here is how one econ-
omist described it in a blog post for the
New York Times. He talked about the
health care law’s limits on payments
to doctors and other providers, and he
wrote:

If patients are lucky, the demand for doc-
tors will be low enough that the limits will
not matter. But if the new law results in a
significant net increase in physician de-
mand, the payment limits will help remind
us of Soviet-era limits on the price of bread,
with queues and black markets to follow.

We know the President’s Web site
back this past fall was a complete fail-
ure. Four days before it was unveiled
the President said: Oh, it is going to be
easier to use than Amazon. The rates
will be cheaper than your cell phone
bill. You will be able to keep your doc-
tor.

But the Web site was just the tip of
the iceberg. People are seeing higher
premiums.

It is interesting, Mr. President, as I
was putting this together and thinking
about what remarks I would make, I
hadn’t even seen this morning’s news-
paper. Today in the Wall Street Jour-
nal—Thursday, March 13—Secretary of
Health and Human Services Kathleen
Sebelius says: Higher premiums likely
in 2015.
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Higher premiums. What did the
President promise? He said premiums
would go down by $2,500 per family.

So the Web site is just the tip of the
iceberg. People are seeing higher pre-
miums now, and now the Secretary of
HHS says there will be higher pre-
miums again in 2015.

People have received notices of can-
cellation—over 5 million across the
country. Many people can’t keep their
doctor and are worried about fraud and
identity theft which has been reported
as a result of the Web site and is ongo-
ing. Then, of course, there are higher
copays and higher deductibles—more
money out of patients’ pockets.

There is a report which brings this
additionally to the fore in terms of
concerns the people are having from
people who supported the health care
law originally. This report was put out
last week by a major labor union dis-
cussing how badly this health care law
is hurting its members.

To put this into perspective, this is a
labor union which actually supported
then-Senator Obama and endorsed him
when he was running for President a
number of years ago, and they sup-
ported the health care law. Now this
union has come out with a report
which says: The law’s unintended con-
sequences will hit the average hard-
working American where it hurts—in
the wallet.

We can go through this report called
“The Irony of ObamaCare Making In-
equality Worse.”” To read from this:

The ACA threatens the middle class with
higher premiums, loss of hours, and a shift
to part-time work and less comprehensive
coverage.

It goes on with examples of various
individuals who are members of this
labor union whose lives are being hurt
by the President’s health care law.
One, a woman from the majority lead-
er’s home State, talks about her job as
a housekeeper and how, if she tries to
buy the Obama health care program,
the Web site says she would have to
pay $8,057 a year more to keep the in-
surance she has now—which is a $3.87
per hour pay cut for her. She said, ‘“We
work hard for our insurance. Why
should we have to take a cut in pay for
it?”

This is not what the President prom-
ised. So it is not a surprise that even
the unions that had endorsed the Presi-
dent and supported the law are un-
happy with what they see as the true
results of the health care law.

The Democrat majority leader has
said all the horror stories about the
health care law are untrue. Is he also
saying these union leaders and the peo-
ple who have been made reference to in
the union report are lying? Is this what
the majority leader is saying? Is that
what he is saying about this woman
from his own State?

According to the media report, the
union said the law ‘“will inevitably lead
to the destruction of the health care
plans we were promised we could
keep.”
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Everybody remembers the Presi-
dent’s promises. They remember what
the President said. Everybody remem-
bers the President’s statement: “‘If you
like what you have, you can keep it.”
The press has called it ‘“The Lie of the
Year.”

More than 5 million Americans re-
ceived cancellation letters from their
insurance companies. It turned out to
be so embarrassing that President
Obama had to delay the rules which
caused it. It has continued to be a big
problem, so the administration is de-
laying the rule again—not just until
after the 2014 election but with the po-
tential of going beyond the 2016 elec-
tion as well.

Here we go, dozens of delays. This is
a calendar of 2013 and 2014. There are
more delays to come—another delay,
another lawless ObamaCare rewrite.

The Obama administration continues
to announce delays. We have seen one
change after another to major parts of
the law which are now ‘‘politically in-
convenient’” for the President.

Republicans warned that these were
real problems and that they would hurt
hardworking Americans all across the
country. I was on the floor during all of
the debates, talking about the prob-
lems to come with the health care law,
offering solutions, offering sugges-
tions—every one of them rejected be-
cause Democrats just didn’t care.

They only cared the second they real-
ized that all their grandiose plans were
actually causing more problems than
they ever anticipated because they
didn’t listen.

The President had an event last week
where he said that the law is ‘“‘working
the way it should.” This is what he
said—‘‘working the way it should.” Is
it working the way it should after he
made all of these changes? Is that what
he means—‘‘working the way it
should.”

So if it is working the way it should,
why has the President had to change it
s0 many times? Does he not know what
the rest of his administration is doing?
Does he not know what the rest of this
country is seeing? Is the President de-
lusional or is he just in denial?

The American people want to know,
and they deserve to hear from the
President when he does this WebMD
interview. When President Obama sits
down to talk with WebMD on Friday, I
hope they ask him about all of these
delays and the changes he is making to
the law. I hope they ask him whether
he believes it is really working the way
it should, which is what he said last
week. I hope they ask him about how
his health care law is going to reduce
the time people get to spend with their
doctors—if they can even keep their
doctors. I hope they ask him about
some of the ways the law is hurting
Americans and America.

I hope the President answers that he
is finally ready to make some of these
delays permanent, to start over again,
to work in a bipartisan way, to try to
help patients get the care they need
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from a doctor they choose at a lower
cost. This is what health care reform
was supposed to be about in the first
place.

It is so interesting. Just pick up the
papers. Yesterday, March 12, the Wash-
ington Post: ‘““Health Exchange
Signups Slowed in Past Month.”” The
New York Times: ‘“Health Care Enroll-
ment Falls Short of Goal, With Dead-
line Approaching. Signing Up for Insur-
ance, But Well Below Targets.”’

Then, so many questions are asked of
the White House and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services. The head-
line in Politico today: ‘“W.H. Playing
Dumb on ACA Enrollments, Insurers
Say.”

I think the President needs to come
clean with the American people and
tell them about what a disaster his
health care law has become, how it has
impacted their lives, how few people
have actually been able to sign up—or
have been able to but have found the
cost is too high for them to sign up—
and admit to the American people that
when they talk about some of these
numbers of sign-ups, many of those are
people who got cancellation notices.
They are not newly-insured individ-
uals.

A study out last week shows that
only about one in four people who have
actually signed up on the Web site
didn’t have insurance before. So the
people this was intended to help are
not being helped. Many people are
being harmed.

It is time to work together to help
patients get the care they need from
the doctor they choose at lower costs.

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

———————

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, across
the country every day millions of
Americans are working in low-wage
jobs, going back to school to increase
their skills in order to pay their bills
and take care of their families. They do
their best to balance work and family
obligations, but too many moms and
dads really struggle with the high cost
of quality, safe childcare.

One out of three families with young
children earns less than $25,000 a year,
and childcare can cost $4,800 to $16,000
a year. In many parts of the country
childcare for two children now exceeds
average rental payments.

According to a recent report by Child
Care Aware America, in more than half
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the States—including my own State of
Illinois—it costs families more to put
an infant in childcare than to cover
tuition and fees in a public college. In
many parts of the country, childcare
for children now exceeds average rental
payments. Low-income families spend
almost half their salaries on childcare.
It is a significant part of the family’s
budget. Child care and development
block grant is an important program
that helps low-income working fami-
lies with the cost of childcare and
afterschool programs. This program
serves more than 1.6 million children in
the United States every month. In Illi-
nois, more than 50,000 children receive
support.

As we learn more about the signifi-
cance of the first few years in the life
of a child’s development, it is not
enough just to improve access; we have
to improve the quality of childcare for
young children. Children in their early
years are facing some of the most im-
portant moments of development, and
their experiences in the first few years
could literally shape their young lives.
Early childhood education gives Kkids
the solid foundation they need, not just
to kindergarten but beyond. Working
parents who don’t have good options
for quality childcare face an unfair di-
lemma.

Just ask Tabatha Okamoto of Chi-
cago, IL. Tabatha has faced the chal-
lenge of finding adequate childcare for
her son since he was an infant. On days
when she cannot find a spot in a
childcare center she hopes that maybe
a family member or maybe a neighbor
will be able to take care of him. She
worries about losing her job, and she
was almost fired because there were so
many days she was late because of
childcare issues.

Even when she finds reliable
childcare, she still has a tough time
figuring out how to pay for it. Tabatha
is a good mom, but she has a lot of ex-
penses and a low-income job. She pays
her rent, health insurance, and other
bills and $800 monthly for her son to
attend Little Fox Day School in Lin-
coln Square Center. It would be too
much for her to handle on her own. Be-
cause of this program being debated on
the floor of the Senate, Tabatha’s out-
of-pocket costs are now between $250
and $375 a month for this daycare at
Little Fox Day School. It is less than
half. It is still a sacrifice to come up
with $250 to $400 a month, but at least
she has a fighting chance to make sure
her son has good daycare. More impor-
tantly, this program is giving Tabatha
the peace of mind to know her son is in
the right place when she goes to work
every day.

It has been more than 20 years since
we started this block grant. We need to
update it. The grant program before us
on the floor today, the child care and
development block grant, would make
much-needed updates to the law, ex-
panding access to toddlers and infants
and lower income families, strength-
ening health and safety standards and
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training, and ensuring the program is
meeting the needs of children with dis-
abilities, and expanding background
checks for childcare providers.

I want to thank Senators BARBARA
MIKULSKI and ToM HARKIN, who have
been champions of children and work-
ing Americans, for all the work they
put into this bill. I want to thank Sen-
ator RICHARD BURR on the other side of
the aisle and LAMAR ALEXANDER as well
for making this a true bipartisan ef-
fort.

I hope my colleagues will join me
today when this bill comes up for a
vote. This is the kind of bipartisan bill
we all should support. Working moms
and dads need peace of mind knowing
their kids are in a safe place that
would help their children develop in
the right way.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take
this time to talk about the child care
and development block grant bill that
is before us and will be before us soon.
I want to congratulate my colleagues,
Senator MIKULSKI for her leadership on
this bill, and Senator HARKIN, Senator
ALEXANDER, and Senator BURR. This is
truly a bipartisan effort, and we very
much appreciate the child care and de-
velopment block grant. It is critically
important.

The last time we authorized this pro-
gram was 1996. I know that very well
because I was serving in the House of
Representatives at the time and had
the opportunity to be the ranking
member on the Human Resources Sub-
committee in the Ways and Means
Committee that was considering wel-
fare reform and childcare, and how we
could reward families for work, and
how our welfare system could become a
transitional program rather than a per-
manent program that would allow peo-
ple, particularly moms, to be able to
get into the workforce, stay in the
workforce and climb up the economic
ladder.

As part of welfare reform we recog-
nized we had to do things about the
major cost concerns of someone, a
mom, giving up her welfare in order to
go to work. One of those issues was
health care. We passed transitional
health care for people coming off of
cash assistance. We also had to deal
with childcare, because childcare is an
extremely costly part of being able to
get into the workforce.

In 1996 we consolidated many pro-
grams that were out there. We coordi-
nated eligibility. There were different
eligibility rules for many of these pro-
grams. We simplified the rules so we
could get maximum dollars of help for
people who entered the workforce. The
goal was self-sufficiency through edu-
cation, training, and being able to get
a job.

Today, under the CCDBG, under the
Child Care and Development Block
Grant Program, there are 1.6 million
eligible children. It is not just a safe
environment for those children, be-
cause 70 percent of their parents are
working—not just a safe environment,
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it is early childhood education. These
children who are in childcare will do
better later in life. There have been
many studies that verify this.

This is a win-win situation, providing
a safe environment for children so
their parents can work and educational
opportunity for the children at the
same time. It pays off big-time for the
workforce. A TANF study showed that
parents who had their children in
childcare for 2 years or more were more
likely to remain in the employment
field. So it provides stable employ-
ment, help for the child, and a win-win
situation.

The eligibility for the program is it
cannot exceed 85 percent of the State
median income, to give you an idea of
the type of people we are talking about
who benefit from this program.

In Maryland, for a family of two the
maximum income is $24,000 and for a
family of four the maximum income is
$35,000. In my State, Maryland, the av-
erage cost for childcare for an infant is
about $12,000 a year. For a child over 4
years of age, it is about $9,000 a year.

We heard about the income levels and
how a family is eligible for this pro-
gram. It is clear that low-wage families
cannot afford childcare on their own.
We need to help, and that is what this
program does, so that they can move
up the economic ladder and not be a
burden on the cash-assistance program.

Today, as we did prior to 1996, we
have combined discretionary and man-
datory programs for our childcare.
Today discretionary spending is at
$2.36 billion and $2.9 billion in manda-
tory spending.

The legislation before us also makes
improvements, as it should. It allows
the States to develop 13 specific health
and safety standards, such as first aid
and CPR, and SIDS, sudden infant
death syndrome. It is keeping our chil-
dren safer in childcare by having safety
standards that are developed. It re-
quires the States to do inspections of
childcare centers, comprehensive back-
ground checks for those who are in-
volved in childcare, online informa-
tion, more transparency in the pro-
gram, and additional State flexibility
on how they can set priorities within
the childcare program. That is exactly
what federalism should be.

The Federal Government establishes
a broad policy that we want to see fam-
ilies self-sufficient, we want to make
sure there is a safe environment for
children, and we want to make sure we
do this in a way that is consistent with
our national priorities. We also need to
give flexibility to the State and local
governments to be able to set their pri-
orities to meet the needs of their citi-
zens, and that is what this bill does.

I will take a moment now to give
real-life examples of how this program
is critically important to our commu-
nity. A great example is the Judy Cen-
ters of Maryland. We have 25 Judy Cen-
ters in Maryland. They are named after
Congressman STENY HOYER’s wife Judy,
who died of cancer in 1997. Judy was a
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longtime advocate for quality early
childhood education and comprehen-
sive family support services. I knew
Judy very well, and she was an incred-
ibly dedicated leader and advocate for
our children.

I have a couple of specific examples
from the Judy Center as to how the
Child Care and Development Block
Grant Program is critically important
to their existence. According to the
testimony given before a committee,
Judy Center employees discovered a
dad who lost his job and a mom who
only worked part time. They could not
make ends meet or look for jobs or go
on interviews because they had no
childcare for their 2- and 3-year-old
children. The Judy Center enrolled
them in KinderCare, a childcare part-
ner, and provided tuition assistance.

Since they lost their health insur-
ance when their dad became unem-
ployed, they were given an application
for the Maryland CHIP program, the
health insurance program. The 3-year-
old had a behavioral issue and was re-
ferred to the Judy Center behavioral
specialist, who worked with her exten-
sively. She also received tutoring serv-
ices.

Dad is now employed full time.
Thanks to safe childcare, dad is now
employed full time. After much en-
couragement, mom enrolled in adult
education classes and received her
GED. She has also completed a medical
assistance program and is now enrolled
in the College of Southern Maryland to
pursue an associates degree. The chil-
dren are now in elementary school and
are doing well in school.

I could give many more examples
like this family. I could talk about
many other success stories that would
not have been possible without the
Child Care and Development Block
Grant Program, and that is why it is
critically important that we reauthor-
ize the program.

I see my colleague from Maryland is
on the Senate floor. I congratulate her
for her leadership in getting this bill to
the floor—not just getting this bill to
the floor, which is important, but
doing it in a way that we can get it
passed in the Senate and accomplish
our objectives so we can get women
into the workforce and have early
childhood education to help children
succeed in life. We can help American
families and strengthen America.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

I yield the floor.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, before
my colleague leaves the floor, I want to
express my appreciation for his state-
ment today and in particular when he
spoke about the Judy Center, which
has meant so much in Maryland to
show the way childcare should be ad-
dressed. The Judy Center is a family-
oriented organization that is focused
on children. Their so-called wrap-
around services help the child not only
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with all that is necessary in a well-run
childcare facility, but they also work
with the family, strengthen the family,
and help the family by giving them in-
formation about other opportunities to
improve their life, such as educational
benefits. I think it is a national model.
If T had my way, I would like to adopt
the Judy Center model throughout
America.

Again, I thank the Senator for speak-
ing about the Judy Center.

I also thank my friend for his stead-
fast advocacy for children, the way he
has worked for the children’s health
program, particularly focusing on the
dental services for that little boy
Deamonte, the child who died. He is a
real fighter.

Senator CARDIN is also well known
for getting rid of lead paint poisoning
in Maryland. So now he wants the lead
out of bureaucracy and the lead out of
the Senate. Again, I thank him for his
comments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the
bill.

——————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

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

———

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT ACT OF 2014

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
1086, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1086) to improve the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act of 1990,
and for other purposes.

Pending:

Harkin amendment No. 2811, to include
rural and remote areas as underserved areas
identified in the State plan.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I am
going to give a recap of where we are
and then note the absence of a quorum
as we sort through our amendments.

This is the second day of the Senate’s
consideration of S. 1086, the child care
and development block grant reauthor-
ization on which 1.5 million American
children depend, including 20,000 chil-
dren from the State of Maryland. We
have been working on this bill for over
2 years, and now it is our second day of
moving this legislation.

We have made an impressive amount
of progress. Yesterday the Senate
agreed to nine amendments—three by
rollcall vote and six by voice vote. We
had a great group of bipartisan amend-
ments. Of the nine amendments that
were adopted, three were sponsored by
Republicans, two were sponsored by
Democrats, and four amendments were
bipartisan. The amendments yesterday
improved the underlying bill. They
streamlined Federal early learning pro-
grams; made sure tribes get the fund-
ing they need; required States to de-
velop childcare disaster plans; and en-
sures that CDBG, as it is known, also
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serves an often much-overlooked popu-
lation—foster care.

We also had a healthy debate on the
floor in which women Senators came
down to show their support for this bi-
partisan bill. Today we hope to con-
tinue our due deliberation of amend-
ments.

Last night we identified approxi-
mately 29 to 30 amendments that re-
main. It is the hope of the chair and
ranking member that sometime
today—around 11:30 a.m., before the
lunch—we will move to votes. We ex-
pect to have voice votes, possibly a
rollcall vote, and I will give a further
progress report. The timeline for all
amendments is closed. We are now
sorting through those amendments to
see which we can adopt by agreement
or adopt by a voice vote so we can
move ahead.

I also say to my colleagues, there are
many who have excellent ideas about
childcare issues, and some are relevant
to children but not necessarily rel-
evant to this bill. As we wrap up the
legislation, we hope to focus only on
germane amendments to the bill today,
and those other ideas, as meritorious
as they are for consideration, that they
either be withdrawn or find another ve-
hicle for discussion and consideration.

We thank our colleagues for the qual-
ity of the amendments that have been
brought forth. It shows that the Sen-
ate—on both sides of the aisle—has
been thinking about children and has
actually been listening to this compel-
ling need around childcare and its
availability and affordability, its safe-
ty and helping children get their edu-
cation. Not all of the amendments—al-
though they are focused on children—
are relevant to the block grant, which
is a voucher program to help low-in-
come women qualify for childcare.

I will give further updates as the
morning progresses and we sort
through this. In the meantime, we in-
vite Senators to come to the floor and
talk about this very important topic
facing American families.

I note the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, let me
begin by commending my colleagues
Senator MIKULSKI, Senator HARKIN,
Senator ALEXANDER, and Senator BURR
for their hard work to reauthorize the
child care development block grant.
This is a modest piece of legislation
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

The main point I wish to briefly
make this morning is that even if this
modest piece of legislation passes, it
will not begin to address the very seri-
ous problems we face in childcare in
our country and, even more impor-
tantly, in childhood poverty.
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The United States is the wealthiest
Nation in the history of the world. Un-
fortunately, despite our great wealth,
we have the most unequal distribution
of wealth and income of any major
country on Earth. We have more people
today living in poverty than at any
time in the history of our country.
Most significantly, and related to the
discussion we are having about
childcare today, the United States of
America has, by far, the highest rate of
childhood poverty of any major coun-
try on Earth. In my opinion, we have a
moral responsibility to address that
issue and we should put our energy and
our minds to focusing on how we elimi-
nate childhood poverty in America.

I will be offering an amendment
today which is a very simple amend-
ment. My amendment says the Presi-
dent of the United States should sub-
mit a plan to Congress which substan-
tially reduces childhood poverty over
the next 5 years. That is the amend-
ment—that the President of the United
States submit a plan to Congress which
substantially reduces childhood pov-
erty over the next 5 years. I hope and
expect we would have unanimous sup-
port for this amendment.

As the Presiding Officer will recall,
not too long ago, during the Winter
Olympics at Sochi, Americans there
were shouting out to our great ath-
letes: “USA, USA! We are No. 1.”” That
was something I think many of us in
America supported. We wanted our ath-
letes in the Winter Olympics to be No.

While we want to be No. 1 in terms of
our athletic prowess, while we want to
be No. 1 in terms of our scientific and
intellectual accomplishments, while we
want to be No. 1 in terms of economic
growth and prosperity, we surely do
not want to be No. 1 in the world in
terms of childhood poverty. That is
where we are today, with almost 22 per-
cent of our kids living in poverty.

The reason, quite obviously, we do
not want to be No. 1 in terms of child-
hood poverty is not only the moral
issue of turning our backs on millions
and millions of our most vulnerable
people—kids who are 6 months old,
kids who are 2 years old, kids who are
8 years old; human beings who cannot
fend for themselves—it seems to me, as
a caring people, we have the moral re-
sponsibility to make sure all of our
children receive the basic necessities of
life and not live in poverty.

I think there is a moral obligation to
make sure we eliminate childhood pov-
erty, but there is also an economic re-
ality as well. I will get to that in a
minute. But the first point to be made
is that when we look at childhood pov-
erty in America, which is 21.8 percent,
we should examine what is going on in
other countries.

Is it possible to go forward and sig-
nificantly reduce or eliminate child-
hood poverty? The answer is yes. All
we have to do is look around the world.
In Denmark, child poverty is 3.7 per-
cent. In Finland, it is 3.9 percent; in
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Norway, it is 5.1 percent; in Iceland, it
is 7.1 percent; in Austria, 8.2 percent;
Sweden, 8.2 percent; Germany, 9.1 per-
cent; in South Korea, 9.4 percent; in
the United Kingdom, 9.4 percent;
France, 11 percent; New Zealand, 13
percent; Poland, 13.6 percent; Canada,
14 percent. But in the United States of
America, the childhood poverty rate is
21.8 percent.

As I mentioned a moment ago, this is
clearly a moral issue. A powerful Na-
tion which, in recent years, has seen
huge increases in the number of mil-
lionaires and billionaires, we should
not be a society in which almost one
out of four of our kids gets their nutri-
tion from food stamps. We should not
be a society where a significant num-
ber of young people are dropping out of
high school, standing out on street cor-
ners and destroying their lives.

This is not just a moral issue; it is an
economic issue. My colleagues, please
tell me what kind of economic future
we have when we are competing
against countries around the world
which are doing a better job than we
are in providing the intellectual and
emotional support their kids need; that
are doing a better job than we are in
educating their young people. How do
we compete against these countries in
the very competitive international
global economy? Do we say to the
young children who are living in pov-
erty: Sorry. We can’t afford to provide
the preschool education you need; we
can’t afford to provide the childcare
your parents need for you, and we are
really sorry the odds are that many of
you may drop out of school and that
some of you will end up in jail.

We have more people in jail in the
United States of America than in any
other country on Earth. Clearly, one of
the reasons for that has to do with the
fact that we have the highest rate of
childhood poverty in the industrialized
world. We pay for these things one way
or we pay for them another way. The
way we are paying for it is by spending
$50,000 or $60,000 a year incarcerating
huge numbers of people rather than
making sure our kids get the nourish-
ment—intellectual, emotional, nutri-
tional—they need in order to do well in
life.

It is important for us to look at what
happens around the world, to see what
we can learn, and to see what is work-
ing well around the world. It is impor-
tant for us to learn and to understand
that in countries such as Denmark,
Finland, and Norway, where childhood
poverty is very low, childcare is free to
all of its workers. Workers in these
countries get paid maternity leave.
That means when a mom has a baby,
she has the opportunity to stay home
with her baby during the most impor-
tant months of a baby’s life and not
have to worry about going to work and
making a living, because those soci-
eties have said the right thing—that
they want kids and mothers to bond
and fathers to bond well, for those kids
to do well. In this country, if a person
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is low income and working class and
they have a baby, they have to get to
work right away, because if they don’t
have that income, how do they take
care of their families? Those countries
have done the right thing and it is im-
portant to learn from them.

In many countries around the world,
workers get allowances from their gov-
ernments to take care of their chil-
dren. Their workers are guaranteed a 4-
week paid vacation. Health care is a
right and not a privilege for their citi-
zens. In France, for example, if both
parents go back to work after having a
child, they are entitled to receive
strong childcare benefits. In Ger-
many—hard for us to believe—but if
children get sick, their parents get up
to 25 days of paid leave to stay home
and take care of those children. These
are just a few of the many benefits peo-
ple in other countries—our competi-
tors—receive. Maybe we can learn
something from them.

Unfortunately, workers in our coun-
try—in this great Nation—have none of
those benefits. Here is what has hap-
pened as a result. More than one in five
children in America lives in households
that lack consistent access to adequate
food because their parents don’t make
enough money. In other words, the
number of millionaires and billionaires
is growing—more and more income in
wealth inequality—and millions and
millions of families today who are rais-
ing kids are wondering how they are
going to have enough food on the table
to provide basic nutrition to those
kids. Should that be happening in the
United States of America?

The number of homeless children liv-
ing in America has gone up by 73 per-
cent since 2006. In every State in the
country, including my State of
Vermont, there are families living with
their kids in cars or in emergency shel-
ters. Is that the way we give kids the
opportunity they need to advance in
their lives?

The psychologists tell us over and
over that the most important years of
a human being’s life in terms of intel-
lectual and emotional growth are those
years between 0 and 4. Yet, in this
country today, less than half of 3- and
4-year-olds are enrolled in preschool.
Ninety-six percent of infants and tod-
dlers living in low-income families
don’t receive the early education they
need through the early Head Start Pro-
gram. More than 220,000 American chil-
dren are currently on waiting lists for
childcare assistance. And on and on it
goes.

What does this mean in English? This
is what it means. It means in Vermont,
in New Jersey, in Maryland—it means
in States all over this country—a mom
and dad wake up in the morning with a
3-year-old and they are worried about
the quality and affordability of the
childcare they can find for that kid. So
they go to work and they are saying,
what is happening? I have to go to
work. I can’t stay home with my child.
We need to make money. Yet, I cannot
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find quality, affordable childcare for
my child. And in this country that is
exactly what we should be providing.

According to a recent study by the
Children’s Defense Fund, childhood
poverty costs this Nation at least $500
billion each and every year in extra
education, health and criminal justice
expenses, and in lost productivity. In
other words, rather than learning what
other countries are doing—investing in
our kids, nurturing our kids, making
sure our kids get the great education
they deserve—we turn our backs on
millions of Kkids and then we are
shocked—just shocked—that they turn
to drugs or crime or self-destructive
activity, and we spend a fortune incar-
cerating them. Think about all of the
intellectual and emotional destruction
that takes place in this country be-
cause we ignore the needs of our chil-
dren.

We hear our fellow Senators come to
the floor and talk about how the
United States is the greatest country
on Earth, and I share that sentiment.
But I do not believe the greatest coun-
try on Earth should have, by far, the
highest rate of childhood poverty in
the industrialized world.

The amendment I have offered is a
very simple amendment. I hope it is ac-
cepted. I hope it will be supported
unanimously. I hope it will allow us to
go forward.

What the amendment says, again, is
very simple. It says the President of
the United States should submit a plan
to the Congress which allows us to sub-
stantially reduce childhood poverty in
the next 5 years. That is it.

With that, I yield the floor and hope
very much this amendment is adopted.
Thank you.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BOOKER). 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. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we
are in the process of sorting out the
amendments that are pending, again,
to see what we could accept by UC,
what we could accept by voice vote,
and those that might require a rollcall
vote. The chairman and the ranking
member of the committee, Senator
HARKIN and Senator ALEXANDER, are
discussing this, and we are looking for-
ward to some type of votes on or about
11:30 a.m.

But I see there are a lot of amend-
ments out here about streamlining this
and duplicating this and others—very
thoughtful—but I wish to clarify ex-
actly what is the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Program. This is a
program that meets a particular need
to help people have access to childcare,
and we are strengthening the quality
requirements. It does not solve all of
the childcare problems in the United
States of America.
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The overall need of childcare for both
poor women and middle-class women or
families is well known. It is one of the
agonizing choices families need to
make.

The Child Care and Development
Block Grant Program—and this is why
we are looking at a variety of other
issues. We have on the books the
childcare tax credit bill, where many of
us hope to expand the deduction. Sen-
ator GILLIBRAND has others. But today
we are focusing on the child care and
development block grant. It is the pri-
mary Federal grant program to provide
childcare assistance for working fami-
lies.

It was passed originally in 1990, under
George Herbert Walker Bush. Before
1996, there were four childcare pro-
grams for low-income families. All of
them had different eligibility criteria
and work requirements—exactly what
we have talked about here, the need to
streamline. Three were targeted to
families in or at risk of being in the
welfare system. One was targeted to
low-income families outside of welfare.

But in 1996 under welfare reform, on
a bipartisan basis, we created one uni-
fied program to serve low-income fami-
lies with one set of eligibility criteria
and work requirements. It was then
streamlined. The overarching purpose
of the childcare bill in welfare reform
was to give parents aid, substantial as-
sistance, so they could go from welfare
to work or get the training to go to
work.

It has been a very successful pro-
gram—a, very successful program. One
and one-half million children in Amer-
ica benefit from it; 20,000 in Maryland
alone—a substantial waiting list if we
had more vouchers.

What we are doing in this bill is reau-
thorizing, following the spirit of 1996,
streamlining and taking now what we
know—new knowledge and best prac-
tices of how to help children in
childcare be able to be safe, have a
sense of security and stability, and
then also enhance their ability to
learn. We know now—all the research
shows—from infancy to age 5 is one of
the greatest growth spurts for brain de-
velopment in a person’s life. Vocabu-
lary development and so many other
things occur.

So what our bill does is help improve
that, but we do not so overmandate to
the States that we do not allow for
local flexibility. So we are trying to
streamline the bill, have a better em-
phasis on quality, without stringent
new Federal mandates, and at the same
time streamline this legislative process
by moving through our amendment
process.

I now look forward to conferring with
my colleague. Members should stay
tuned. If they would like to speak on
this or the matter of childcare, we wel-
come them. We have had an open
amendment process. We have had an
open dialogue. We have had an open
floor. I think this has been very con-
structive.
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I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. BURR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank my
friend and colleague for withholding on
that quorum call.

We have made tremendous progress.
Our joint staffs worked well into the
night with Members who have amend-
ments to this bill that they think im-
prove the bill. We have worked aggres-
sively to try to work out as many of
those as we possibly can, and I am here
to report to our colleagues we have
made tremendous progress. We have
processed, since we started yesterday,
a number of amendments and this bill
has become better. We still have sev-
eral on both sides that we are still
working on with our Members to try to
accommodate their intent with lan-
guage that is acceptable and continues
to improve this bill, and we will do
that.

Let me say to our colleagues who
still might have amendments, if you
have them, we need you to come to the
floor. We need you to offer those
amendments. If you have amendments
that have yet to be cleared, I would
urge you to come to the floor and work
with Senator MIKULSKI and myself and
our staffs to figure out how we can
process those in a timely fashion.

It is our intent that in approximately
1 hour, with agreement from our lead-
ers, we would move to votes—both re-
corded and voice votes—on all amend-
ments that remain on this bill in the
hopes that Members could then leave
to go to their caucus lunches, and after
returning from those lunches, hope-
fully, we would be in a position to have
final passage on this legislation; again,
that is with the chairman’s, the rank-
ing member’s, and the leaders’ bless-
ings, but that is certainly the intent of
Senator MIKULSKI and myself.

We can only do that if, in fact, those
Members who want to offer amend-
ments offer them and those who still
have some to be worked out come and
try to work out those differences.

I urge my colleagues now, we have
over an hour before we intend to move
to a period where we might process the
remainder of the amendments. We
would like to be in a situation where
we can give certainty—at least as it re-
lates to the disposition of this bill—to
our Members that we would finish
shortly after the lunch. I encourage all
of our colleagues, if they have interest
in this bill, come to the floor. Work
with us.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence 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.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I want to give an up-
date. We had originally thought we
would be voting around 11:30. We are
going to delay that until on or about
12:15—nothing fixed, nothing manda-
tory. People have said: Well, what are
you all doing? Look at the Senate
floor. Where is the action? This is a
compelling issue.

Actually, there is a lot of action
going on in the sense that we are re-
viewing over 20 amendments that are
still outstanding to see what could be
accepted by unanimous consent, what
could be accepted by a voice vote, and
what requires a mandatory rollcall
vote. So there is a lot of discussion
going on, and Senators and their staffs
are talking.

It is not to be debated; it is to be dis-
cussed right now. I think it is so
healthy. This is one of the first times
in a couple of years where we have had
an open amendment process. In some
ways we are getting adjusted to how
that actually works. This is terrific. So
just because you do not see Senators in
intense debate, there are intense con-
versations about how we help children,
how to not create new bureaucracies,
how we have the sense that all this is
child focused and yet not creating lots
of new mandates or whatever.

So this has been really very good. I
compliment Senator HARKIN, who is
the chair of the full HELP Committee.
It is under his leadership that Senator
BURR and I held some hearings. His ad-
vocacy for children is so well known. If
we can move this bill today, we will
have accomplished two major goals. We
would have reauthorized the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Pro-
gram, made improvements and new re-
forms, and refreshed the program.

At the same time I think we have im-
proved the process in the Senate to
show we can govern by moving bills, by
offering amendments, by discussion
and by debate. But we could not have
done it had Senator HARKIN not been
willing to establish such a great tone
with Senator ENZI and Senator ALEX-
ANDER while Senator BURR and I did
this.

This is the way the Senate ought to
be. There were differences. But dif-
ferences do not mean that you have to
be filled with rancor and ranting all
the time. At the end of day, when all is
said and done, people want us to get
more done and less said.

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. HARKIN. 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. HARKIN. Mr. President, a lot of
work has gone into this bill. The per-
son who led that whole work for a 2-
year period of time was Senator MIKUL-
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SKI. I happen to be chair of the com-
mittee. But it was Senator MIKULSKI
and Senator BURR, working together,
who really have brought this to fru-
ition. It is a good bill.

Senator ALEXANDER always says that
our committee probably has the big-
gest divergence ideologically of any
committee in the Senate. Yet we have
reported out, I think, 19 bills out of our
committee, 10 of which have been
signed into law during this Congress.
We are able to do that because people
work together. We work things out.

That is what has happened with this
bill. There are a lot of crosscurrents on
this bill. There are a lot of items that
Senator MIKULSKI would like to have
had in the bill, that I would have liked
to have had in the bill, and I am sure
I can say the same thing for the Repub-
lican side.

But over a 2-year period of time—I
know it has been at least that—Sen-
ator MIKULSKI has worked on this. We
made our agreements, and we worked
it out to the point where the bill
passed our committee unanimously. We
have, as I said, a wide divergence of
ideological views on our committee.
So, here is a bill that passed unani-
mously. We will have an open process
here of debate, deliberation, and
amending.

I think at this time we have a pretty
defined universe of the amendments,
unless something else pops up that I
did not know about.

We are working on those. The staffs
are working on those now with the
Senators. With any legislation that
comes through, let’s face it, as Sen-
ators we probably would like to change
something here or there. I understand
that. I have been in the Senate a long
time, and I know I have wanted to add
an amendment to something to change
it, to do something different, maybe,
that I cared about.

But in the interests of the broader
perspective of the legislation at hand, I
didn’t offer it. I would wait until some
other point in time to offer it or per-
haps to offer a different pathway. That
is what I am asking Senators on both
sides of the aisle to think about.

We have a great bill. It is sorely
needed. It updates a law that hasn’t
been changed. I know Senator MIKUL-
SKI has told us many times, and it
bears repeating. We have not addressed
this since 1996, and a lot has changed
since 1996 in terms of childcare.

This bill updates, modernizes, and
does some things that will move us
ahead and better this country in terms
of the child care and development
block grant program.

I know that different people have dif-
ferent ideas, saying: Well, I would like
to change this or modify that. I get it;
I understand that.

But if there is a problem in terms of
bringing an amendment up that might
jeopardize the bill, I ask Senators to
consider whether their interests, what-
ever it might be, and I am not saying
it is not legitimate, but if it upsets the
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balance we have worked out in this
committee with this broad, ideological
spectrum, I ask them to reconsider
whether they would want to jeopardize
this bill, which we are so close to pass-
ing. I think we could actually pass this
bill this afternoon.

I ask Senators, if they have those
kinds of amendments, to reconsider
maybe the broader implications of this
legislation and whether they would
want to jeopardize it for their legiti-
mate interests, as I said. I don’t deny
any Senator the right to offer an
amendment and to push an interest
that he or she might have. Some of
them I might agree with. But if it real-
ly jeopardizes the bill, then I would
have to say, no, I wouldn’t support it
because of the broader interests of get-
ting the bill passed.

Senator MIKULSKI and her staff, Sen-
ator ALEXANDER, Senator BURR, and
my staff, we are working together on
this. I still hope we can bring this bill
to fruition sometime early this after-
noon.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. I come to the floor
today to thank the bipartisan leader-
ship that has brought us to the place
where we are considering reauthorizing
this important child care and develop-
ment block grant bill.

In my home State of Washington
there is a young woman named Janelle
who is a single mom. She lives in
southeast Seattle and was looking for
opportunities to support her family.
But before she could go back to school
or participate in a job-training pro-
gram so she could advance her career,
she had to find affordable childcare for
two of her children.

Thankfully, with the assistance of
this Child Care and Development Block
Grant Program, she was able to get
some subsidies to help cover the costs.
She now works. She works part-time,
and she is attending school and becom-
ing a surgical tech.

This Federal grant program expands
opportunities to parents such as
Janelle and so many families across
our country by helping them with the
cost of childcare. That is why I support
this effort to reauthorize the Child
Care and Development Block Grant
Program.

We all know the cost of childcare has
soared in recent decades. The Census
Bureau found that childcare costs have
nearly doubled since the 1980s, and that
high cost hits low-income families es-
pecially hard. For working families
who live below the poverty line, the
cost of childcare can eat up more than
30 percent of their monthly income.
For single parents, if they only have
one income, it is an even bigger bur-
den. When low-income parents don’t
have access to reliable and affordable
childcare, they can’t work. They can’t
g0 back to school. They can’t advance
their skills with job training. They are
stuck.
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That, as we know, is particularly
problematic for women. Women are
more likely than men to cut back their
hours at work or quit their jobs all to-
gether so they can take care of their
children.

In the long run, that puts women on
an uneven playing field with their male
counterparts, both in terms of earnings
and of opportunities to advance in the
workplace.

We have to break down those bar-
riers. We need to make sure that work-
ing doesn’t become cost prohibitive for
parents, and we have to strengthen ac-
cess for low-income families so they
can get affordable, quality childcare.

This bipartisan Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act is part of the
solution. These grants expand opportu-
nities for parents with low income. It
allows them to work, to go to school or
to get job training—all with the peace
of mind that their kids are taken care
of in a safe childcare center.

In 1990 President George H. W. Bush
signed this grant program, as we know
it, into law. Today it helps 1.6 million
kids get childcare.

To participate a parent has to have a
job or be enrolled in school or in a job
training program. That has helped
countless parents across our country.

I want to mention a woman who has
contacted us. She is a single mom
whose name is Star. She lives in Skagit
County, a rural part of my State. She
wants to advance her skills to support
her family, as so many people do today.

With this assistance she is able to go
to a community college 1 hour away
from home, knowing that her kids are
OK in a reliable childcare program.
There is nothing more important to a
parent than the safety and well-being
of their child. I have said many times:
You do a better job at work if you
know your Kkids are safe. If you are
worried about whether your kids are
OK, you can’t do a good job at work.
Reauthorizing this program is a crit-
ical part of this, and it helps parents
such as Star feel comfortable when
they are away from their kids.

In this reauthorization bill we are
looking at ways to improve these
grants. We know that stability is criti-
cally important for a young child’s de-
velopment. But before kids could lose
their spot in childcare, if their parents
didn’t meet the eligibility require-
ments, even temporarily, that disrup-
tion in care is exactly what we need to
work to avoid.

I have seen this a lot in my work on
behalf of foster kids, military students,
and homeless children. These are high-
ly mobile populations. Now with this
legislation and the work that has been
done, we have ensured that these kids
have a mandatory 12 months to access
that care so they don’t have that dis-
ruption of stability in their lives. That
is critically important.

This bill also reduces barriers for
homeless families to access childcare
and will train more childcare providers
in identifying and serving homeless
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kids and families so they can get the
support they need. I truly appreciate
the inclusion of those provisions.

For many families it can be very dif-
ficult, as we know, to find quality
childcare. This legislation authorizes a
toll-free hotline and a Web site so par-
ents can get and find good-quality care
in their own community. Those provi-
sions are why I am such a strong sup-
porter and so delighted we are at the
point where we are able to pass this
critical piece of legislation.

Let me end by saying in Washington
State there is a young couple named
Edward and Constance. They are strug-
gling to make ends meet on a very low
income. They are working, and they
are studying to ensure that times
won’t always be as tough as they are
today. Because of childcare assistance
with this grant money, Edward now
works full time. When Constance is not
working at her part-time job, she is
training to become a dental assistant.
Supporting parents such as this couple,
giving them these opportunities to
make sure their Kkids are in a safe,
quality childcare program is what the
grants are about in this program.

I urge our colleagues to support this
legislation, and again, I thank the Sen-
ators who have participated in making
this a strong bipartisan proposal.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Washington for her com-
ments and her leadership in the Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, as well. She has been a con-
sistent spokesman for children, espe-
cially for homeless children.

I want to make an observation about
the Child Care and Development Block
Grant Program that the Presiding Offi-
cer from New Jersey will especially
find of interest because of his work
with children and schools in New Jer-
sey. We have heard this morning a
great deal of support for the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act,
which is a very remarkable piece of
legislation in terms of the way it is
structured, if we think about it.

It has been around for about 20 years,
but it takes 5 to 6 billion Federal dol-
lars each year and gives it to States—
a block grant with a lot of flexibility.
Then the money is distributed as
vouchers to individual parents—low-in-
come women, mostly—who then choose
among thousands of certified childcare
centers. That, I would argue, while it
was done 20 years ago, fits the Internet
age.

Newt Gingrich—and I have some-
times accused Newt of being Vesuvian
in his qualities because he has such a
steady flow of new ideas—has done
some very interesting work recently.
He quotes a computer programmer
named Tim O’Reilly who made a sug-
gestion for how the Internet could
transform government. Mr. O’Reilly
said:

The best way for government to operate is
to figure out what Kkinds of things are
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enablers of society and make investments in
those things. The same way that Apple fig-
ured out, ‘“If we turn the iPhone into a plat-
form, outside developers will bring hundreds
of thousands of applications to the table.”

In a way, the developers of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant
Program in the early 1990s, under the
first President Bush, were ahead of
their time because, rather than having
a big burdensome program run from
Washington with lots of rules made
here, we have a piece of legislation
that survived for more than two dec-
ades and that helps 1.5 million children
this year.

It enables people such as the mother
in Memphis I talked about on the floor
yesterday who became eligible for a
childcare voucher in Tennessee. She
was at LeMoyne-Owen College studying
for her business degree and was able to
place her infant in a childcare center of
her choice. The State gave her $500 to
$600 a month for a voucher—infant care
is more expensive. She earned her de-
gree and is now an assistant manager
at Walmart. She now has a second
child in the same childcare center—but
she can afford to pay for it herself.

That is a perfect example of enabling
her, using taxpayer money, to move up
the economic ladder, to reach the
American dream and succeed. Rather
than making her do it or mandating
her to do it, we enabled her to do it.

We also do this—and we have done it
very successfully since World War II—
with college grants and loans, which
also have virtually unanimous support
in the Senate on both sides of the aisle.

Beginning with the GI bill for vet-
erans in 1944, we have given vouchers
to veterans, and those vouchers follow
them to any educational institution of
their choice. At the beginning, many of
them went to high schools. Some of
them went to colleges overseas.

That was the beginning of our cur-
rent system of Federal Government
support for grants and loans, and now
half of our college students have a Fed-
eral grant or a loan to help pay for col-
lege. All of those grants and loans fol-
low them to the institution of their
choice. That is a lot of money. It is
over $100 billion in loans—new loans—
every year. It is $33 billion in Pell
grants each year.

We followed Tim O’Reilly’s sugges-
tion there as well. We haven’t set up a
lot of complicated Washington pro-
grams and managers. We have simply
said this. If you are eligible and go to
an accredited institution—whether it is
public, private, for-profit, nonprofit,
Yeshiva, Notre Dame or Rutgers—the
money will follow you to the college of
your choice. That is what we have done
since World War II with college stu-
dents—and since the era of George
Walker Bush, with children—we have
given them tickets to the institutions
of their choice.

But what have we done in the mid-
dle? We have vouchers for college stu-
dents and vouchers for very young chil-
dren, but what about students who go
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to elementary school? And what about
students who go to high school? Espe-
cially, what about students who are
low-income students who are trapped
in failing schools? Our childcare vouch-
ers are for low-income parents, mainly
women. Our vouchers for college stu-
dents are for low-income students. We
call those Pell grants. But we give our
K-12 money to the schools instead of
allowing it to follow students to the
schools of their choice.

I have always wondered, if we have
had such success with the GI bill and
the Pell grant and the student loan and
the childcare voucher, why don’t we
try it with kindergarten through the
12th grade? Many enterprising mayors
and Governors have tried that, usually
facing a lot of resistance from people
who see something un-American about
vouchers. It is not very un-American if
it is the GI bill, not very un-American
if it is a Pell grant, not very un-Amer-
ican if it is a childcare voucher, but
something somehow is wrong with it if
you are in third grade or the seventh
grade or the ninth grade.

So I have introduced something
called Scholarships for Kids, which is
almost like the child care development
block grant for students who are in ele-
mentary and secondary schools. It
would take 80 Federal education pro-
grams that spend about $24 billion a
year and say to New Jersey or Ten-
nessee or Iowa: You can take all that
money, whatever your share of that is,
and create a $2,100 scholarship for
every single child in your State below
the Federal poverty level, and it can
follow that child to whatever school in
your State the child attends.

If you live in a city or a State where
you want the child to be able to go to
any accredited institution, public or
private, the way we do with Pell
grants, you may do that. If you believe
that Federal dollars for elementary
and secondary schools should only go
to public schools, you may do that.
You may design the program however
you want to do it in your State. But
the idea would be that we would enable
low-income children, the ones who are
below the Federal poverty level—and
there are 11 million of those in our
country—we would allow you to pin
$2,100 to their shirt to follow that child
to school. I think we know what would
happen if we were to do that. Those
children may need to be in school
longer each day. They may need a
meal. They may need to be there dur-
ing vacation time. They may need to
be there in the summer. And if the
teacher has the extra money and the
freedom to use it, that gives that
school more autonomy and that helps
that child succeed.

Does every school succeed at the
same rate? No. Not every college suc-
ceeds at the same rate. Not every
childcare center succeeds at the same
rate. But if we have 70 years of experi-
ence with colleges of creating auton-
omy and choice and letting the money
follow the students to the school—and
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people all around the world tell us we
have the best system of colleges in the
world—why don’t we try it with our
schools?

I see the Senator from Oklahoma,
and I will wind down so he can wind up.
I thank him for his contribution to the
debate.

While we are in the middle of so
much testimony about what a great
thing the child care development block
grant is—vouchers to little children
who are poor—and while we all believe
Pell grants are a great idea—vouchers
to college students who are low in-
come—should we not think about doing
exactly the same thing with elemen-
tary and secondary school students as
a way to help them succeed? And not
as a Federal mandate but simply giving
Governors and State legislators and
educators the opportunity to say: Give
us that share of our $24 billion. Give
every one of our children who is below
the Federal poverty level $2,100 each
and let us decide how it follows them
to the school they attend.

So I wanted to make that observa-
tion. And I am delighted to know the
Senator from New Jersey is presiding
today because of the work he has done
in his State in that area.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oklahoma wish to speak?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Oh, I am sorry, I
thought the Senator from Oklahoma
was involved in a conversation with
the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. COBURN. I was, but I would like
to speak, if I might.

Ms. MIKULSKI. No way we want to
inhibit the Senator’s ability to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I was
going to call up amendment No. 2829,
but I have chosen not to do that be-
cause of the plan of the manager of the
bill to table it. So I will talk about
what it is and make a few observations.

Four years ago we got the GAO to
start a process on duplication, to look
at what we are doing in a multitude of
areas across the whole Federal Govern-
ment. That will be finished, and for the
first time it will have taken a complete
look. We will see it at the end of this
month, the first part of the fourth re-
port.

One of their findings was, according
to early learning and childcare pro-
grams, within 8 different departments
there are 45 separate programs—38 dif-
ferent departments within the adminis-
tration, 45 separate programs, spending
$16 billion a year. So the amendment I
was going to offer would have forced us
to do the metrics to look at what our
outcomes are. It would have forced us
to consolidate programs, other than
major programs such as this one we are
debating today, which has been mark-
edly improved and enhanced.
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Now, I don’t want to put the Senate
through a timely vote when I know
what the outcome is going to be, so I
won’t call up that amendment. But I
would remind my colleagues that the
only way we are really ever going to
get control of our budget is to do the
hard work of eliminating duplication,
so that when we have a program, such
as the one the manager of the bill has
on the floor today, it is really directed,
it is focused, it has metrics, and we
know what we are getting for what we
are spending.

Most people don’t realize we have 45
of these programs in 8 different depart-
ments spending $16 billion a year.

So I hope we will consider that this is
a great movement on this one par-
ticular bill, and I congratulate the peo-
ple who worked on it—Senator HARKIN
and his staff, Senators BURR and ALEX-
ANDER and their staff—because I think
they have done a good job. But it is not
enough because we are still going to
have 44 other programs and we are still
going to have programs that don’t have
a metric on them. We are spending
money on them, and we don’t know if
they are accomplishing what we want
them to accomplish.

The whole purpose of the amendment
was to force us to do that. I understand
that is not going to move, and I am
fine with that. I will work in every
other way behind the scenes to try to
accomplish the same purpose.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. COBURN. I yield for a question.

Mr. HARKIN. First of all, I just want
to say—and I mentioned it on the floor
the other day—that I spent this week-
end in Iowa at two early learning cen-
ters, and what became clear to me was
the number of different conduits of
funding and the different programs,
qualifications, requirements, and pa-
perwork.

I said at the time: I am confused.

The man at the center said: If you
think you are confused, how do you
think we feel about it?

That is why I was very supportive of
the amendment offered by Senator
ENZzI. The Enzi amendment was a man-
date on HHS, I believe, to take a look
at all of these things and have a report
back within a certain amount of time—
I think it was 1 year—on how we can
better coordinate these.

I agree with the Senator. There are
way too many conduits into childcare,
and it is horribly confusing, and there
are all these different requirements
that overlap, and this just causes con-
fusion.

I wanted to ask the Senator if he had
looked at the Enzi amendment, which
gives us some time, and I can assure
the Senator that our committee—and I
am sure I can speak for Senator BURR
on this on the Republican side—will be
riding herd on this because I think we
all agree with the Senator from OKkla-
homa that it has to be fixed.

Mr. COBURN. To answer the Sen-
ator’s question, I supported the Enzi
amendment. I don’t think it went far
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enough because you are not going to
look at some of the programs that are
outside the purview of the Senator’s
committee. We have eight different
Federal departments running these
programs. They come from eight dif-
ferent sets of authorizations.

So the point is that I am going to
work behind the scenes with Senator
BURR and with Senator HARKIN to try
to accomplish this.

AMENDMENT NO. 2830

Now I would like to call up amend-
ment No. 2830 and ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside the pending amend-
ment.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator
yield to me before he offers his amend-
ment?

Mr. COBURN. Yes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Well, actually, I
want to comment on how I want to
work together with the Senator. Go
ahead and offer the amendment, and
then I would like to comment and not
engage in klutzy conversation by ask-
ing questions. I think we are on the
same broadband.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to setting aside the pending
amendment?

Hearing no objection, the clerk will
report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
proposed an amendment numbered 2830.

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read.

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

Mr. COBURN. The desk has a modi-
fication of that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?

Hearing no objection, the amendment
is so modified.

The amendment (No. 2830), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

(Purpose: To establish a $1,000,000 asset limit
for eligibility for child care assistance)

On page 138, line 8, insert ‘‘, and whose
family assets do not exceed $1,000,000 (as cer-
tified by a member of such family)’ after
‘‘size’’.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, what we
are trying to accomplish with this
amendment—and I have cleared it on
our side, and I think it is being cleared
on the other side as well—is to make
sure the significant amount of money
we spend in this area goes to people
who really need it. So all this amend-
ment does is require a self-certification
when an individual acquires one of
these grants that they don’t have real
assets greater than $1 million. If they
do, maybe they should be spending
their money rather than taxpayers’
money on their kids’ childcare.

That is all this amendment does. All
we have done is to put in there, in the
application process, a box they have to
check that says: I don’t have real as-
sets in excess of $1 million. This will
ensure that we know that at least the
vast majority—and by the way, 16 per-
cent of this money has gone to people
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who are very wealthy, in terms of these
vouchers. I have that data. I don’t have
it with me. Actually, I may have it
with me, and I will pull it up and speak
about that in a minute.

But the fact is we want this money to
help the people who need help, not to
help people who don’t need the help. So
that is the purpose of this amendment.
I have agreed, if it becomes acceptable,
to have a voice vote.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Before the Senator
from Oklahoma leaves the floor and we
proceed to a voice vote, et cetera, I
wish to thank him for his steadfast ad-
vocacy in getting more value out of the
taxpayers’ dollar for the taxpayers’
contribution to the Federal Treasury.
He has been a well-known advocate for
the consolidation and streamlining of
existing programs, and I salute him for
that.

Going back to 1996, we actually start-
ed this with streamlining childcare
bills. In 1996, because I was here during
the welfare reform debate and passage,
we had four different childcare bills,
with four different eligibility require-
ments, with four different levels of bu-
reaucracy. So the money was going
into the bureaucracy’s determining eli-
gibility rather than into childcare. In
the 1996 welfare reform bill, we consoli-
dated so that we have the child care
and development block grant. That is
how we got to where we are.

The Senator from Oklahoma talks
about how he has data that cuts across
eight different Federal agencies. I
pledge to him, as the chair of the Ap-
propriations Committee, to actually sit
down and look at this data, to put our
heads together. And really, with money
as tight as it is, the stringent budgets
we are under, particularly when it
comes to funding the kinds of compel-
ling human needs that are in health
and human services and education, we
want to get more value for the dollar.
We don’t want to get more bureaucracy
for the dollar.

So I say to the Senator from OKkla-
homa that we appreciate his with-
drawing his amendment. We know the
Senator from Wyoming Mr. ENZI has
offered an amendment to get a report
as well. But as we look at our appro-
priations for this year, I invite my col-
league, with the greatest sincerity—
and I pledge to him my word as a Sen-
ator—to sit down and review these doc-
uments and see how we can put this
suggestion he has into action. I look
forward to it, and, quite frankly, I am
eager to see what we can get done.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
wish to join in. One, as the Senator
from Maryland said, I recognize he has
been out front in trying to get value
for the taxpayers’ dollar; and, second,
he is working in a cooperative way to
help us get a result. Those are two
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great characteristics in a body of 100
people which operates by unanimous
consent. So I am grateful for that.

On the first point, I completely agree
with him on the early childhood
money. We have about $18 billion from
various streams of Federal dollars
aimed at children below 5 or 6; then we
have State dollars; then we have local
dollars; then we have private dollars.
We have grappled with ways to try to
make sure we spend that money more
effectively. One way is to emphasize
centers of excellence, like Oklahoma
City, Nashville, or Jersey City, where
they try to put all that money to-
gether.

But I am committed to work with
Senator HARKIN and Senator MIKULSKI
to take the research which Senator
COBURN has done and see if we can con-
solidate, streamline, and get more
value for early childhood.

Second, he has called attention to a
problem which I would appreciate his
help in solving with his ‘“Millionaires’
Amendment,” which I think we will be
voting on in a little while. Let me give
an example, if I may.

The application form students fill
out for Federal grants and loans to at-
tend college is ridiculous. If T had it in
my hand and held it up here, it would
go from up here all the way to the
floor. It is 100 questions. We had testi-
mony in our committee that if we just
answered two questions, in 95 percent
of the cases it would be accurate. One:
What was your family income 2 years
ago? And, two: How many people are in
your family? But the other 5 percent is
the problem, because there could be
abuse of the kind the Senator is talk-
ing about here.

What I would like to do—and I think
others here would like to do—is to sim-
plify the application form for Federal
grants and loans, but do it in such a
way we make sure the money goes
where it is supposed to go. When there
are 100 complicated questions to fill
out, it discourages a lot of low-income
people from going to college who we
hope would, and it wastes time and
money of administrators and families.
Many of these families are not families
with college degrees and accountants
to help them fill out these long forms.

So we need the Senator from Okla-
homa’s help when we get to that dis-
cussion, sometime, of: How do we sim-
plify the form of application for Fed-
eral grants and loans? And, with the 5
percent which remains, how do we nar-
row that down to 4, 3, 2, 1, to make sure
almost all the money we are appro-
priating goes where it is supposed to
g0?

I salute him for both amendments. I
look forward to supporting his amend-
ment on the child care block grants,
and hope it is a first step for dealing
with the misapplication of Federal dol-
lars aimed to help people move up the
economic ladder.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BALDWIN). The Senator from Iowa.

(Ms.
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Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, if I
could have the attention of Senator
ALEXANDER and Senator BURR. I am
about to propose a unanimous consent
request.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that at 12:15
p.m. today, the Senate proceed to votes
in relation to the following amend-
ments in the order listed: Coburn No.
2830, as modified; Portman No. 2827;
Tester No. 2834; Thune No. 2838; Warren
No. 2842; Bennet No. 2839, as modified;
further, that no second-degree amend-
ments be in order to any of these
amendments prior to the votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. For the information of
all Senators, it is our understanding we
will need one roll call vote in this se-
quence and the remaining amendments
can be disposed of by voice vote.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the pending
amendments be set aside and the fol-
lowing amendments be made pending:
Portman No. 2827; Tester No. 2834;
Thune No. 2838; Warren No. 2842; and
Bennet No. 2839, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Ms. LANDRIEU. Reserving the right
to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I realize the Senator
is trying to move through this very im-
portant bill on the floor, which I fully
support and thank him for the amend-
ment.

Does the Senator know what the ac-
tion of the Senate will be once this bill
is completed? And is the intention to
do final passage of this bill today?

Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend I am
hopeful we will have final passage
today. We are working through it. We
are down to just a couple of amend-
ments. I haven’t seen any others pop up
right now. So I am hopeful we will have
this series of votes, people will go to
lunch, we will come back, and hope-
fully we will dispose of maybe a couple
more amendments and then we will
have final passage.

Ms. LANDRIEU. So final passage
could potentially be—is it the Sen-
ator’s understanding through the
Chair—about 3 or so?

Mr. HARKIN. If we don’t have any
kind of extended debate on the floor, I
would say probably at least by 3, I
would hope we would be finished. If we
work out agreement on a couple
amendments, we might be done before
that.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Without objection, the clerk will re-
port the amendments, en bloc.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-
poses amendments numbered 2827, 2834, 2838,
2842, and 2839, as modified.
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The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 2827

(Purpose: To provide for evidence-based
training that promotes early language and
literacy development)

On page 78, line 9, insert ‘‘and early lan-
guage and literacy development’ after
“readiness’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2834

(Purpose: To permit the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to waive the prohibi-
tion on the use of amounts by Indian tribes
and tribal organizations for construction
or renovation of facilities for child care
programs if the use will result in an in-
crease of the level of child care services)

On page 136, strike line 16 and all that fol-
lows through page 137, line 7, and insert the
following:

(2) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end
the following:

‘(D) LICENSING AND STANDARDS.—In lieu of
any licensing and regulatory requirements
applicable under State or local law, the Sec-
retary, in consultation with Indian tribes
and tribal organizations, shall develop min-
imum child care standards that shall be ap-
plicable to Indian tribes and tribal organiza-
tions receiving assistance under this sub-
chapter. Such standards shall appropriately
reflect Indian tribe and tribal organization
needs and available resources, and shall in-
clude standards requiring a publicly avail-
able application, health and safety stand-
ards, and standards requiring a reservation
of funds for activities to improve the quality
of child care provided to Indian children.”’;
and

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following:

*“(C) LIMITATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), the Secretary may not permit an
Indian tribe or tribal organization to use
amounts provided under this subsection for
construction or renovation if the use will re-
sult in a decrease in the level of child care
services provided by the Indian tribe or trib-
al organization as compared to the level of
child care services provided by the Indian
tribe or tribal organization in the fiscal year
preceding the year for which the determina-
tion under subparagraph (B) is being made.

‘(ii) WAIVER.—The Secretary shall waive
the limitation described in clause (i) if—

‘(I) the Secretary determines that the de-
crease in the level of child care services pro-
vided by the Indian tribe or tribal organiza-
tion is temporary; and

‘(IT) the Indian tribe or tribal organization
submits to the Secretary a plan that dem-
onstrates that after the date on which the
construction or renovation is completed—

‘“‘(aa) the level of child care services will
increase; or

‘“‘(bb) the quality of child care services will
improve.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2838

(Purpose: To specify that child care certifi-
cates may be included in State strategies
to increase the supply of child care)

On page 88, line 5, insert ‘‘offering child
care certificates to parents,” after ‘‘tions,”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2842

(Purpose: To allow funds reserved under sec-
tion 6568G(a) of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 to be used to
connect child care staff members with Fed-
eral and State financial aid, or other re-
sources, in order to assist the staff mem-
bers in pursuing relevant training)

On page 111, strike line 17 and insert the
following:
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early neurological development of children;
and

‘(L) connecting child care staff members
of child care providers with available Fed-
eral and State financial aid, or other re-
sources, that would assist child care staff
members in pursuing relevant postsecondary
training.

AMENDMENT NO. 2839, AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To expand the requirement that

space allotted to child care providers in

Federal buildings will be used to provide

child care services to children of whom at

least 50 percent have 1 parent or guardian

employed by the Federal Government)

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. . ALLOTMENT OF SPACE IN FEDERAL

BUILDINGS FOR CHILD CARE.

Section 590 of title 40, United States Code,

is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (a)
through (g) as subsections (b) through (h),
respectively;

(2) by inserting before subsection (b) (as so
redesignated) the following:

“‘(a) DEFINITION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE.—In
this section, the term ‘Federal employee’
does not include a person that—

‘(1) is not employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment; and

‘“(2) meets the requirements described in
subsection (¢)(2)(C)(1)(II).”’;

(3) in paragraph (2)(C) of subsection (c) (as
so redesignated), by striking clause (i) and
inserting the following:

‘(i) the space will be used to provide child
care services to children of whom at least 50
percent have 1 parent or guardian who—

“(I) is employed by the Federal Govern-
ment; or

‘“(II)(aa) has met the requirements for a
master’s degree or a doctorate degree from
an institution of higher education (as defined
in section 102 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); and

‘“(bb) is conducting research in the Federal
building under an arrangement between the
parent or guardian and a Federal agency.’’;
and

(4) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated), by
striking ‘‘subsection (b)” each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)”’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—EXECUTIVE

SESSION

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
disposition of the Bennet amendment,
the Senate proceed to executive session
to consider the following nominations,
en bloc: Calendar Nos. 634, 625, and 550;
that the Senate proceed to vote with-
out intervening action or debate on the
nominations in the order listed; the
motions to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table, with no
intervening action or debate; that no
further motions be in order; that any
related statements be printed in the
RECORD; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action
and the Senate then resume legislative
session; further, that there be 2 min-
utes for debate, equally divided in the
usual form prior to each vote, and that
the votes be 10 minutes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. I am told we expect the
amendments we are bringing up to be
voice-voted this afternoon.
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VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2830
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is now
on agreeing to amendment No. 2830, as
modified, offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma, Mr. COBURN.
Mr. ALEXANDER. 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 bill clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.]

YEAS—100
Alexander Gillibrand Murphy
Ayotte Graham Murray
Baldwin Grassley Nelson
Barrasso Hagan Paul
Begich Harkin Portman
Bennet Hatch Pryor
Blumenthal Heinrich Reed
Blunt Heitkamp N
Booker Heller gi}slgh
Boozman Hirono Roberts
Boxer Hoeven
Brown Inhofe Roclfefeller
Burr Isakson Rubio
Cantwell Johanns Sanders
Cardin Johnson (SD) Schatz
Carper Johnson (WI) Schumer
Casey Kaine Scott
Chambliss King Sessions
Coats Kirk Shaheen
Coburn Klobuchar Shelby
Cochran Landrieu Stabenow
Collins Leahy Tester
Coons Lee Thune
Corker Levin Toomey
Cornyn Manchin Udall (CO)
Crapo Markey Udall (NM)
Cruz McCain X
Donnelly McCaskill &I;f:kf
Durbin McConnell Warner
Enzi Menendez
Feinstein Merkley Wallvren
Fischer Mikulski Whitehouse
Flake Moran Wicker
Franken Murkowski Wyden

The amendment (No. 2830), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote and to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2827

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to the Portman amendment
No. 2827.

The amendment (No. 2827) was agreed
to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2834

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to the Tester amendment No.
2834.

The amendment (No. 2834) was agreed
to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2838

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to the Thune amendment No.
2838.

The amendment (No. 2838) was agreed
to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2842

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the question is on
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agreeing to the Warren amendment No.
2842.

The amendment (No. 2842) was agreed
to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT 2839, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 2839, as
modified, offered by the Senator from
Colorado Mr. BENNET.

The amendment (No. 2839), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
move to reconsider and then move to
lay those motions on the table, for all
the voice votes we just considered.

The motions to lay on the table were
agreed to.

——————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF PUNEET TALWAR
TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF STATE

NOMINATION OF JOSEPH PIUS
PIETRZYK TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE LEGAL SERVICES CORPORA-
TION

NOMINATION OF DWIGHT L. BUSH,
SR., TO BE AMBASSADOR EX-
TRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE
KINGDOM OF MOROCCO

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nominations, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of Puneet Talwar, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of State; Joseph Pius
Pietrzyk, of Ohio, to be a Member of
the Board of Directors of the Legal
Services Corporation; and Dwight L.
Bush, Sr., of the District of Columbia,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Kingdom of Morocco.

VOTE ON TALWAR NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided in the
usual form prior to a vote on the
Talwar nomination.

Who yields time? The Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. I yield back the remain-
ing time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Puneet Talwar, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be an Assistant Secretary of
State?

The nomination was confirmed.

VOTE ON PIETRZYK NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided in the
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usual form prior to a vote on the
Pietrzyk nomination.

Who yields time?

Mr. BURR. I yield back the remain-
ing time.

Mr. HARKIN. We yield back our re-
maining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Joseph Pius Pietrzyk, of Ohio, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of
the Legal Services Corporation?

The nomination was confirmed.

VOTE ON BUSH NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided in the
usual form prior to a vote on the Bush
nomination.

Who yields time?

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, we
yield back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Dwight L. Bush, Sr., of the District of
Columbia, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the King-
dom of Morocco?

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motions to re-
consider are considered made and laid
upon the table, the President will be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate will resume leg-
islative session.

——————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT ACT OF 2014—Con-
tinued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
think the end is in sight, hopefully, on
this bill. Our staff has been working
hard. We have all been working hard to
get amendments worked out. I know
both sides have conference lunches
that are taking place now. So we hope
to come back shortly after these lunch-
eons conclude. We will then be able to
move ahead.

As I understand it, there are three
amendments pending. We don’t know
whether they will have votes, but we
are working on that right now. So I
hope we can have final passage on this
bill very shortly.

Does my friend, the Senator from
North Carolina, concur with that?

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I do
concur. I urge those Members who
might be the subject of us trying to
work out some language on their
amendments, if they have not spoken
on them, they exercise the opportunity
between 1 o’clock and 2 o’clock, while
the caucuses are at lunch, to come to
the floor and speak on their amend-
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ments. But we are confident we have
made tremendous progress and we
think we can wrap this up shortly after
lunch on the remaining amendments,
as well as on passage of the bill.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam 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. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HIRONO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent to
speak for 10 minutes as in morning
business.

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

(The remarks of Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico pertaining to the introduction
of S. 2129 are printed in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

AMENDMENT NO. 2827

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I
rise today to thank my colleagues for
adopting a moment ago an important
amendment to this underlying bill. It
is an amendment to provide for evi-
dence-based training in efforts that
promote early language development
and literacy development. This is real-
ly important for kids to get them
ready for kindergarten, and, again, I
appreciate the fact that on a voice vote
that was adopted earlier this after-
noon.

Madam President, I now rise to urge
the Senate to support a child safety
amendment I have submitted to the
child development block grant bill. I
thank Senator ALEXANDER, Senator
BURR, Senator MIKULSKI, and Senator
HARKIN for all their help on this
amendment. I appreciate their working
with us.

I like the underlying legislation. It is
a good bill because it goes a long way
to ensuring that our Federal dollars
are spent in a way that does keep our
children in safe learning environments
and care facilities. I believe my amend-
ment makes a good bill even better.

Currently, this legislation prohibits
individuals who have been convicted of
a felony from working in a childcare
facility that is funded through these
Federal block grants. That is a good
start, but by limiting the prohibition
only to felonies, we are leaving other
people out. We are leaving a pool of in-
dividuals who have been convicted of
crimes against children eligible for em-
ployment in a setting where they could
prey on vulnerable kids.

So the amendment simply expands to
ensure that we are covering those peo-
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ple. It ensures the health and safety of
children by clarifying that adults who
are convicted of misdemeanor violent
crimes against children—child abuse,
child endangerment, sexual assault—or
of a misdemeanor involving child por-
nography are also identified in crimi-
nal background checks and are not per-
mitted to work in a childcare facility
that receives support through these
child care development block grants.

Let me give a couple examples of
crimes that under the bill as currently
drafted would not prevent an indi-
vidual from working in a childcare fa-
cility funded by the legislation.

In my home State of Ohio, we just
had a terrible example. An Ohio
daycare worker was accused of sprin-
kling drugs on snacks to get children
to sleep. She was fined $250 and then
had her charges reduced to a mis-
demeanor count of child endangerment
after a plea agreement. So she did not
get charged with a felony in the end be-
cause she pled it down to a mis-
demeanor. But certainly you do not
want someone like this working in one
of these facilities.

There are lots of other examples.

A Utah women pled guilty to two
class A misdemeanors recently for
child abuse. These charges were re-
duced from five second-degree felonies
for intentionally inflicting serious
physical injury on a child. She had
been arrested for physically and emo-
tionally abusing her daughter. Accord-
ing to the police report, she hit her
daughter with a closed fist and choked
her. But she pled, again, guilty to two
misdemeanors because of the plea
agreement.

These are just a couple cases. There
are many more, and these are just ones
that have been decided in the last few
months.

Under the legislation as currently
written, these individuals would be eli-
gible to work in a childcare facility
that receives Federal funds.

This amendment is very simple. It
only seeks to protect children and to
bar individuals who would commit
crimes against the most vulnerable
among us from receiving these Federal
tax dollars. I urge my colleagues to ac-
cept the amendment.

Again, I thank the authors of the un-
derlying bill for working closely with
us on this amendment to improve legis-
lation that is already a good and is
doing a lot to protect our kids.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, as we
talk today about passing new laws, I
would like to take a few minutes to
talk about enforcing the laws the Con-
gress has already passed.

I want to talk today about something
that I believe has been pushed to the
wayside too many times by the current
administration, and that would be the
Constitution of the United States.

Article II, section 3 of the U.S. Con-
stitution declares that the President—
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coming right out of the Constitution—
that the President ‘‘shall take care
that the laws be faithfully executed.”
Simply put, constitutional require-
ments are just that—they are constitu-
tional requirements. They are not con-
stitutional suggestions. This is not
something the Constitution does not
clearly define. The branches of govern-
ment in the Constitution are the judi-
cial, the legislative, and the executive.
And the job of the executive is, again,
to do what? To ‘‘take care that the
laws be faithfully executed.”

Yet time and again President Obama
has refused to enforce the law and
shown a willingness, frankly, to misuse
regulations, in my view, to sidestep the
Congress, to sidestep what the law in-
tended to do and, more importantly, to
step around the Constitution. Whether
it is issuing waivers to States from the
work requirements contained in the bi-
partisan Welfare Reform Act of 1996 or
announcing yet another change—and
we are now at over two dozen changes
and delays—in the President’s own
health care law, the current adminis-
tration has sought ways, over and over
again, to circumvent the Congress by
picking and choosing which laws it
wants to enforce—clearly not a power
given the President in the Constitu-
tion.

In fact, there is a reason the legisla-
tive branch is article I of the Constitu-
tion. Because the Founders clearly saw
the legislative branch as the branch
that would determine the direction of
the country, and the President’s job
was not to write the law, the Presi-
dent’s job was to execute the law, to
enforce the law.

People all over America are rightly
concerned about government over-
reach. They are rightly concerned
about government dysfunction. They
are rightly concerned about a Senate
that has not brought the appropria-
tions bills to the floor the way they
should come to the floor for over 7
years now, so we are not debating our
priorities.

But it is the overreach, the dysfunc-
tion, the lack of compliance with the
law and the seeming belief that some-
how that is the President’s job, to de-
cide which laws we comply with as a
country and which ones we do not,
which laws the government enforces
and which ones it does not enforce.
That is not the President’s job.

I introduced a bill this week to stop
this overreach and to force President
Obama to uphold the Constitution. The
ENFORCE the Law Act, which is co-
sponsored by more than half of my Re-
publican Senate colleagues, and which
passed the House yesterday, permits
Congress to authorize a lawsuit against
the President if he fails to uphold the
constitutional obligation to uphold the
law.

Whenever we are asked, all of us as
Members of the Senate, by people that
we work for: How can the President de-
cide he is not going to enforce the law,
one of the responses we all have
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thoughtfully given to the other ques-
tion of: What are you going to do about
it, is at this point there is no standing
of individual Members of Congress or
even the entire body of the Senate or
the body of the House to go to court
and say: We have standing in court to
have this law enforced.

This bill would become law, and a
law that would give the Congress that
standing. It effectively permits the
Congress, either House of the Congress,
to authorize a Ilawsuit against the
President if he fails to uphold his con-
stitutional obligation to faithfully exe-
cute the law.

If the President has a defense, this is
a lawsuit. His side can go to court and
defend that. But if he does not have a
defense, he has sworn, as we have, to
uphold the Constitution. This is not a
partisan matter. This bill is important
because it gives Congress the ability to
combat executive disregard for the
Congress no matter what party con-
trols the White House or no matter
what party controls the Congress.

The courts have ruled that individual
Members of Congress lack standing to
take the administration to court. We
are not considered individually so-
called ‘‘aggrieved parties.”’” That is why
Members, whether it was the National
Labor Relations Board case where the
President thought he could decide
whether the Senate was in session, in-
stead of the Senate deciding whether
the Senate was in session—I joined
many of my colleagues to file an ami-
cus brief. I am not a lawyer, but I am
able to do that as a citizen, to file an
amicus brief, a friend-of-the-court
brief, saying why we thought the Presi-
dent was wrong and why we thought
the people who were challenging the
rules that this group created, that were
put in power in an unconstitutional
way—we could file that but we could
not initiate that. We could not go to
court and say: We believe the law is
not being enforced.

The ENFORCE Act removes that pro-
cedural barrier, so that a Member of
the House, a Member of the Senate, can
be empowered to bring a lawsuit in
Federal court challenging the adminis-
tration’s refusal to enforce the law,
challenging the administration’s belief
that on their own they can suspend the
law, they can postpone the law, they
can delay the law.

If the law gives the President the
ability to do that, it is going to be in
the clear black-and-white letters of the
law. It is not there now. The ENFORCE
Act provides an expedited process so
that if this lawsuit is initiated this
way, by one or both Houses of the Con-
gress against the administration for
not faithfully executing the law, it
goes immediately to a three-judge
panel in the U.S. district court and
then goes directly to the Supreme
Court if there is an appeal.

This is an a easy way to solve this
problem. It is a way that creates stand-
ing to define who is constitutionally
obligated to do a job that they are not
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doing. It is time we reestablished the
proper limits on the executive branch.
The Founders believed in separation of
powers. It is the responsibility of the
Congress to protect the idea they came
up with in a document for the first
time that was a governing document,
the idea of checks and balances. If you
eliminate that idea of checks and bal-
ances, you eliminate the miracle of the
Constitution.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to join me and others in sup-
porting this effort to stop executive
overreach and encourage the President
to enforce the law. The Constitution
still matters. The Constitution de-
serves to be defended. This is a way the
Members of the Congress of the United
States can give themselves the ability
to launch that defense.

Again, I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting this bill that the
House passed yesterday. All we have to
do to do our part is step forward and
pass this legislation.

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. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
SESSION

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that at 2:30 p.m. today, the Senate pro-
ceed to Executive Session to consider
the following nomination: Calendar No.
686; that the Senate proceed to vote
without intervening action or debate
on the nomination; that the motion to
reconsider be made and laid upon the
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate; that no further motions be in
order; that any related statements be
printed in the RECORD; that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the
Senate’s action and the Senate then re-
sume legislative session; further, that
there be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided prior to each vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I yield back all time, and
ask that the vote start immediately,
and all Senators should be advised that
we will start the vote.

———————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF CAROLINE DIANE
KRASS TO BE GENERAL COUN-
SEL OF THE CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE AGENCY

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HIRONO). Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to consider the Krass nomination
which the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Caroline Diane Krass, of the District of
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Columbia, to be General Counsel of the
Central Intelligence Agency.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. REID. Has the unanimous con-
sent request been approved?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous consent request has been
approved.

All time has been yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Caroline Diane Krass, of the District of
Columbia, to be General Counsel of the
Central Intelligence Agency?

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

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 (Ms. WAR-
REN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 95,
nays 4, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Ex.]

YEAS—95
Alexander Franken Murkowski
Ayotte Gillibrand Murphy
Baldwin Graham Murray
Barrasso Grassley Nelson
Begich Hagan Portman
Bennet Harkin Pryor
Blumenthal Ha_tch Reed
Blunt He}nrlch Reid
Booker Hgltkamp Risch
Boozman Hirono Roberts
Boxer Hoeven Rockefeller
Brown Inhofe Rubio
Burr Isakson Sanders
Cantwell Johanns Schatz
Cardin Johnson (SD) Schumer
Carper Johnson (WI) .
Casey Kaine Sessions
Chambliss King Shaheen
Coats Kirk Shelby
Coburn Klobuchar Stabenow
Cochran Landrieu Tester
Collins Leahy Thune
Coons Lee Toomey
Corker Levin Udall (CO)
Cornyn Manchin Udall (NM)
Crapo Markey Vitter
Donnelly McCain Walsh
Durbin McCaskill Warner
Enzi McConnell Warren
Feinstein Menendez Whitehouse
Fischer Merkley Wicker
Flake Mikulski Wyden
NAYS—4
Cruz Paul
Heller Scott
NOT VOTING—1
Moran

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table and the President will
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT ACT OF 2014—Con-
tinued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume legislative session.

The Senator from Louisiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 2845, AS MODIFIED

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I call
up my amendment No. 2845 and ask
that it be modified with the changes at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment,
as modified.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER]
proposes an amendment numbered 2845, as
modified.

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To require the Secretary (acting
through the Assistant Secretary for Chil-
dren and Families) to prepare an annual
report that contains a determination about
whether States have complied with a pri-
ority requirement, and to require the Sec-
retary to withhold funds from States that
fail to comply with such priority require-
ment)

On page 99, strike line 19 and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘(i) REPORT BY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES.—

‘() IN GENERAL.—Not later than Sep-
tember 30 of the first full fiscal year after
the date of enactment of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 2014, and
September 30 of each fiscal year thereafter,
the Secretary (acting through the Assistant
Secretary for Children and Families of the
Department of Health and Human Services)
shall prepare a report that contains a deter-
mination about whether each State uses
amounts provided to such State for the fiscal
year involved under this subchapter in ac-
cordance with the priority for services de-
scribed in clause (i).

“(II) PENALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.—For
any fiscal year that the report of the Sec-
retary described in subclause (I) indicates
that a State has failed to give priority for
services in accordance with clause (i), the
Secretary shall—

‘‘(aa) inform the State that the State has
until the date that is 6 months after the Sec-
retary has issued such report to fully comply
with clause (i);

‘“(bb) provide the State an opportunity to
modify the State plan of such State, to make
the plan consistent with the requirements of
clause (i), and resubmit such State plan to
the Secretary not later than the date de-
scribed in item (aa); and

“(ce) if the State does not fully comply
with clause (i) and item (bb), by the date de-
scribed in item (aa), withhold 5 percent of
the funds that would otherwise be allocated
to that State in accordance with this sub-
chapter for the first full fiscal year after
that date.

“(IIT) WAIVER FOR EXTRAORDINARY CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—Notwithstanding subclause
(IT) the Secretary may grant a waiver to a
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State for one year to the penalty applied in
subclause (II) if the Secretary determines
there are extraordinary circumstances, such
as a natural disaster, that prevent the state
from complying with clause (I). If the Sec-
retary does grant a waiver to a state under
this section, the Secretary shall, within 30
days of granting such waiver, submit a re-
port to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees on the circumstances of the waiver
including the stated reason from the State
on the need for a waiver, the expected im-
pact of the waiver on children served under
this program, and any such other relevant
information the Secretary deems necessary.

‘(iii) CHILD CARE RESOURCE AND REFERRAL
SYSTEM.—"’

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I
will briefly summarize this amend-
ment, but I first want to thank the
chairman and ranking member of the
committee for working through this
amendment and agreeing to what I
think will be a quick consideration and
adoption by voice vote.

This amendment is very simple,
straightforward, but important.
Present law with regard to child care
and development block grants—present
Federal law—says that States should
and must prioritize for two categories
of children: low-income kids and chil-
dren with special needs. I think we all
agree with that prioritization. The
problem is, as recent reports have indi-
cated, about half of all the States—23
to be exact—do not do that. They just
basically ignore that Federal law.

This simple, straightforward amend-
ment would bring accountability to the
system and make sure all States follow
present Federal law and give that ap-
propriate priority treatment to chil-
dren with special needs as well as low-
income kids. It would do this by saying
that there is going to be some account-
ability; that the Federal Department
involved in the program already will
annually make sure States follow this
aspect of present law and that if a
State is not doing that, it gets 6
months to cure the problem, but if it
does not cure that within 6 months,
then that State would feel the pinch by
having 5 percent of its block grant
funds withheld until it corrects the sit-
uation.

The amendment also gives the Sec-
retary waiver authority for extraor-
dinary circumstances, such as natural
disasters and other emergencies.

Again, I appreciate the chairman and
ranking member working out this pro-
vision. I do think it is important that
all States follow Federal law, and we
give these children—special needs chil-
dren, low-income children—the pri-
ority treatment they deserve.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, the
amendment has the admirable goal of
prioritizing funds to low-income fami-
lies who have children with disabil-
ities. I applaud Senator VITTER’s ef-
forts and hope this provides significant
reinforcement of what has been the law
since 1996—that States must prioritize
children from very low-income families
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who have children with disabilities.
This amendment reinforces that by
saying the Department of Health and
Human Services must meet that prom-
ise. There is a provision in there that
gives them adequate time to make sure
they do that.

Again, I thank the Senator from Lou-
isiana for working with us. As I said
when this amendment first came up,
yes, as someone who has worked on dis-
ability issues for most of my adult life,
I agreed with exactly what he wanted
to do; there were just some language
problems. That is the way we get legis-
lation done around here—we work
things out and we find the middle
ground on which everybody can agree.
I thank the Senator from Louisiana for
his willingness to work this out. We
support the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I also
want to thank my colleague from Lou-
isiana and the chairman of the com-
mittee for working out this amend-
ment.

Madam President, I know of no fur-
ther debate on this amendment, and I
would ask us to proceed to a vote on
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment, as modified.

The amendment (No. 2845), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. HARKIN. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

SECTION 8(b)

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
want to first and foremost express my
thanks to the chairman, and his col-
leagues, for this bipartisan bill—a long
overdue effort that clearly is the result
of a painstaking, patient effort by the
committee to reauthorize the Child
Care and Development Block Grant.

I wanted to discuss very quickly one
provision, section 8(b), that I feel needs
additional clarification.

Given that the overall priority of all
of us to increase quality while ensuring
that States can effectively navigate
the federal standards—while maintain-
ing their authority to set their own
standards—would the Senator agree
that the intent of this law is not to re-
write other existing Federal laws or
evade requirements of other Federal
laws that might diminish services for
children?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I would agree. As
our committee report explains, it is in-
tended that ‘‘States exercise this provi-
sion in an attempt to maximize the ef-
fective administration and delivery of
Federally subsidized childcare, and not
for purposes that have a minor effect
on childcare.”

I firmly believe, and I know my col-
leagues will agree, that this provision
is not intended, nor should it be inter-
preted, as one that can be used to re-
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write any other current laws, evade
central provisions of other current
laws, or undermine the goals and pur-
poses of other laws. Certainly, it is not
our intent to allow States to change,
undermine or threaten in any way cur-
rent laws.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the chair-
man.

HHS RULEMAKING

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I have
a question for my friend from Iowa, the
chairman of the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions. The
Department of Health and Human
Services, HHS, in May 2013 issued a no-
tice of proposed rulemaking to the
Child Care and Development Fund,
CCDF, that would make several health
and safety, quality, background
checks, and other related changes.
That NPRM is currently in the com-
ment period and has yet to be finalized.

Am I correct in my understanding
that HHS has shared with you, as well
as with me, their interpretation that,
should S. 1086, the Child Care Develop-
ment Block Grant Reauthorization
which we are considering in the Senate
today along with any subsequent
changes through the legislative proc-
ess, become law, the proposed rule-
making for the CCDF would be over-
ridden by S. 1086?

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator from
North Carolina is correct that HHS has
shared with me that S. 1086, and any
further congressional changes made to
S. 1086, would override the May 2013 no-
tice of proposed rulemaking to the
CCDF.

Mr. BURR. I thank the distinguished
chairman for this important clarifica-
tion and for his hard work in devel-
oping this important legislation.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, with
20 kids and grandkids, I understand the
importance and value of quality, af-
fordable childcare. I applaud those in-
dividuals seeking to attain further edu-
cation and training in order to improve
their situations, and the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Program
assists them in that pursuit.

The Child Care and Development
Block Grant Program has been in place
since 1990, and as a part of welfare re-
form in 1996, three other childcare ini-
tiatives were consolidated into this
program, which provides formula-based
block grant funding to States to sub-
sidize childcare and emphasizes work,
personal responsibility and parental
choice. In my State of Oklahoma, 17,000
families and 28,000 children benefit di-
rectly from these funds.

This legislation not only reauthor-
izes the program for another 5 years,
but it also does not add to the deficit
and makes some important reforms,
while preserving State flexibility in
how the funds are used. S. 1086 adds
new safety and health standards, calls
for annual, unannounced onsite moni-
toring of licensed providers, requires
background checks of childcare staff
and providers and expands compliance
with child abuse reporting require-
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ments. Additionally, the Senate adopt-
ed 18 amendments, which I also sup-
ported, including Amendment 2822,
which sets aside at least 2 percent of a
State’s CCDBG funds for Indian tribes
and tribal organizations—of signifi-
cance for Oklahoma. I also co-spon-
sored two adopted amendments:
Amendment 2813, which extends a
grace period to foster youth so that
they can begin receiving CCDBG serv-
ices while families compile medical
documentation; and Amendment 2814,
which requires States to have a plan in
place to coordinate existing services
and programs for children in foster
care. I support S. 1086 and am encour-
aged by the example of regular order
restored to Senate business.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, Amer-
icans believe in the power of hard work
as the key to getting ahead, the key to
prosperity, the key to a better future.
We also believe in the importance of
family, and in the responsibility we all
share for making sure that America’s
children are cared for and protected.

The legislation before us today fur-
thers both these values the value of
hard work and the value of family. It
would update and modernize a program
that for two decades has helped fami-
lies pursue rewarding employment or
important education and training
while obtaining essential care for their
children. It is bipartisan legislation,
unanimously approved in committee,
with support from a broad range of
education and child advocacy groups.

For all working parents, but particu-
larly for low-income families, the de-
mands of work and parenting are enor-
mous challenges. Quality childcare can
be hard to find and expensive so expen-
sive that, for many families, the cost
all but wipes out their paycheck. The
Child Care and Development Block
Grant Program is designed to help fam-
ilies meet this challenge. The program
provides block grants to States so they
can provide financial assistance to
families coping with childcare ex-
penses. Nationwide, more than 1.5 mil-
lion children receive care through
these grants. In Michigan, these grants
helped more than 50,000 children re-
ceive the care they needed in Fiscal
Year 2013.

The legislation Senators HARKIN and
ALEXANDER have brought to the floor
reauthorizes the block grant program
so this important assistance can con-
tinue. The bill also makes important
improvements. It requires States to es-
tablish education and training require-
ments for childcare workers, and en-
sures that States will inspect childcare
facilities before they are granted li-
censes, and at least once a year there-
after. These requirements will improve
our ability to ensure that children are
cared for in a safe and secure environ-
ment. The bill makes important
changes to improve care for children
with special needs. It makes changes to
eligibility requirements to make as-
sistance more stable and dependable
for families.
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More than 30 national education,
child-advocacy, parenting and violence
prevention advocacy groups have en-
dorsed this legislation, strongly sup-
porting the reauthorization of the
grant program and the changes to
make the program more modern and
effective. These groups also point out
that in addition to authorization, pro-
grams require appropriations to be suc-
cessful. Childcare is one of many im-
portant domestic priorities that Con-
gress could more effectively address if
we are willing to reach a balanced def-
icit reduction agreement that elimi-
nates sequestration and provides need-
ed funding. I remain hopeful we can
reach such an agreement.

I wish to thank Senator HARKIN,
chairman of the HELP Committee, and
Senator ALEXANDER, Ranking Member
of the HELP Committee, as well as
Senators MIKULSKI, BURR, GILLIBRAND,
and AYOTTE for sponsoring this impor-
tant legislation. I support its passage
and I encourage my colleagues to do
the same.

Mrs. HAGAN. Madam President, I
wish to speak today in support of the
Child Care and Development Block
Grant Act of 2014.

First, I applaud the hard work of my
colleagues on the Senate Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee—Chairman ToM HARKIN and
Ranking Member LAMAR ALEXANDER.

I also commend Senator BARBARA MI-
KULSKI, my predecessor as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Children and
Families, and Senator RICHARD BURR
for their commitment to improving the
lives of children and their families as
the sponsors of this important legisla-
tion.

We can all agree that supporting our
children should be a priority of the ut-
most importance, and I am proud of
the bipartisan work done by my col-
leagues toward that end.

The childcare and development block
grant is an invaluable program that
provides assistance to low-income
working families. In North Carolina
78,000 children are served every month
by CCDBG funding. These children and
families deserve high quality childcare
so that parents, like the ones I hear
from in my State every day, can go to
work with the knowledge that their
children are safe and receiving high
quality care.

Last year, I visited Elm Street Day
Care Center in Greensboro, NC, where I
saw the importance of childcare, and
development block grant funding first-
hand. I saw how this program is help-
ing working families in North Carolina
and noted ways we could update this
law to make it to work better and
more efficiently.

I am pleased this bill takes a signifi-
cant step toward providing more infor-
mation to parents about their chil-
dren’s care and encourages States to
follow North Carolina’s lead and in-
crease the quality of childcare centers.

Currently, States must spend at least
4 percent of their Federal childcare
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funds on improving the quality of
childcare—including providing profes-
sional development for childcare pro-
viders, licensing and monitoring
childcare facilities, and providing con-
sumer education, so that parents have
the information they need to make in-
formed choices.

This reauthorization raises the min-
imum amount to be spent on quality
improvements to 10 percent by 2020. As
a result, we can help to ensure that
children in all 50 States are receiving
quality care by passing this legislation.

I am also particularly pleased to sup-
port this bill because it includes key
provisions of the Child Care Infant
Mortality Prevention Act, which I in-
troduced with Senators DIANNE FEIN-
STEIN and SUSAN COLLINS in September.

These provisions will allow for the
use of Federal funds to train childcare
providers in sleep practices, first aid,
and CPR for infants.

According to the Centers for Disease
Control and the American Academy of
Pediatrics, safe sleep practices can re-
duce by one-half the annual number of
cases of Sudden TUnexpected Infant
Death Syndrome—a tragedy that
touches approximately 100 families in
North Carolina each year.

Roughly 20 percent of all cases of
Sudden Unexpected Infant Death Syn-
drome occur in child care settings,
and—with this provision—we can pro-
vide child care providers with the re-
sources they need to prevent these un-
necessary tragedies.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act.

Mr. REED. Madam President, I am
pleased to support the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 2014,
and would like to commend the bipar-
tisan work of Senators MIKULSKI and
BURR and Chairman HARKIN and Rank-
ing Member ALEXANDER of the Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee in bringing this important leg-
islation to the floor. There have been
several previous attempts to reauthor-
ize this critical program in the past,
including when I was a member of this
committee. It is my hope we can come
together and finally carry this impor-
tant legislation across the finish line
to the benefit of children and families
across the country.

Access to affordable, high quality,
safe and secure childcare is essential
for working families. Yet, such care is
very hard to find. According to a 2013
Child Care Aware survey, the cost of
full-time, center-based care for two
children is the highest single household
expense in the Northeast, Midwest and
South. This high cost often puts fully
licensed programs out of reach for low-
incomes families.

The child care and development
block grant has not been reauthorized
since 1996. At that time, the primary
focus of the program was to enable peo-
ple to move from welfare to work.
Today, knowing the critical impor-
tance of early brain development and
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the role early education plays in school
readiness and successful outcomes for
young people, we must work to achieve
the dual goals of CCDBG to ensure af-
fordable and quality childcare options
for children and families. And we can-
not achieve these goals without ad-
dressing the issue of payment rates,
the level at which states reimburse
childcare providers who care for low-
income children who receive a child
care subsidy.

That is why during previous at-
tempts to reauthorize the child care
and development block grant during
the 107th, 108th and 109th Congresses, 1
introduced the Child Care Quality In-
centive Act to provide incentives to
States to set equitable payment rates
so that low-income families would have
access to affordable and high quality
care for their children. I am pleased
that the bill before us today includes
some of the key provisions of my legis-
lation, such as requiring States to con-
duct a statistically valid and reliable
survey of market rates for childcare,
report the results of the survey pub-
licly, and set the rates based on the
survey results, taking into consider-
ation the cost of providing higher qual-
ity care. Raising the payment rates for
childcare is an integral component to
improving quality.

The other essential element to im-
proving quality and affordability is our
investment in childcare and early edu-
cation programs. According the Con-
gressional Research Service, seven per-
cent fewer children were served in fis-
cal year 2012 than had been served in
fiscal year 2011. According to Xids
Count Rhode Island, since peaking in
2003, the number of childcare subsidies
in the State has decreased by 45 per-
cent. The $154 million increase for
childcare that we included in the fiscal
year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations
Act was a step in the right direction.
Clearly, we need to do more.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues to advance this legislation
to expand our support for working fam-
ilies, and ensure that all children have
the quality of education and care to
reach their full potential.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, for
the information of Senators, we are
now down to two voice votes on two
pending amendments that have been
cleared. We will then have a rollcall
vote on final passage. I am hopeful that
is going to happen within a very short
period of time. In maybe 5 minutes or
10 minutes, I hope we will be ready for
a final vote on this bill.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENTS NOS. 2847 AND 2846

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, we
have no further debate on the two
pending amendments—Portman No.
2847 and Sanders No. 2846—and the sub-
stitute. I know of—Madam President, I
was misinformed. I thought those
amendments had already been called
up.

Madam President, I would like to
call up in order Portman amendment
No. 2847 and Sanders amendment No.
2846 and ask for their immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-
poses, en bloc, for Mr. PORTMAN, an amend-
ment numbered 2847, and for Mr. SANDERS an
amendment numbered 2846.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 2847

(Purpose: To provide that a child care staff
member who has been convicted of a vio-
lent misdemeanor against a child or a mis-
demeanor involving child pornography is
ineligible for employment by certain child
care providers)

On page 120, strike line 12 and insert the
following:

preceding b years; or

‘““(E) has been convicted of a violent mis-
demeanor committed as an adult against a
child, including the following crimes: child
abuse, child endangerment, sexual assault,
or of a misdemeanor involving child pornog-
raphy.

AMENDMENT NO. 2846

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on significantly reducing child poverty by
calendar year 2019)

On page 141, insert at the end the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 13. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SIGNIFI-
CANTLY REDUCING CHILD POVERTY
BY CALENDAR YEAR 2019.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the United States has the highest rate
of childhood poverty among 34 major coun-
tries in the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, including Den-
mark, Finland, Norway, Iceland, Cyprus,
Austria, Sweden, the Czech Republic, Ger-
many, Slovenia, Hungary, South Korea, the
United Kingdom, Switzerland, the Nether-
lands, Ireland, France, Malta, Luxembourg,
Slovakia, Estonia, Belgium, New Zealand,
Poland, Canada, Australia, Japan, Portugal,
Greece, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Spain, and
Bulgaria;

(2) a record-breaking 46,496,000 individuals
lived in poverty in the United States in 2012,
which is an increase of 14,915,000 individuals
since 2000;

(3) 16,073,000 children in the United States
lived in poverty in 2012, which is an increase
of 4,486,000 children since 2000;

(4) more than 7,100,000 children in the
United States, 40 percent of children living
in poverty in the United States, live in ex-
treme poverty (defined as living in families
with an income that is less than half of the
poverty level);

(5) nearly 1,200,000 public school students
in the United States were homeless in the
2011-2012 school year, an increase of 73 per-
cent since the 2006-2007 school year;

(6) in an average month in fiscal year 2011,
1,200,000 households with children in the
United States did not have any cash income
and, for food, depended only on benefits
under the supplemental nutrition assistance
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program established under the Food and Nu-
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.);

(7) in 2012, government assistance pro-
grams removed from poverty 9,000,000 chil-
dren, including 5,300,000 children through the
earned income tax credit under section 32 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the
child tax credit under section 24 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, and 2,200,000 chil-
dren through the supplemental nutrition as-
sistance program established under the Food
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et
seq.);

(8) in 2012, child poverty would have been
57 percent higher, and extreme poverty
would have been 240 percent higher, without
government tax credits and food, housing,
and energy benefits;

(9) in 2013, an individual working full-time
at the Federal minimum wage could not af-
ford the fair market rent for a 2-bedroom
rental unit and have enough money for food,
utilities, and other necessities;

(10) in school years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011,
less than half of children ages 3 and 4 were
enrolled in preschool;

(11) Early Head Start programs carried out
under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et
seq.) served only 4 percent of the 2,900,000 eli-
gible poor infants and toddlers each day in
fiscal year 2012, and Head Start programs
carried out under such Act served only 41
percent of the 2,000,000 eligible poor children
ages 3 and 4;

(12) more than 220,000 children are on wait-
ing lists for child care assistance; and

(13) child poverty costs the United States
not less than $500,000,000 each year in addi-
tional education, health, and criminal jus-
tice costs and in lost productivity.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President should im-
mediately present to Congress a comprehen-
sive plan to significantly reduce child pov-
erty in the United States by calendar year
2019.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, as I
said, I know of no further debate on
those amendments. We are ready to
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, if
the Senator will yield, as we close into
the final minutes of this bill, I just
want to say that today will be a great
victory for America’s children because
we will pass the child care and develop-
ment block grant. I think it is a great
victory for the Senate to show that we
could govern ourselves with an open
amendment process. We could do it
diligently, we could do it delibera-
tively, and we could do it with cour-
tesy and civility. This is the way the
Senate should be. Within 2 days we
have arrived at a great bill, with co-
operation and civility on both sides of
the aisle. I hope this becomes a model
for the way the Senate will conduct
itself for the rest of the session.

I have been very proud to be part of
this bill. I thank Senator RICHARD
BURR of North Carolina, my Repub-
lican counterpart on the children’s
committee, with all of the due dili-
gence we did for a year and a half. I
also thank Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER
for his steadfast leadership and input,
and of course I thank ToM HARKIN, our
leader, who, as he wraps up his Senate
career, will never wrap up his advocacy
for America’s children.
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I thank all of our staff for the great
work they did in the 100 meetings with
stakeholders and the 200 meetings with
us.

Madam President, I am ready for the
vote and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I would
like to take this quick opportunity to
thank my colleague Senator MIKULSKI
for those kind words and, more impor-
tantly, for her passion on this issue. I
thank the chairman and the ranking
member for their help. But more im-
portantly, I would like to thank the
committee staff and personal staffs
who have been over here for the last
several days and late last night trying
to work out amendments. I thank the
Members who have been very accom-
modating to changes so we could get
this bill up.

I might take a personal privilege to
say that part of this bill was done by a
former staff member of mine, Celia
Sims, and she is one proud woman
today because of that being included in
this bill and its passage. I look forward
to it.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I will not extend this more than 2 min-
utes, but I think it is instructive to
colleagues to note what the Senator
from Maryland, the Senator from
North Carolina, and the Senator from
Iowa have done. We started this bill
about 24 hours ago, right after lunch.
More than 40 amendments were filed.
More than half of them have been con-
sidered and disposed of. There was no
objection to a motion to proceed. There
was no cloture vote filed. There was no
filibuster. And on both sides of the
aisle, anyone who showed up with an
amendment relevant to the childcare
discussion had a chance to have it con-
sidered without anybody picking their
amendment. Finally, on this side and
that side of the aisle, many Members
showed a lot of restraint and courtesy
in adjusting their amendments so that
we could get here. We will not be able
to do this every time, but it is a mod-
est step in a very good direction to-
ward the way the Senate should work.

I want to especially thank the Sen-
ator from Iowa, the Senator from
Maryland, and the Senator from North
Carolina for their leadership.

I would also like to extend my deep
thanks and sincere appreciation to the
dedicated staff that worked on this bill
for the past year. Without their hard
work and tireless effort we wouldn’t
have been able to reach the successful
conclusion on the passage of this im-
portant bill.

I would like to thank Senator BURR’S
staff, Christopher Toppings and
Natasha Hickman for working so close-
ly with my staff and working so well
together and with our Republican of-
fices.

I would also like to thank Senator
MIKULSKI’s staff, Brent Palmer and
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Jessica McNiece for their hard work
and steady support of getting this bill
through the Senate.

The Chairman of the committee has
an outstanding staff who are all very
capable and dedicated, especially Mario
Cardona, Mildred Otero, and his new
Staff Director, Derek Miller. I thank
them for their close working relation-
ship with my staff.

We know that these bills don’t just
suddenly appear. Legislative Counsel
staff work long hours on the bill and
then on the amendments, so I would
like to especially thank Liz King, Kris-
tin Romero, Katie Grendon, Bill Baird,
and Rob Silver.

And we always rely on our experts at
the Congressional Research Service to
give us good information in a timely
manner, so I extend our thanks to
Karen Lynch.

Finally I would like to thank my
staff. They have put in a lot of time
and effort to make this a process the
Senate can be proud of, and I appre-
ciate their efforts and late nights on
this bill. So my thanks go out to Diane
Tran, Bill Knudsen, Marty West, Pat-
rick Murray, Peter Oppenheim, Mi-
chael Merrell, David Cleary, Liz
Wolgemuth, and Jim Jeffries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 2847 and 2846)
were agreed to en bloc.

The Senator from Iowa.

AMENDMENT NO. 2811 WITHDRAWN

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
withdraw my pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President,
again, I know of no further amend-
ments or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the adoption of the com-
mittee substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
would like to join my colleagues and
thank everyone for getting this bill
done. This is a good bill. First, I would
again say thanks to both Senator BURR
and Senator MIKULSKI. This is really
their bill. They spent the better part of
2 years working this out.

I would like to say that we have had
a good day here to work this out, as
Senator ALEXANDER said. But a lot of
that is the preliminary work that goes
into developing a bill such as this over
a long period of time. So my respect—
my great respect—and my thanks to
both Senator BURR and Senator MIKUL-
SKI for getting this bill to where we are
now.

My thanks to my good friend Senator
ALEXANDER and for the great partner-
ship we have working together on the
committee. As he said the other day,
no other committee has a wider diver-
gence of ideological views than our
committee, but I believe, if I am not
mistaken, this is the 19th or 20th bill
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we have gotten through our committee
this Congress.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Will my friend yield for a
brief comment?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, of course I will
yield.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it would be
improper if we did not acknowledge the
work MIKE LEE was involved with in
this legislation. He should be com-
plimented for working to help get this
passed.

Mr. HARKIN. The leader is right.
Senator LEE was very accommodating
in letting us move forward on this bill.
I appreciate that.

We accomplished a lot in the floor
process, as Senator ALEXANDER said. I
think we can adopt the legislation,
making it an even stronger bill. I
would not like to thank a lot of the
staff. I hope I do not miss anyone.
David Cleary, Peter Oppenheim, Pat-
rick Murray, Marty West, and Bill
Knudsen of Senator ALEXANDER’s staff.

I would like to thank Chris Toppings
and Natasha Hickman of Senator
BURR’s staff.

I would like to commend the work of
Jessica McNiece and Brent Palmer of
Senator MIKULSKI's staff.

Finally, I would like to thank Pam
Smith, who is not here but who worked
on this for a long time, Derek Miller,
Mildred Otero, Mario Cardona, Soncia
Coleman, Michael Gamel McCormick,
Leanne Hotek, Brit Moller, and Aissa
Canchola of my staff.

I also wish to thank, from the staffs
of Senator MURRAY, Sarah Bolton; Sen-
ator SANDERS, David Cohen; Senator
CASEY, Sara Mabry and Christina
Baumgardner; Senator HAGAN, Ashley
Eden; Senator FRANKEN, Gohar Sedighi
and Maggie Henderson; Senator BEN-
NET, Juliana Herman and Molly
Fishman; Senator WHITEHOUSE, Rick
Van Buren; Senator BALDWIN, Michael
Dinapolo; Senator MURPHY, Yoon
Hayne; Senator WARREN, Julie Morgan;
Senator ENzI, Kristin Chapman; Sen-
ator ISAKSON, Brett Layson; Senator
PAUuL, Natalie Burkholter; Senator
HATcH, Katie Neal; Senator ROBERTS,
Joshua Yurek; Senator MURKOWSKI,
Karen McCarthy; Senator KIRK, Cabe
Clurman; and Senator ScoTT, Elizabeth
Simmons.

As 1 said at the beginning of this
bill’s consideration, this bill represents
a strong, positive shift for working
families in America who benefit from
the childcare subsidy program. I hope
my colleagues will join all of us in vot-
ing to give this an overwhelming vote
of yes on final passage.

I know of no further debate on the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

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

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
KEY). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 2, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 77 Leg.]

YEAS—96
Alexander Franken Murphy
Ayotte Gillibrand Murray
Baldwin Graham Nelson
Barrasso Grassley Paul
Begich Hagan Portman
Bennet Harkin Pryor
Blumenthal Hatch Reed
Blunt Heinrich Reid
Booker Heitkamp Risch
Boozman Heller Roberts
Boxer Hirono Rockefeller
Brown Hoeven Rubio
Burr Isakson Sanders
Cantwell Johanns Schatz
Cardin Johnson (SD) Schumer
Carper Johnson (WI) Scott
Casey Kaine Sessions
Chambliss King Shaheen
Coats Kirk Shelby
Cochran Klobuchar Stabenow
Collins Landrieu Tester
Coons Leahy Thune
Corker Levin Toomey
Cornyn Manchin Udall (CO)
Crapo Markey Udall (NM)
Cruz McCain Vitter
Donnelly McCaskill Walsh
Durbin McConnell Warner
Enzi Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Fischer Mikulski Wicker
Flake Murkowski Wyden

NAYS—2
Coburn Lee

NOT VOTING—2

Inhofe Moran

The bill (S. 1086), as amended, was
passed as follows:

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 ‘“Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act of 2014”.
SEC. 2. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSES.

Section 658A of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9801 note) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 658A. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSES.

‘‘(a) SHORT TITLE.—This subchapter may be
cited as the ‘Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990°.

‘“‘(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this sub-
chapter are—

‘(1) to allow each State maximum flexi-
bility in developing child care programs and
policies that best suit the needs of children
and parents within that State;

‘“(2) to promote parental choice to em-
power working parents to make their own
decisions regarding the child care that best
suits their family’s needs;

“(8) to assist States in providing high-qual-
ity child care services to parents trying to
achieve independence from public assistance;

‘‘(4) to assist States in improving the over-
all quality of child care services and pro-
grams by implementing the health, safety,
licensing, training, and oversight standards
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established in this subchapter and in State
law (including regulations);

‘“(5) to improve school readiness by having
children, families, and child care providers
engage in activities, in child care settings,
that are developmentally appropriate and
age-appropriate for the children and that
promote children’s language and literacy and
mathematics skills, social and emotional de-
velopment, physical health and development,
and approaches to learning;

‘(6) to encourage States to provide con-
sumer education information to help parents
make informed choices about child care serv-
ices and to promote involvement by parents
and family members in the education of
their children in child care settings;

‘(T to increase the number and percentage
of low-income children in high-quality child
care settings; and

‘“(8) to improve the coordination and deliv-
ery of early childhood education and care
(including child care).”.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 658B of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858) is amended by striking ‘‘subchapter”
and all that follows, and inserting ‘‘sub-
chapter, such sums as may be necessary for
each of fiscal years 2015 through 2020.”.

SEC. 4. LEAD AGENCY.

(a) DESIGNATION.—Section 658D(a) of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858b(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘chief executive officer”
and inserting ‘‘Governor’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘designate’’ and all that fol-
lows and inserting ‘‘designate an agency
(which may be an appropriate collaborative
agency), or establish a joint interagency of-
fice, that complies with the requirements of
subsection (b) to serve as the lead agency for
the State under this subchapter.”.

(b) COLLABORATION WITH TRIBES.—Section
658D(b)(1) of the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858b(b)(1))
is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and”
at the end;

(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(E) at the option of an Indian tribe or
tribal organization in the State, collaborate
and coordinate with such Indian tribe or
tribal organization in the development of the
State plan.”.

SEC. 5. APPLICATION AND PLAN.

(a) PERIOD.—Section 658E(b) of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant Act of
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858c(b)) is amended, by strik-
ing ‘‘2-year’’ and inserting ‘‘3-year’’.

(b) POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—Section
658E(c) of the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858c(c)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or estab-
lished” after ‘‘designated’’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (B), by inserting a
comma after ‘‘care of such providers’;

(B) by striking subparagraphs (D) through
(H); and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

(D) MONITORING AND INSPECTION RE-
PORTS.—The plan shall include a certifi-
cation that the State, not later than 1 year
after the State has in effect the policies and
practices described in subparagraph (K)(i),
will make public by electronic means, in a
consumer-friendly and easily accessible for-
mat, organized by provider, the results of
monitoring and inspection reports, including
those due to major substantiated complaints
about failure to comply with this subchapter
and State child care policies, as well as the
number of deaths, serious injuries, and in-
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stances of substantiated child abuse that oc-
curred in child care settings each year, for
eligible child care providers within the
State. The results shall also include informa-
tion on the date of such an inspection and,
where applicable, information on corrective
action taken.

“(E) CONSUMER EDUCATION INFORMATION.—
The plan shall include a certification that
the State will collect and disseminate (which
dissemination may be done, except as other-
wise specified in this subparagraph, through
resource and referral organizations or other
means as determined by the State) to par-
ents of eligible children and the general pub-
lic—

‘(i) information that will promote in-
formed child care choices and that con-
cerns—

‘“(I) the availability of child care services
provided through programs authorized under
this subchapter and, if feasible, other child
care services and other programs provided in
the State for which the family may be eligi-
ble;

‘“(I1) if available, information about the
quality of providers, including information
from a Quality Rating and Improvement
System;

‘“(I1I) information, made available through
a State website, describing the State process
for licensing child care providers, the State
processes for conducting background checks,
and monitoring and inspections, of child care
providers, and the offenses that prevent indi-
viduals and entities from serving as child
care providers in the State;

‘(IV) the availability of assistance to ob-
tain child care services;

(V) other programs for which families
that receive child care services for which fi-
nancial assistance is provided in accordance
with this subchapter may be eligible, includ-
ing the program of block grants to States for
temporary assistance for needy families es-
tablished under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), Head
Start and Early Head Start programs carried
out under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831
et seq.), the program carried out under the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of
1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.), the supplemental
nutrition assistance program established
under the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), the special supplemental
nutrition program for women, infants, and
children established under section 17 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786),
the child and adult care food program estab-
lished under section 17 of the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1766), and the Medicaid and State children’s
health insurance programs under titles XIX
and XXI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1396 et seq., 1397aa et seq.);

“(VI) programs carried out under section
619 and part C of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1419, 1431
et seq.); and

‘(VII) research and best practices con-
cerning children’s development, including
language and cognitive development, devel-
opment of early language and literacy and
mathematics skills, social and emotional de-
velopment, meaningful parent and family en-
gagement, and physical health and develop-
ment (particularly healthy eating and phys-
ical activity);

f(ii) information on
screenings, including—

‘(I information on existing (as of the date
of submission of the application containing
the plan) resources and services the State
can deploy, including the coordinated use of
the Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis,
and Treatment program under the Medicaid
program carried out under title XIX of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.)
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and developmental screening services avail-
able under section 619 and part C of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20
U.S.C. 1419, 1431 et seq.), in conducting devel-
opmental screenings and providing referrals
to services, when appropriate, for children
who receive assistance under this sub-
chapter; and

“‘(IT) a description of how a family or eligi-
ble child care provider may utilize the re-
sources and services described in subclause
(I) to obtain developmental screenings for
children who receive assistance under this
subchapter who may be at risk for cognitive
or other developmental delays, which may
include social, emotional, physical, or lin-
guistic delays; and

‘‘(iii) information, for parents receiving as-
sistance under the program of block grants
to States for temporary assistance for needy
families under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and low-
income parents, about eligibility for assist-
ance provided in accordance with this sub-
chapter.

“(F) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LICENSING RE-
QUIREMENTS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The plan shall include a
certification that the State involved has in
effect licensing requirements applicable to
child care services provided within the
State, and provide a detailed description of
such requirements and of how such require-
ments are effectively enforced.

‘“(ii) LICENSE EXEMPTION.—If the State uses
funding received under this subchapter to
support a child care provider that is exempt
from the corresponding licensing require-
ments described in clause (i), the plan shall
include a description stating why such li-
censing exemption does not endanger the
health, safety, or development of children
who receive services from child care pro-
viders who are exempt from such require-
ments.

‘‘(iii) REQUESTS FOR RELIEF.—As described
in section 658I(d), a State may request relief
from a provision of Federal law other than
this subchapter that might conflict with a
requirement of this subchapter, including a
licensing requirement.

*(G) TRAINING REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The plan shall describe
the training requirements that are in effect
within the State that are designed to enable
child care providers to promote the social,
emotional, physical, and cognitive develop-
ment of children and that are applicable to
child care providers that provide services for
which assistance is provided in accordance
with this subchapter in the State.

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The plan shall pro-
vide an assurance that such training require-
ments—

‘(I provide a set of workforce and com-
petency standards for child care providers
that provide services described in clause (i);

‘“(II) are developed in consultation with
the State Advisory Council on Early Child-
hood Education and Care (designated or es-
tablished pursuant to section 642B(b)(1)(A)()
of the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C.
9837b(D)(1)(A)(1)));

“(ITII) include an evidence-based training
framework that is designed to promote chil-
dren’s learning and development and school
readiness and to improve child outcomes, in-
cluding school readiness and early language
and literacy development;

“(IV) incorporate knowledge and applica-
tion of the State’s early learning and devel-
opmental guidelines (where applicable), and
the State’s child development and health
standards; and

(V) to the extent practicable, are appro-
priate for a population of children that in-
cludes—
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‘‘(aa) different age groups (such as infants,
toddlers, and preschoolers);

‘‘(bb) English learners;

“‘(cc) children with disabilities; and

‘(dd) Native Americans, including Indians,
as the term is defined in section 4 of the In-
dian Self-Determination and Education As-
sistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b) (including Alas-
ka Natives within the meaning of that term),
and Native Hawaiians (as defined in section
7207 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7517)).

‘‘(iii) PROGRESSION OF PROFESSIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT.—In developing the requirements,
the State shall develop a statewide progres-
sion of professional development designed to
improve the skills and knowledge of the
workforce—

‘(I) which may include the acquisition of
course credit in postsecondary education or
of a credential, aligned with the framework;
and

‘“(IT1) which shall be accessible to providers
supported through Indian tribes or tribal or-
ganizations that receive assistance under
this subchapter.

‘‘(iv) ALIGNMENT.—The State shall engage
the State Advisory Council on Early Child-
hood Education and Care, and may engage
institutions of higher education (as defined
in section 102 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)), and other training pro-
viders in aligning training opportunities
with the State’s training framework.

‘“(v) CREDENTIALS.—The Secretary shall
not require an individual or entity that pro-
vides child care services for which assistance
is provided in accordance with this sub-
chapter to acquire a credential to provide
such services. Nothing in this section shall
be construed to prohibit a State from requir-
ing a credential.

‘“(H) CHILD-TO-PROVIDER RATIO
ARDS.—

‘(i) STANDARDS.—The plan shall describe
child care standards, for child care for which
assistance is made available in accordance
with this subchapter, appropriate to the type
of child care setting involved, that address—

““(I) group size limits for specific age popu-
lations;

“(II) the appropriate ratio between the
number of children and the number of pro-
viders, in terms of the age of the children in
child care, as determined by the State; and

‘“(III) required qualifications for such pro-
viders.

‘“(ii) CONSTRUCTION.—The Secretary may
offer guidance to States on child-to-provider
ratios described in clause (i) according to
setting and age group but shall not require
that States maintain specific child-to-pro-
vider ratios for providers who receive assist-
ance under this subchapter.

‘() HEALTH AND SAFETY REQUIREMENTS.—
The plan shall include a certification that
there are in effect within the State, under
State or local law, requirements designed to
protect the health and safety of children
that are applicable to child care providers
that provide services for which assistance is
made available in accordance with this sub-
chapter. Such requirements—

‘(i) shall relate to matters including
health and safety topics (including preven-
tion of shaken baby syndrome and abusive
head trauma) consisting of—

‘() the prevention and control of infec-
tious diseases (including immunization) and
the establishment of a grace period that al-
lows homeless children and children in foster
care to receive services under this sub-
chapter while their families (including foster
families) are taking any necessary action to
comply with immunization and other health
and safety requirements;

‘(II) handwashing and universal health
precautions;

STAND-
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‘(IIT) the administration of medication,
consistent with standards for parental con-
sent;

‘“(IV) the prevention of and response to
emergencies due to food and other allergic
reactions;

(V) prevention of sudden infant death
syndrome and use of safe sleeping practices;
‘“(VI) sanitary methods of food handling;

‘“(VII) building and physical premises safe-
ty;
‘(VIII) emergency preparedness and re-
sponse planning for emergencies resulting
from a natural disaster, or a man-caused
event (such as violence at a child care facil-
ity), within the meaning of those terms
under section 602(a)(1) of the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5195a(a)(1));

‘(IX) the handling and storage of haz-
ardous materials and the appropriate dis-
posal of biocontaminants;

‘4(X) identification of and protection from
hazards that can cause bodily injury such as
electrical hazards, bodies of water, and ve-
hicular traffic;

‘“(XI) for providers that offer transpor-
tation, if applicable, appropriate precautions
in transporting children;

“Y(XII) first aid and cardiopulmonary resus-
citation; and

‘YXIII) minimum health and safety train-
ing, to be completed pre-service or during an
orientation period, appropriate to the pro-
vider setting involved that addresses each of
the requirements relating to matters de-
scribed in subclauses (I) through (XII); and

‘“(ii) may include requirements relating to
nutrition, access to physical activity, or any
other subject area determined by the State
to be necessary to promote child develop-
ment or to protect children’s health and
safety.

“(J) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE AND LOCAL
HEALTH AND SAFETY REQUIREMENTS.—The
plan shall include a certification that proce-
dures are in effect to ensure that child care
providers within the State, that provide
services for which assistance is made avail-
able in accordance with this subchapter,
comply with all applicable State and local
health and safety requirements as described
in subparagraph (I).

“(K) ENFORCEMENT OF LICENSING AND OTHER
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(i) CERTIFICATION.—The plan shall include
a certification that the State, not later than
2 years after the date of enactment of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 2014, shall have in effect policies and
practices, applicable to licensing or regu-
lating child care providers that provide serv-
ices for which assistance is made available in
accordance with this subchapter and the fa-
cilities of those providers, that—

‘“(I) ensure that individuals who are hired
as licensing inspectors in the State are
qualified to inspect those child care pro-
viders and facilities and have received train-
ing in related health and safety require-
ments, child development, child abuse pre-
vention and detection, program manage-
ment, and relevant law enforcement;

‘“(IT) require licensing inspectors (or quali-
fied inspectors designated by the lead agen-
cy) of those child care providers and facili-
ties to perform inspections, with—

‘‘(aa) not less than 1 prelicensure inspec-
tion for compliance with health, safety, and
fire standards, of each such child care pro-
vider and facility in the State; and

““(bb) not less than annually, an inspection
(which shall be unannounced) of each such
child care provider and facility in the State
for compliance with all child care licensing
standards, which shall include an inspection
for compliance with health, safety, and fire
standards (although inspectors may or may
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not inspect for compliance with all 3 stand-
ards at the same time); and

‘“(III) require the ratio of licensing inspec-
tors to such child care providers and facili-
ties in the State to—

‘“‘(aa) be maintained at a level sufficient to
enable the State to conduct inspections of
such child care providers and facilities on a
timely basis in accordance with Federal and
State law; and

‘“(bb) be consistent with research findings
and best practices.

‘(ii) CONSTRUCTION.—The Secretary may
offer guidance to a State, if requested by the
State, on a research-based minimum stand-
ard regarding ratios described in clause
(1)(ITI) and provide technical assistance to
the State on meeting the minimum standard
within a reasonable time period, but shall
not prescribe a particular ratio.

‘(L) COMPLIANCE WITH CHILD ABUSE REPORT-
ING REQUIREMENTS.—The plan shall include a
certification that child care providers within
the State will comply with the child abuse

reporting requirements of section
106(b)(2)(B)(i) of the Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C.
5106a(b)(2)(B)(1)).

(M) MEETING THE NEEDS OF CERTAIN POPU-
LATIONS.—The plan shall describe how the
State will develop and implement strategies
(which may include the provision of com-
pensation at higher payment rates and bo-
nuses to child care providers, the provision
of direct contracts or grants to community-
based organizations, offering child care cer-
tificates to parents, or other means deter-
mined by the State) to increase the supply
and improve the quality of child care for—

‘(i) children in underserved areas;

‘“(ii) infants and toddlers;

‘‘(iii) children with disabilities, as defined
by the State; and

‘(iv) children who receive care during non-
traditional hours.

*(N) PROTECTION FOR WORKING PARENTS.—

(1) MINIMUM PERIOD.—

“(I) 12-MONTH PERIOD.—The plan shall dem-
onstrate that each child who receives assist-
ance under this subchapter in the State will
be considered to meet all eligibility require-
ments for such assistance and will receive
such assistance, for not less than 12 months
before the State redetermines the eligibility
of the child under this subchapter, regardless
of a temporary change in the ongoing status
of the child’s parent as working or attending
a job training or educational program or a
change in family income for the child’s fam-
ily, if that family income does not exceed 85
percent of the State median income for a
family of the same size.

“(II) FLUCTUATIONS IN EARNINGS.—The plan
shall demonstrate how the State’s processes
for initial determination and redetermina-
tion of such eligibility take into account ir-
regular fluctuations in earnings.

¢(ii) REDETERMINATION PROCESS.—The plan
shall describe the procedures and policies
that are in place to ensure that working par-
ents (especially parents in families receiving
assistance under the program of block grants
to States for temporary assistance for needy
families under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.)) are not
required to unduly disrupt their employment
in order to comply with the State’s require-
ments for redetermination of eligibility for
assistance provided in accordance with this
subchapter.

‘‘(iii) PERIOD BEFORE TERMINATION.—At the
option of the State, the plan shall dem-
onstrate that the State will not terminate
assistance provided to carry out this sub-
chapter based on a factor consisting of a par-
ent’s loss of work or cessation of attendance
at a job training or educational program for
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which the family was receiving the assist-
ance, without continuing the assistance for a
reasonable period of time, of not less than 3
months, after such loss or cessation in order
for the parent to engage in a job search and
resume work, or resume attendance at a job
training or educational program, as soon as
possible.

“(iv) GRADUATED PHASEOUT OF CARE.—The
plan shall describe the policies and proce-
dures that are in place to allow for provision
of continued assistance to carry out this sub-
chapter, at the beginning of a new eligibility
period under clause (i)(I), for children of par-
ents who are working or attending a job
training or educational program and whose
family income exceeds the State’s income
limit to initially qualify for such assistance,
if the family income for the family involved
does not exceed 85 percent of the State me-
dian income for a family of the same size.

¢(0) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PRO-
GRAMS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The plan shall describe
how the State, in order to expand accessi-
bility and continuity of quality early child-
hood education and care, and assist children
enrolled in prekindergarten, Early Head
Start, or Head Start programs to receive
full-day services, will efficiently coordinate
the services supported to carry out this sub-
chapter with—

“(I) programs carried out under the Head
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.), including
the Early Head Start programs carried out
under section 645A of that Act (42 U.S.C.
9840a);

“(IT) programs carried out under part A of
title I, and part B of title IV, of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 6311 et seq., 7171 et seq.);

“(ITII) programs carried out under section
619 and part C of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1419, 1431
et seq.);

‘(IV) the maternal, infant, and early child-
hood home visiting programs authorized
under section 511 of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 711), as added by section 2951 of the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
(Public Law 111-148);

(V) State, Indian tribe or tribal organiza-
tion, and locally funded early childhood edu-
cation and care programs;

‘“(VI) programs serving homeless children
and services of local educational agency liai-
sons for homeless children and youths des-
ignated under subsection (g)(1)(J)(ii) of sec-
tion 722 of the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11432(g)(1)(J)(ii));

“(VII) State agencies and programs serving
children in foster care and the foster fami-
lies of such children; and

“(VIII) other Federal programs supporting
early childhood education and care activi-
ties, and, where applicable, child care pro-
grams funded through State veterans affairs
offices.

¢“(ii) OPTIONAL USE OF COMBINED FUNDS.—If
the State elects to combine funding for the
services supported to carry out this sub-
chapter with funding for any program de-
scribed in subclauses (I) through (VII) of
clause (i), the plan shall describe how the
State will combine the multiple sets of fund-
ing and use the combined funding.

‘(iii) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
clause (i) shall be construed to affect the pri-
ority of children described in clause (i) to re-
ceive full-day prekindergarten or Head Start
program services.

‘“(P) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS.—The
plan shall demonstrate how the State en-
courages partnerships among State agencies,
other public agencies, Indian tribes and trib-
al organizations, and private entities to le-
verage existing service delivery systems (as
of the date of the submission of the applica-
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tion containing the plan) for early childhood
education and care and to increase the sup-
ply and quality of child care services for
children who are less than 13 years of age,
such as by implementing voluntary shared
services alliance models.

‘“(Q) PRIORITY FOR LOW-INCOME POPU-
LATIONS.—The plan shall describe the process
the State proposes to use, with respect to in-
vestments made to increase access to pro-
grams providing high-quality early child-
hood education and care, to give priority for
those investments to children of families in
areas that have significant concentrations of
poverty and unemployment and that do not
have such programs.

‘“(R) CONSULTATION.—The plan shall in-
clude a certification that the State has de-
veloped the plan in consultation with the
State Advisory Council on Early Childhood
Education and Care designated or estab-
lished pursuant to section 642B(b)(1)(A)({i) of
the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C.
9837h(b)(1)(A)(H)).

‘(S) PAYMENT PRACTICES.—The plan shall
include a certification that the payment
practices of child care providers in the State
that serve children who receive assistance
under this subchapter reflect generally ac-
cepted payment practices of child care pro-
viders in the State that serve children who
do not receive assistance under this sub-
chapter, so as to provide stability of funding
and encourage more child care providers to
serve children who receive assistance under
this subchapter.

“(T) EARLY LEARNING AND DEVELOPMENTAL
GUIDELINES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The plan shall include an
assurance that the State will develop or im-
plement early learning and developmental
guidelines that are appropriate for children
from birth through entry into kindergarten,
describing what such children should know
and be able to do, and covering the essential
domains of early childhood education and
care and early childhood development for use
statewide by child care providers. Such child
care providers shall—

‘“(I) be licensed or regulated under State
law; and

‘“(IT) not be a relative of all children for
whom the provider provides child care serv-
ices.

‘“(ii) ALIGNMENT.—The guidelines shall be
research-based, developmentally appro-
priate, and aligned with State standards for
education in kindergarten through grade 3.

‘‘(iii) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS.—The
plan shall include an assurance that funds
received by the State to carry out this sub-
chapter will not be used to develop or imple-
ment an assessment for children that—

‘“(I) will be the sole basis for a child care
provider being determined to be ineligible to
participate in the program carried out under
this subchapter;

“(II) will be used as the primary or sole
basis to provide a reward or sanction for an
individual provider;

“(III) will be used as the primary or sole
method for assessing program effectiveness;
or

‘“(IV) will be used to deny eligibility to
participate in the program carried out under
this subchapter.

‘“(iv) EXCEPTIONS.—Nothing in this sub-
chapter shall preclude the State from using
a single assessment (if appropriate) for chil-
dren for—

“(I) supporting learning or improving a
classroom environment;

‘“(II) targeting professional development to
a provider;

‘“(IIT) determining the need for health,
mental health, disability, developmental
delay, or family support services;
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“(IV) obtaining information for the quality
improvement process at the State level; or

(V) conducting a program evaluation for
the purposes of providing program improve-
ment and parent information.

‘“(v) NO FEDERAL CONTROL.—Nothing in this
section shall be construed to authorize an of-
ficer or employee of the Federal Government
to—

“(I) mandate, direct, or control a State’s
early learning and developmental guidelines,
developed in accordance with this section;

“(IT) establish any criterion that specifies,
defines, or prescribes the standards or meas-
ures that a State uses to establish, imple-
ment, or improve—

‘‘(aa) early learning and developmental
guidelines, or early learning standards, as-
sessments, or accountability systems; or

‘“(bb) alignment of early learning and de-
velopmental guidelines with State standards
for education in kindergarten through grade
3; or

“(IIT) require a State to submit such stand-
ards or measures for review.

“(U) DISASTER PREPAREDNESS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The plan shall dem-
onstrate the manner in which the State will
address the needs of children in child care
services provided through programs author-
ized under this subchapter, including the
need for safe child care, during the period be-
fore, during, and after a state of emergency
declared by the Governor or a major disaster
or emergency (as such terms are defined in
section 102 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 5122)).

‘(ii) STATEWIDE CHILD CARE DISASTER
PLAN.—Such plan shall include a statewide
child care disaster plan for coordination of
activities and collaboration, in the event of
an emergency or disaster described in clause
(i), among the State agency with jurisdiction
over human services, the agency with juris-
diction over State emergency planning, the
State lead agency, the State agency with ju-
risdiction over licensing of child care pro-
viders, the local resource and referral organi-
zations, the State resource and referral sys-
tem, and the State Advisory Council on
Early Childhood Education and Care as pro-
vided for under section 642B(b) of the Head
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9837b(b)).

‘“(iii) DISASTER PLAN COMPONENTS.—The
components of the disaster plan, for such an
emergency or disaster, shall include—

““(I) guidelines for the continuation of child
care services in the period following the
emergency or disaster, including the provi-
sion of emergency and temporary child care
services, and temporary operating standards
for child care providers during that period;

“(IT) evacuation, relocation, shelter-in-
place, and lock-down procedures, and proce-
dures for communication and reunification
with families, continuity of operations, and
accommodation of infants and toddlers, chil-
dren with disabilities, and children with
chronic medical conditions; and

““(ITII) procedures for staff and volunteer
training and practice drills.”.

(3) in paragraph (3)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘as re-
quired under” and inserting ‘‘in accordance
with”’;

(B) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) by striking ‘“The State’” and inserting
the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The State’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘and any other activity
that the State deems appropriate to realize
any of the goals specified in paragraphs (2)
through (5) of section 658A(b)’’ and inserting
“‘activities that improve access to child care
services, including use of procedures to per-
mit immediate enrollment (after the initial
eligibility determination and after a child is
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determined to be eligible) of homeless chil-
dren while required documentation is ob-
tained, training and technical assistance on
identifying and serving homeless children
and their families, and specific outreach to
homeless families, and any other activity
that the State determines to be appropriate
to meet the purposes of this subchapter
(which may include an activity described in
clause (ii))’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

“(ii) REPORT BY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES.—

‘() IN GENERAL.—Not later than Sep-
tember 30 of the first full fiscal year after
the date of enactment of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 2014, and
September 30 of each fiscal year thereafter,
the Secretary (acting through the Assistant
Secretary for Children and Families of the
Department of Health and Human Services)
shall prepare a report that contains a deter-
mination about whether each State uses
amounts provided to such State for the fiscal
year involved under this subchapter in ac-
cordance with the priority for services de-
scribed in clause (i).

“(II) PENALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.—For
any fiscal year that the report of the Sec-
retary described in subclause (I) indicates
that a State has failed to give priority for
services in accordance with clause (i), the
Secretary shall—

‘‘(aa) inform the State that the State has
until the date that is 6 months after the Sec-
retary has issued such report to fully comply
with clause (i);

‘“(bb) provide the State an opportunity to
modify the State plan of such State, to make
the plan consistent with the requirements of
clause (i), and resubmit such State plan to
the Secretary not later than the date de-
scribed in item (aa); and

‘“(ce) if the State does not fully comply
with clause (i) and item (bb), by the date de-
scribed in item (aa), withhold 5 percent of
the funds that would otherwise be allocated
to that State in accordance with this sub-
chapter for the first full fiscal year after
that date.

“(III) WAIVER FOR EXTRAORDINARY CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—Notwithstanding subclause
(IT) the Secretary may grant a waiver to a
State for one year to the penalty applied in
subclause (II) if the Secretary determines
there are extraordinary circumstances, such
as a natural disaster, that prevent the State
from complying with clause (i). If the Sec-
retary does grant a waiver to a State under
this section, the Secretary shall, within 30
days of granting such waiver, submit a re-
port to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees on the circumstances of the waiver
including the stated reason from the State
on the need for a waiver, the expected im-
pact of the waiver on children served under
this program, and any such other relevant
information the Secretary deems necessary.

“‘(iii) CHILD CARE RESOURCE AND REFERRAL
SYSTEM.—

‘“(I) IN GENERAL.—A State may use
amounts described in clause (i) to establish
or support a system of local or regional child
care resource and referral organizations that
is coordinated, to the extent determined ap-
propriate by the State, by a statewide public
or private nonprofit, community-based or re-
gionally based, lead child care resource and
referral organization.

“(II) LOCAL OR REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.—
The local or regional child care resource and
referral organizations supported as described
in subclause (I) shall—

‘‘(aa) provide parents in the State with
consumer education information referred to
in paragraph (2)(E) (except as otherwise pro-
vided in that paragraph), concerning the full
range of child care options, analyzed by pro-
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vider, including child care provided during
nontraditional hours and through emergency
child care centers, in their political subdivi-
sions or regions;

‘““(bb) to the extent practicable, work di-
rectly with families who receive assistance
under this subchapter to offer the families
support and assistance, using information
described in item (aa), to make an informed
decision about which child care providers
they will use, in an effort to ensure that the
families are enrolling their children in high-
quality care;

‘‘(cc) collect and analyze data on the co-
ordination of services and supports, includ-
ing services under section 619 and part C of
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (20 U.S.C. 1419, 1431 et seq.), for children
with disabilities (as defined in section 602 of
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1401));

‘“(dd) collect and analyze data on the sup-
ply of and demand for child care in political
subdivisions or regions within the State and
submit such data and analysis to the State;

‘‘(ee) work to establish partnerships with
public agencies and private entities to in-
crease the supply and quality of child care
services in the State; and

‘“(ff) as appropriate, coordinate their ac-
tivities with the activities of the State lead
agency and local agencies that administer
funds made available in accordance with this
subchapter.”’;

(C) in subparagraph (D)—

(i) by striking ‘1997 through 2002’ and in-
serting ‘2015 through 2020’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘families described in para-
graph (2)(H)” and inserting ‘‘families with
children described in clause (i), (ii), (iii), or
(iv) of paragraph (2)(M)’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(E) DIRECT SERVICES.—From amounts pro-
vided to a State for a fiscal year to carry out
this subchapter, the State shall—

‘(i) reserve the minimum amount required
to be reserved under section 658G, and the
funds for costs described in subparagraph (C);
and

‘(i) from the remainder, use not less than
70 percent to fund direct services (provided
by the State) in accordance with paragraph
(2)(A).”;

(4) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting
the following:

““(4) PAYMENT RATES.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The State plan shall
certify that payment rates for the provision
of child care services for which assistance is
provided in accordance with this subchapter
are sufficient to ensure equal access for eli-
gible children to child care services that are
comparable to child care services in the
State or substate area involved that are pro-
vided to children whose parents are not eligi-
ble to receive assistance under this sub-
chapter or to receive child care assistance
under any other Federal or State program
and shall provide a summary of the facts re-
lied on by the State to determine that such
rates are sufficient to ensure such access.

‘(B) SURVEY.—The State plan shall—

‘(i) demonstrate that the State has, after
consulting with the State Advisory Council
on Early Childhood Education and Care des-
ignated or established in section
642B(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Head Start Act (42
U.S.C. 9837b(b)(1)(A)(@)), local child care pro-
gram administrators, local child care re-
source and referral agencies, and other ap-
propriate entities, developed and conducted
(not earlier than 2 years before the date of
the submission of the application containing
the State plan) a statistically valid and reli-
able survey of the market rates for child
care services in the State (that reflects vari-
ations in the cost of child care services by
geographic area, type of provider, and age of
child);
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¢“(ii) demonstrate that the State prepared a
detailed report containing the results of the
State market rates survey conducted pursu-
ant to clause (i), and made the results of the
survey widely available (not later than 30
days after the completion of such survey)
through periodic means, including posting
the results on the Internet;

‘‘(iii) describe how the State will set pay-
ment rates for child care services, for which
assistance is provided in accordance with
this subchapter—

“(I) in accordance with the results of the
market rates survey conducted pursuant to
clause (i);

“(IT) taking into consideration the cost of
providing higher quality child care services
than were provided under this subchapter be-
fore the date of enactment of the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act of 2014;
and

“(IIT) without, to the extent practicable,
reducing the number of families in the State
receiving such assistance to carry out this
subchapter, relative to the number of such
families on the date of enactment of that
Act; and

‘‘(iv) describe how the State will provide
for timely payment for child care services
provided in accordance with this subchapter.

¢“(C) CONSTRUCTION.—

‘(1) NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—Nothing
in this paragraph shall be construed to cre-
ate a private right of action.

*“(ii) NO PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN DIFFERENT
RATES.—Nothing in this subchapter shall be
construed to prevent a State from differen-
tiating the payment rates described in sub-
paragraph (B)(iii) on the basis of such factors
as—

‘“(I) geographic location of child care pro-
viders (such as location in an urban or rural
area);

‘“(IT) the age or particular needs of children
(such as the needs of children with disabil-
ities and children served by child protective
services);

‘“(IITI) whether the providers provide child
care during weekend and other nontradi-
tional hours; or

‘“(IV) the State’s determination that such
differentiated payment rates are needed to
enable a parent to choose child care that is
of high quality.”’; and

(5) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘(that is
not a barrier to families receiving assistance
under this subchapter)’” after ‘‘cost sharing”’.

©) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
658F'(b)(2) of the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858d(b)(2))

is amended by striking ‘“‘section

658E(c)(2)(F)”’ and inserting ‘“‘section

658E(c)(2)(I)”".

SEC. 6. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF
CHILD CARE.

Section 658G of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858e) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 658G. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUAL-
ITY OF CHILD CARE.

‘‘(a) RESERVATION.—

‘(1) RESERVATION FOR ACTIVITIES RELATING
TO THE QUALITY OF CHILD CARE SERVICES.—A
State that receives funds to carry out this
subchapter for a fiscal year referred to in
paragraph (2) shall reserve and use a portion
of such funds, in accordance with paragraph
(2), for activities provided directly, or
through grants or contracts with local child
care resource and referral organizations or
other appropriate entities, that are designed
to improve the quality of child care services
and increase parental options for, and access
to, high-quality child care, provided in ac-
cordance with this subchapter.

¢(2) AMOUNT OF RESERVATIONS.—Such State
shall reserve and use—
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“(A) to carry out the activities described
in paragraph (1), not less than—

“(i) 6 percent of the funds described in
paragraph (1), for the first and second full
fiscal years after the date of enactment of
the Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 2014;

‘“(ii) 8 percent of such funds, for the third
and fourth full fiscal years after the date of
enactment; and

‘“(iii) 10 percent of such funds, for the fifth
full fiscal year after the date of enactment
and each succeeding fiscal year; and

‘“(B) in addition to the funds reserved
under subparagraph (A), 3 percent of the
funds described in paragraph (1), for the first
full fiscal year after the date of enactment
and each succeeding fiscal year, to carry out
the activities described in paragraph (1) and
subsection (b)(4), as such activities relate to
the quality of care for infants and toddlers.

‘““(b) ACTIVITIES.—Funds reserved under
subsection (a) shall be used to carry out not
fewer than 2 of the following activities:

‘(1) Supporting the training, professional
development, and professional advancement
of the child care workforce through activi-
ties such as—

“‘(A) offering child care providers training
and professional development that is inten-
tional and sequential and leads to a higher
level of skill or certification;

‘“(B) establishing or supporting programs
designed to increase the retention and im-
prove the competencies of child care pro-
viders, including wage incentive programs
and initiatives that establish tiered payment
rates for providers that meet or exceed child
care services guidelines, as defined by the
State;

“(C) offering training, professional devel-
opment, and educational opportunities for
child care providers that relate to the use of
developmentally appropriate and age-appro-
priate curricula, and early childhood teach-
ing strategies, that are scientifically based
and aligned with the social, emotional, phys-
ical, and cognitive development of children,
including offering specialized training for
child care providers who care for infants and
toddlers, children who are English learners,
and children with disabilities (as defined in
section 602 of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1401));

‘(D) providing training concerning the
State early learning and developmental
guidelines, where applicable, including train-
ing concerning early mathematics and early
language and literacy development and effec-
tive instructional practices to support math-
ematics and language and literacy develop-
ment in young children;

‘“(B) incorporating effective use of data to
guide instruction and program improvement;

‘“(F) including effective behavior manage-
ment strategies and training, including posi-
tive behavioral interventions and supports,
that promote positive social and emotional
development and reduce challenge behaviors;

‘“(G) at the option of the State, incor-
porating feedback from experts at the
State’s institutions of higher education, as
defined in section 102 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002), and other
early childhood development experts and
early childhood education and care experts;

‘““(H) providing training corresponding to
the nutritional and physical activity needs
of children to promote healthy development;

‘(I) providing training or professional de-
velopment for child care providers to serve
and support children with disabilities;

‘(J) providing training and outreach on en-
gaging parents and families in culturally and
linguistically appropriate ways to expand
their knowledge, skills, and capacity to be-
come meaningful partners in supporting
their children’s learning and development;
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“(K) providing training or professional de-
velopment for child care providers regarding
the early neurological development of chil-
dren; and

‘(L) connecting child care staff members
of child care providers with available Fed-
eral and State financial aid, or other re-
sources, that would assist child care staff
members in pursuing relevant postsecondary
training.

‘“(2) Supporting the use of the early learn-
ing and developmental guidelines described
in section 658E(c)(2)(T) by—

‘““(A) developing and implementing the
State’s early learning and developmental
guidelines; and

‘(B) providing technical assistance to en-
hance early learning for preschool and
school-aged children in order to promote lan-
guage and literacy skills, foster school readi-
ness, and support later school success.

‘“(3) Developing and implementing a tiered
quality rating system for child care pro-
viders, which shall—

‘‘(A) support and assess the quality of child
care providers in the State;

‘(B) build on licensing standards and other
State regulatory standards for such pro-
viders;

“(C) be designed to improve the quality of
different types of child care providers;

‘(D) describe the quality of early learning
facilities;

‘(E) build the capacity of State early
childhood education and care programs and
communities to promote parents’ and fami-
lies’ understanding of the State’s early child-
hood education and care system and the rat-
ings of the programs in which the child is en-
rolled; and

‘“(F) provide, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, financial incentives and other sup-
ports designed to help child care providers
achieve and sustain higher levels of quality.

‘“(4) Improving the supply and quality of
child care programs and services for infants
and toddlers through activities, which may
include—

‘“(A) establishing or expanding neighbor-
hood-based high-quality comprehensive fam-
ily and child development centers, which
may serve as resources to child care pro-
viders in order to improve the quality of
early childhood education and care and early
childhood development services provided to
infants and toddlers from low-income fami-
lies and to help eligible child care providers
improve their capacity to offer high-quality
care to infants and toddlers from low-income
families;

‘(B) establishing or expanding the oper-
ation of community or neighborhood-based
family child care networks;

‘“(C) supporting statewide networks of in-
fant and toddler child care specialists, in-
cluding specialists who have knowledge re-
garding infant and toddler development and
curriculum and program implementation as
well as the ability to coordinate services
with early intervention specialists who pro-
vide services for infants and toddlers with
disabilities under part C of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C.
1431 et seq.);

“(D) carrying out initiatives to improve
the quality of the infant and toddler child
care workforce, such as providing relevant
training, professional development, or men-
toring opportunities and linking such oppor-
tunities to career pathways, developing ca-
reer pathways for providers in such work-
force, and improving the State credentialing
of eligible providers caring for infants and
toddlers;

‘‘(E) if applicable, developing infant and
toddler components within the State’s qual-
ity rating system described in paragraph (3)
for child care providers for infants and tod-
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dlers, or the development of infant and tod-
dler components in a State’s child care li-
censing regulations or early learning and de-
velopmental guidelines;

‘“(F') improving the ability of parents to ac-
cess information about high-quality infant
and toddler care; and

‘(G) carrying out other activities deter-
mined by the State to improve the quality of
infant and toddler care provided in the
State, and for which there is evidence that
the activities will lead to improved infant
and toddler health and safety, infant and
toddler development, or infant and toddler
well-being, including providing training (in-
cluding training in safe sleep practices, first
aid, and cardiopulmonary resuscitation).

‘(5) Promoting broad child care provider
participation in the quality rating system
described in paragraph (3).

‘(6) Establishing or expanding a statewide
system of child care resource and referral
services.

‘(T Facilitating compliance with State re-
quirements for inspection, monitoring,
training, and health and safety, and with
State licensing standards.

‘“(8) Evaluating and assessing the quality
and effectiveness of child care programs and
services offered in the State, including eval-
uating how such programs and services may
improve the overall school readiness of
young children.

‘(9) Supporting child care providers in the
pursuit of accreditation by an established
national accrediting body with dem-
onstrated, valid, and reliable program stand-
ards of high quality.

¢“(10) Supporting State or local efforts to
develop or adopt high-quality program
standards relating to health, mental health,
nutrition, physical activity, and physical de-
velopment and providing resources to enable
eligible child care providers to meet, exceed,
or sustain success in meeting or exceeding,
such standards.

‘(11) Carrying out other activities deter-
mined by the State to improve the quality of
child care services provided in the State, and
for which measurement of outcomes relating
to improved provider preparedness, child
safety, child well-being, or school readiness
is possible.

‘‘(¢c) CERTIFICATION.—Beginning with fiscal
year 2015, at the beginning of each fiscal
year, the State shall annually submit to the
Secretary a certification containing an as-
surance that the State was in compliance
with subsection (a) during the preceding fis-
cal year and a description of how the State
used funds received under this subchapter to
comply with subsection (a) during that pre-
ceding fiscal year.

“(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Each
State receiving funds under this subchapter
shall prepare and submit an annual report to
the Secretary, which shall include informa-
tion about—

‘(1) the amount of funds that are reserved
under subsection (a);

‘“(2) the activities carried out under this
section; and

‘“(3) the measures that the State will use
to evaluate the State’s progress in improving
the quality of child care programs and serv-
ices in the State.

‘“(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall offer technical assistance, in ac-
cordance with section 658I(a)(3), which may
include technical assistance through the use
of grants or cooperative agreements, to
States for the activities described in sub-
section (b).

““(f) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed as providing the Sec-
retary the authority to regulate, direct, or
dictate State child care quality activities or
progress in implementing those activities.”.
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SEC. 7. CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.

The Child Care and Development Block
Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 658G the
following:

“SEC. 658H. CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives
funds to carry out this subchapter shall have
in effect—

‘(1) requirements, policies, and procedures
to require and conduct criminal background
checks for child care staff members (includ-
ing prospective child care staff members) of
child care providers described in subsection
(c)(1); and

‘“(2) licensing, regulation, and registration
requirements, as applicable, that prohibit
the employment of child care staff members
as described in subsection (c).

‘““(b) REQUIREMENTS.—A criminal back-
ground check for a child care staff member
under subsection (a) shall include—

‘(1) a search of each State criminal and
sex offender registry or repository in the
State where the child care staff member re-
sides and each State where such staff mem-
ber resided during the preceding 10 years;

‘“(2) a search of State-based child abuse and
neglect registries and databases in the State
where the child care staff member resides
and each State where such staff member re-
sided during the preceding 10 years;

“‘(3) a search of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center;

‘“(4) a Federal Bureau of Investigation fin-
gerprint check using the Integrated Auto-
mated Fingerprint Identification System;
and

““(5) a search of the National Sex Offender
Registry established under the Adam Walsh
Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 (42
U.S.C. 16901 et seq.).

‘‘(c) PROHIBITIONS.—

‘(1) CHILD CARE STAFF MEMBERS.—A child
care staff member shall be ineligible for em-
ployment by a child care provider that is li-
censed, regulated, or registered by the State
or for which assistance is provided in accord-
ance with this subchapter, if such indi-
vidual—

““(A) refuses to consent to the criminal
background check described in subsection
(b);

“(B) knowingly makes a materially false
statement in connection with such criminal
background check;

“(C) is registered, or is required to be reg-
istered, on a State sex offender registry or
repository or the National Sex Offender Reg-
istry established under the Adam Walsh
Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 (42
U.S.C. 16901 et seq.); or

‘(D) has been convicted of a felony con-
sisting of—

‘(i) murder, as described in section 1111 of
title 18, United States Code;

¢“(ii) child abuse or neglect;

‘“(iii) a crime against children, including
child pornography;

‘“(iv) spousal abuse;

‘“(v) a crime involving rape or sexual as-
sault;

‘“(vi) kidnaping;

‘“(vii) arson;

“‘(viii) physical assault or battery; or

‘“(ix) subject to subsection (e)(4), a drug-re-
lated offense committed during the pre-
ceding 5 years; or

‘““(E) has been convicted of a violent mis-
demeanor committed as an adult against a
child, including the following crimes: child
abuse, child endangerment, sexual assault,
or of a misdemeanor involving child pornog-
raphy.

‘“(2) CHILD CARE PROVIDERS.—A child care
provider described in paragraph (1) shall be
ineligible for assistance provided in accord-
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ance with this subchapter if the provider em-
ploys a staff member who is ineligible for
employment under paragraph (1).

‘(d) SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS FOR BACK-
GROUND CHECKS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A child care provider
covered by subsection (c) shall submit a re-
quest, to the appropriate State agency des-
ignated by a State, for a criminal back-
ground check described in subsection (b), for
each child care staff member (including pro-
spective child care staff members) of the pro-
vider.

‘“(2) STAFF MEMBERS.—Subject to para-
graph (4), in the case of an individual who be-
came a child care staff member before the
date of enactment of the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant Act of 2014, the pro-
vider shall submit such a request—

‘“(A) prior to the last day described in sub-
section (i)(1); and

‘“(B) not less often than once during each 5-
year period following the first submission
date under this paragraph for that staff
member.

¢‘(3) PROSPECTIVE STAFF MEMBERS.—Subject
to paragraph (4), in the case of an individual
who is a prospective child care staff member
on or after that date of enactment, the pro-
vider shall submit such a request—

‘“(A) prior to the date the individual be-
comes a child care staff member of the pro-
vider; and

‘“(B) not less often than once during each 5-
year period following the first submission
date under this paragraph for that staff
member.

¢‘(4) BACKGROUND CHECK FOR ANOTHER CHILD
CARE PROVIDER.—A child care provider shall
not be required to submit a request under
paragraph (2) or (3) for a child care staff
member if—

“(A) the staff member received a back-
ground check described in subsection (b)—

‘(1) within 5 years before the latest date on
which such a submission may be made; and

“‘(ii) while employed by or seeking employ-
ment by another child care provider within
the State;

“(B) the State provided to the first pro-
vider a qualifying background check result,
consistent with this subchapter, for the staff
member; and

“(C) the staff member is employed by a
child care provider within the State, or has
been separated from employment from a
child care provider within the State for a pe-
riod of not more than 180 consecutive days.

‘‘(e) BACKGROUND CHECK RESULTS AND AP-
PEALS.—

‘(1) BACKGROUND CHECK RESULTS.—The
State shall carry out the request of a child
care provider for a criminal background
check as expeditiously as possible, but in not
to exceed 45 days after the date on which
such request was submitted, and shall pro-
vide the results of the criminal background
check to such provider and to the current or
prospective staff member.

““(2) PRIVACY.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The State shall provide
the results of the criminal background check
to the provider in a statement that indicates
whether a child care staff member (including
a prospective child care staff member) is eli-
gible or ineligible for employment described
in subsection (c¢), without revealing any dis-
qualifying crime or other related informa-
tion regarding the individual.

‘(B) INELIGIBLE STAFF MEMBER.—If the
child care staff member is ineligible for such
employment due to the background check,
the State will, when providing the results of
the background check, include information
related to each disqualifying crime, in a re-
port to the staff member or prospective staff
member.
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‘“(C) PUBLIC RELEASE OF RESULTS.—NoO
State shall publicly release or share the re-
sults of individual background checks, how-
ever, such results of background checks may
be included in the development or dissemina-
tion of local or statewide data related to
background checks, if such results are not
individually identifiable.

“(3) APPEALS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The State shall provide
for a process by which a child care staff
member (including a prospective child care
staff member) may appeal the results of a
criminal background check conducted under
this section to challenge the accuracy or
completeness of the information contained
in such member’s criminal background re-
port.

‘“(B) APPEALS PROCESS.—The State shall
ensure that—

‘(i) each child care staff member shall be
given notice of the opportunity to appeal;

‘“(ii) a child care staff member will receive
instructions about how to complete the ap-
peals process if the child care staff member
wishes to challenge the accuracy or com-
pleteness of the information contained in
such member’s criminal background report;
and

‘‘(iii) the appeals process is completed in a
timely manner for each child care staff
member.

‘“(4) REVIEW.—The State may allow for a
review process through which the State may
determine that a child care staff member (in-
cluding a prospective child care staff mem-
ber) disqualified for a crime specified in sub-
section (c)(1)(D)(ix) is eligible for employ-
ment described in subsection (¢)(1), notwith-
standing subsection (c). The review process
shall be consistent with title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq.).

‘‘“(5) NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—Nothing
in this section shall be construed to create a
private right of action if the provider is in
compliance with State regulations and re-
quirements.

“(f) FEES FOR BACKGROUND CHECKS.—Fees
that a State may charge for the costs of
processing applications and administering a
criminal background check as required by
this section shall not exceed the actual costs
to the State for the processing and adminis-
tration.

*‘(g) CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) DISQUALIFICATION FOR OTHER CRIMES.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
prevent a State from disqualifying individ-
uals as child care staff members based on
their conviction for crimes not specifically
listed in this section that bear upon the fit-
ness of an individual to provide care for and
have responsibility for the safety and well-
being of children.

‘(2) RIGHTS AND REMEDIES.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to alter or
otherwise affect the rights and remedies pro-
vided for child care staff members residing in
a State that disqualifies individuals as child
care staff members for crimes not specifi-
cally provided for under this section.

*“(h) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

‘(1) the term ‘child care provider’ means a
center-based child care provider, a family
child care provider, or another provider of
child care services for compensation and on
a regular basis that—

‘“(A) is not an individual who is related to
all children for whom child care services are
provided; and

‘(B) is licensed, regulated, or registered
under State law or receives assistance pro-
vided in accordance with this subchapter;
and

‘(2) the term ‘child care staff member’
means an individual (other than an indi-
vidual who is related to all children for
whom child care services are provided)—
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“‘(A) who is employed by a child care pro-
vider for compensation;

“(B) whose activities involve the care or
supervision of children for a child care pro-
vider or unsupervised access to children who
are cared for or supervised by a child care
provider; or

‘(C) who is a family child care provider.

(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives
funds under this subchapter shall meet the
requirements of this section for the provi-
sion of criminal background checks for child
care staff members described in subsection
(d)(1) not later than the last day of the sec-
ond full fiscal year after the date of enact-
ment of the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 2014.

‘(2) EXTENSION.—The Secretary may grant
a State an extension of time, of not more
than 1 fiscal year, to meet the requirements
of this section if the State demonstrates a
good faith effort to comply with the require-
ments of this section.

¢(3) PENALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.—Except
as provided in paragraphs (1) and (2), for any
fiscal year that a State fails to comply sub-
stantially with the requirements of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall withhold 5 percent
of the funds that would otherwise be allo-
cated to that State in accordance with this
subchapter for the following fiscal year.”’.
SEC. 8. REPORTS AND INFORMATION.

(a) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 6581 of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858g) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by inserting a comma after ‘‘publish’’;
and

(ii) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end;

(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting
the following:

‘“(3) provide technical assistance to States
(which may include providing assistance on a
reimbursable basis), consistent with (as ap-
propriate) scientifically valid research, to
carry out this subchapter;’”’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) disseminate, for voluntary informa-
tional purposes, information on practices
that scientifically valid research indicates
are most successful in improving the quality
of programs that receive assistance with this
subchapter;

““(5) after consultation with the Secretary
of Education and the heads of any other Fed-
eral agencies involved, issue guidance, and
disseminate information on best practices,
regarding use of funding combined by States
as described in section 658E(c)(2)(0)(ii), con-
sistent with law other than this sub-
chapter.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(c) PROHIBITION.—Nothing in this sub-
chapter shall be construed as providing the
Secretary the authority to permit States to
alter the eligibility requirements for eligible
children, including work requirements that
apply to the parents of eligible children.”’.

(b) REQUESTS FOR RELIEF.—Section 6581 of
the Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990, as amended by subsection (a), is
further amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘(d) REQUEST FOR RELIEF.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The State may submit to
the Secretary a request for relief from any
provision of Federal law (including a regula-
tion, policy, or procedure) affecting the de-
livery of child care services with Federal
funds, other than this subchapter, that con-
flicts with a requirement of this subchapter.

¢‘(2) CONTENTS.—Such request shall—

‘““(A) detail the provision of Federal law
that conflicts with that requirement;

‘“(B) describe how modifying compliance
with that provision of Federal law to meet
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the requirements of this subchapter will, by
itself, improve delivery of child care services
for children in the State; and

‘(C) certify that the health, safety, and
well-being of children served through assist-
ance received under this subchapter will not
be compromised as a result.

‘“(3) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall
consult with the State submitting the re-
quest and the head of each Federal agency
(other than the Secretary) with responsi-
bility for administering the Federal law de-
tailed in the State’s request. The consulting
parties shall jointly identify—

‘““(A) any provision of Federal law (includ-
ing a regulation, policy, or procedure) for
which a waiver is necessary to enable the
State to provide services in accordance with
the request; and

‘“(B) any corresponding waiver.

‘“(4) WAIVERS.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, and after the joint identi-
fication described in paragraph (3), the head
of the Federal agency involved shall have the
authority to waive any statutory provision
administered by that agency, or any regula-
tion, policy, or procedure issued by that
agency, that has been so identified, unless
the head of the Federal agency determines
that such a waiver is inconsistent with the
objectives of this subchapter or the Federal
law from which relief is sought.

‘“(6) APPROVAL.—Within 90 days after the
receipt of a State’s request under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall inform the State
of the Secretary’s approval or disapproval of
the request. If the plan is disapproved, the
Secretary shall inform the State, in writing,
of the reasons for the disapproval and give
the State the opportunity to amend the re-
quest.

‘“(6) DURATION.—The Secretary may ap-
prove a request under this subsection for a
period of not more than 3 years, and may
renew the approval for additional periods of
not more than 3 years.

‘(7Y TERMINATION.—The Secretary shall
terminate approval of a request for relief au-
thorized under this subsection if the Sec-
retary determines, after notice and oppor-
tunity for a hearing, that the performance of
a State granted relief under this subsection
has been inadequate, or if such relief is no
longer necessary to achieve its original pur-
poses.”.

(c) REPORTS.—Section 658K(a) of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant Act of
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858i(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)—

(A) in clause (ix), by striking ‘‘and” at the
end;

(B) in clause (x), by inserting ‘‘and” at the
end; and

(C) by inserting after clause (x), the fol-
lowing:

‘“(xi) whether the children receiving assist-
ance under this subchapter are homeless
children;”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘1997 and inserting ‘2014’’;
and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 658P(5)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 658P(6)’’.

(d) REPORT BY SECRETARY.—Section 658L of
the Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858j) is amended—

(1) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following:

“SEC. 658L. REPORTS, HOTLINE, AND WEB SITE.”;

(2) by striking ‘“‘“Not later” and inserting
the following:

‘‘(a) REPORT BY SECRETARY.—Not later’’;

(3) by striking ‘1998’ and inserting ‘2016’’;
and

(4) by striking ‘“‘to the Committee’ and all
that follows through ‘‘of the Senate’ and in-
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serting ‘‘to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate’’;
and

(5) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) NATIONAL TOLL-FREE HOTLINE AND
WEB SITE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall op-
erate a national toll-free hotline and Web
site, to—

“(A) develop and disseminate publicly
available child care consumer education in-
formation for parents and help parents ac-
cess safe, affordable, and quality child care
in their community; and

‘(B) to allow persons to report (anony-
mously if desired) suspected child abuse or
neglect, or violations of health and safety re-
quirements, by an eligible child care pro-
vider that receives assistance under this sub-
chapter.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall
ensure that the hotline and Web site meet
the following requirements:

“(A) REFERRAL TO LOCAL CHILD CARE PRO-
VIDERS.—The Web site shall be hosted by
‘childcare.gov’. The Web site shall enable a
child care consumer to enter a zip code and
obtain a referral to local child care providers
described in subparagraph (B) within a speci-
fied search radius.

‘‘(B) INFORMATION.—The Web site shall pro-
vide to consumers, directly or through link-
ages to State databases, at a minimum—

‘(i) a localized list of all State licensed
child care providers;

‘(ii) any provider-specific information
from a Quality Rating and Improvement
System or information about other quality
indicators, to the extent the information is
publicly available and to the extent prac-
ticable;

‘‘(iii) any other provider-specific informa-
tion about compliance with licensing, and
health and safety, requirements to the ex-
tent the information is publicly available
and to the extent practicable;

‘“(iv) referrals to local resource and refer-
ral organizations from which consumers can
find more information about child care pro-
viders, and a recommendation that con-
sumers consult with the organizations when
selecting a child care provider; and

‘“(v) State information about child care
subsidy programs and other financial sup-
ports available to families.

¢(C) NATIONWIDE CAPACITY.—The Web site
and hotline shall have the capacity to help
families in every State and community in
the Nation.

‘(D) INFORMATION AT ALL HOURS.—The Web
site shall provide, to parents and families,
access to information about child care 24
hours a day.

‘“(E) SERVICES IN DIFFERENT LANGUAGES.—
The Web site and hotline shall ensure the
widest possible access to services for families
who speak languages other than English.

‘“(F) HIGH-QUALITY CONSUMER EDUCATION
AND REFERRAL.—The Web site and hotline
shall ensure that families have access to
child care consumer education and referral
services that are consistent and of high qual-
ity.

‘(3) PROHIBITION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to allow the Sec-
retary to compel States to provide addi-
tional data and information that is currently
(as of the date of enactment of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant Act of
2014) not publicly available, or is not re-
quired by this subchapter.”.

(e) PROTECTION OF INFORMATION.—Section
658K(a)(1) of the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858i(a)(1))
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
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‘‘(E) PROHIBITION.—Reports submitted to
the Secretary under subparagraph (C) shall
not contain individually identifiable infor-
mation.”.

SEC. 9. RESERVATION FOR TOLL-FREE HOTLINE
AND WEB SITE; PAYMENTS TO BEN-
EFIT INDIAN CHILDREN.

Section 6580 of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858m) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by striking ‘“The Secretary’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’;

(ii) by striking ‘1 percent, and not more
than 2 percent,” and inserting ‘‘2 percent’’;
and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(B) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall only re-
serve an amount that is greater than 2 per-
cent of the amount appropriated under sec-
tion 658B, for payments described in subpara-
graph (A), for a fiscal year (referred to in
this subparagraph as the ‘reservation year’)
if —

‘(i) the amount appropriated under section
658B for the reservation year is greater than
the amount appropriated under section 658B
for fiscal year 2014; and

‘‘(ii) the Secretary ensures that the
amount allotted to States under subsection
(b) for the reservation year is not less than
the amount allotted to States under sub-
section (b) for fiscal year 2014.”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

¢“(3) NATIONAL TOLL-FREE HOTLINE AND WEB
SITE.—The Secretary shall reserve not less
than $1,000,000 of the amount appropriated
under this subchapter for each fiscal year for
the operation of a national toll-free hotline
and Web site, under section 658L(b).”’; and

(2) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end
the following:

‘(D) LICENSING AND STANDARDS.—In lieu of
any licensing and regulatory requirements
applicable under State or local law, the Sec-
retary, in consultation with Indian tribes
and tribal organizations, shall develop min-
imum child care standards that shall be ap-
plicable to Indian tribes and tribal organiza-
tions receiving assistance under this sub-
chapter. Such standards shall appropriately
reflect Indian tribe and tribal organization
needs and available resources, and shall in-
clude standards requiring a publicly avail-
able application, health and safety stand-
ards, and standards requiring a reservation
of funds for activities to improve the quality
of child care provided to Indian children.’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following:

¢(C) LIMITATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), the Secretary may not permit an
Indian tribe or tribal organization to use
amounts provided under this subsection for
construction or renovation if the use will re-
sult in a decrease in the level of child care
services provided by the Indian tribe or trib-
al organization as compared to the level of
child care services provided by the Indian
tribe or tribal organization in the fiscal year
preceding the year for which the determina-
tion under subparagraph (B) is being made.

““(ii) WAIVER.—The Secretary shall waive
the limitation described in clause (i) if—

“(I) the Secretary determines that the de-
crease in the level of child care services pro-
vided by the Indian tribe or tribal organiza-
tion is temporary; and

“(IT) the Indian tribe or tribal organization
submits to the Secretary a plan that dem-
onstrates that after the date on which the
construction or renovation is completed—
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‘“‘(aa) the level of child care services will
increase; or

“(bb) the quality of child care services will
improve.”.

SEC. 10. DEFINITIONS.

Section 658P of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858n) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting
the following:

“(3) CHILD WITH A DISABILITY.—The term
‘child with a disability’ means—

‘“(A) a child with a disability, as defined in
section 602 of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1401);

‘“(B) a child who is eligible for early inter-
vention services under part C of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20
U.S.C. 1431 et seq.);

“(C) a child who is less than 13 years of age
and who is eligible for services under section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29
U.S.C. 794); and

‘(D) a child with a disability, as defined by
the State involved.

‘“(4) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible
child’ means an individual—

““(A) who is less than 13 years of age;

“(B) whose family income does not exceed
85 percent of the State median income for a
family of the same size, and whose family as-
sets do not exceed $1,000,000 (as certified by a
member of such family); and

(C) who—

‘(i) resides with a parent or parents who
are working or attending a job training or
educational program; or

‘‘(ii) is receiving, or needs to receive, pro-
tective services and resides with a parent or
parents not described in clause (i).”’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (5) through
(9) as paragraphs (6) through (10), respec-
tively;

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol-
lowing:

‘“(5) ENGLISH LEARNER.—The term ‘English
learner’ means an individual who is limited
English proficient, as defined in section 9101
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801) or section 637 of
the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9832).”";

(4) in paragraph (6)(A), as redesignated by
paragraph (2)—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘section
658E(c)(2)(E)”’ and inserting ‘‘section
658E(c)(2)(F)”’; and

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘section
658E(c)(2)(F)”’ and inserting ‘‘section
658E(c)(2)(D)’;

(5) in paragraph (9), as redesignated by
paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘designated’” and
all that follows and inserting ‘‘designated or
established under section 658D(a).’’;

(6) in paragraph (10), as redesignated by
paragraph (2), by inserting ‘¢, foster parent,”’
after ‘‘guardian’’;

(7) by redesignating paragraphs (11)
through (14) as paragraphs (12) through (15),
respectively; and

(8) by inserting after paragraph (10), as re-
designated by paragraph (2), the following:

¢“(11) SCIENTIFICALLY VALID RESEARCH.—The
term ‘scientifically valid research’ includes
applied research, basic research, and field-
initiated research, for which the rationale,
design, and interpretation are soundly devel-
oped in accordance with principles of sci-
entific research.”.

SEC. 10A. PARENTAL RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.

Section 658Q of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
98580) is amended—

(1) by inserting before ‘‘Nothing’’ the fol-
lowing:

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
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“(b) PARENTAL RIGHTS TO USE CHILD CARE
CERTIFICATES.—Nothing in this subchapter
shall be construed in a manner—

‘(1) to favor or promote the use of grants
and contracts for the receipt of child care
services under this subchapter over the use
of child care certificates; or

‘(2) to disfavor or discourage the use of
such certificates for the purchase of child
care services, including those services pro-
vided by private or nonprofit entities, such
as faith-based providers.”’.

SEC. 11. STUDIES ON WAITING LISTS.

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall conduct studies to
determine, for each State, the number of
families that—

(1) are eligible to receive assistance under
the Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.);

(2) have applied for the assistance; and

(3) have been placed on a waiting list for
the assistance.

(b) REPORT.—The Comptroller General
shall prepare a report containing the results
of each study and shall submit the report to
the appropriate committees of Congress—

(1) not later than 2 years after the date of
enactment of this Act; and

(2) every 2 years thereafter.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘“State’” has the meaning given the term in
section 658P of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858n).

SEC. 12. CONFORMING AMENDMENT.

Section 319C-1(b)(2)(A)(vii) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 247d-
3a(b)(2)(A)(vii)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or
established’ after ‘‘designated’.

SEC. 13. REVIEW OF FEDERAL EARLY LEARNING
AND CARE PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services, in conjunction with the
Secretary of Education, shall conduct an
interdepartmental review of all early learn-
ing and care programs in order to—

(1) develop a plan for the elimination of du-
plicative and overlapping programs, as iden-
tified by the Government Accountability Of-
fice’s 2012 annual report (GAO-12-342SP); and

(2) make recommendations to Congress for
streamlining all such programs.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education
and the heads of all Federal agencies that
administer Federal early learning and care
programs, shall submit to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of
the Senate and the Committee on Education
and the Workforce of the House of Rep-
resentatives, a detailed report that outlines
the efficiencies that can be achieved by, as
well as specific recommendations for, elimi-
nating duplication, overlap, and fragmenta-
tion among all Federal early learning and
care programs.

SEC. 14. SAFE CHILD CARE ACT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘‘Safe Child Care Act of 2014”.

(b) BACKGROUND CHECKS.—Section 231 of
the Crime Control Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
13041) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b)(3)”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (3)’;
and

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (4);

(2) by moving paragraphs (2) and (3) of sub-
section (b) to subsection (a), and inserting
them after paragraph (1) of that subsection;

(3) in subsection (a)(3), as redesignated by
paragraph (2) of this subsection, by striking
“‘subsection (a)(1)”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph
@7,
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(4) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph
(1) and inserting the following:

‘(1) A background check required by sub-
section (a) shall be initiated through the per-
sonnel programs of the applicable Federal
agencies.

“(2) A background check for a child care
staff member under subsection (a) shall in-
clude—

‘““(A) a search, including a fingerprint
check, of the State criminal registry or re-
pository in—

‘(i) the State where the child care staff
member resides; and

““(ii) each State where the child care staff
member previously resided during the longer
of—

“(I) the 10-year period ending on the date
on which the background check is initiated;
or

‘(IT) the period beginning on the date on
which the child care staff member attained
18 years of age and ending on the date on
which the background check is initiated;

‘“(B) a search of State-based child abuse
and neglect registries and databases in—

‘(i) the State where the child care staff
member resides; and

‘“(ii) each State where the child care staff
member previously resided during the longer
of—

‘() the 10-year period ending on the date
on which the background check is initiated;
or

‘“(IT) the period beginning on the date on
which the child care staff member attained
18 years of age and ending on the date on
which the background check is initiated;

“(C) a search of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center database;

‘(D) a Federal Bureau of Investigation fin-
gerprint check using the Integrated Auto-
mated Fingerprint Identification System;

‘““(E) a search of the National Sex Offender
Registry established under the Adam Walsh
Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 (42
U.S.C. 16901 et seq.); and

“(F) a search of the State sex offender reg-
istry established under that Act in—

‘(i) the State where the child care staff
member resides; and

‘“(ii) each State where the child care staff
member previously resided during the longer
of—

‘“(I) the 10-year period ending on the date
on which the background check is initiated;
or

““(IT) the period beginning on the date on
which the child care staff member attained
18 years of age and ending on the date on
which the background check is initiated.

“(3) A child care staff member shall be in-
eligible for employment by a child care pro-
vider if such individual—

“‘(A) refuses to consent to the background
check described in subsection (a);

‘(B) makes a false statement in connection
with such background check;

‘(C) is registered, or is required to be reg-
istered, on a State sex offender registry or
the National Sex Offender Registry estab-
lished under the Adam Walsh Child Protec-
tion and Safety Act of 2006; or

‘(D) has been convicted of a felony con-
sisting of—

‘(i) murder, as described in section 1111 of
title 18, United States Code;

‘“(ii) child abuse or neglect;

‘‘(iii) a crime against children, including
child pornography;

‘“(iv) spousal abuse;

‘“(v) a crime involving rape or sexual as-
sault;

‘“(vi) kidnapping;

“‘(vii) arson;

‘‘(viii) physical assault or battery; or
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‘“(ix) subject to paragraph (5)(D), a drug-re-
lated offense committed during the pre-
ceding 5 years.

‘““(4)(A) A child care provider covered by
paragraph (3) shall submit a request, to the
appropriate State agency designated by a
State, for a background check described in
subsection (a), for each child care staff mem-
ber (including prospective child care staff
members) of the provider.

‘“(B) In the case of an individual who is
hired as a child care staff member before the
date of enactment of the Safe Child Care Act
of 2014, the provider shall submit such a re-
quest—

‘(1) prior to the last day of the second full
fiscal year after that date of enactment; and

‘“(ii) not less often than once during each 5-
year period following the first submission
date under this subparagraph for that staff
member.

‘“(C) In the case of an individual who is a
prospective child care staff member on or
after that date of enactment, the provider
shall submit such a request—

“(1) prior to the date the individual be-
comes a child care staff member of the pro-
vider; and

‘‘(i1) not less often than once during each 5-
year period following the first submission
date under this subparagraph for that staff
member.

“(5)(A) The State shall—

‘(1) carry out the request of a child care
provider for a background check described in
subsection (a) as expeditiously as possible;
and

‘“(i1) in accordance with subparagraph (B)
of this paragraph, provide the results of the
background check to—

‘() the child care provider; and

‘“(IT) the current or prospective child care
staff member for whom the background
check is conducted.

“(B)(1) The State shall provide the results
of a background check to a child care pro-
vider as required under subparagraph
(A)({i)(I) in a statement that—

‘“(I) indicates whether the current or pro-
spective child care staff member for whom
the background check is conducted is eligi-
ble or ineligible for employment by a child
care provider; and

‘“(II) does not reveal any disqualifying
crime or other related information regarding
the current or prospective child care staff
member.

‘“(ii) If a current or prospective child care
staff member is ineligible for employment by
a child care provider due to a background
check described in subsection (a), the State
shall provide the results of the background
check to the current or prospective child
care staff member as required under subpara-
graph (A)(ii)(II) in a criminal background re-
port that includes information relating to
each disqualifying crime.

“(iii) A State—

‘() may not publicly release or share the
results of an individual background check
described in subsection (a); and

‘“(II) may include the results of back-
ground checks described in subsection (a) in
the development or dissemination of local or
statewide data relating to background
checks if the results are not individually
identifiable.

‘“(C)(1) The State shall provide for a proc-
ess by which a child care staff member (in-
cluding a prospective child care staff mem-
ber) may appeal the results of a background
check required under subsection (a) to chal-
lenge the accuracy or completeness of the in-
formation contained in the criminal back-
ground report of the staff member.

‘“(ii) The State shall ensure that—

‘“(I) the appeals process is completed in a
timely manner for each child care staff
member;
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“(IT) each child care staff member is given
notice of the opportunity to appeal; and

‘“(ITII) each child care staff member who
wishes to challenge the accuracy or com-
pleteness of the information in the criminal
background report of the child care staff
member is given instructions about how to
complete the appeals process.

“(D)(i) The State may allow for a review
process through which the State may deter-
mine that a child care staff member (includ-
ing a prospective child care staff member)
disqualified for a crime specified in para-
graph (3)(D)(ix) is eligible for employment by
a child care provider, notwithstanding para-
graph (3).

‘“(ii) The review process under this sub-
paragraph shall be consistent with title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e
et seq.).

‘““(E) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to create a private right of action
against a child care provider if the child care
provider is in compliance with this section.

“(F) This section shall apply to each State
that receives funding under the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42
U.S.C. 9858 et seq.).

‘“(6) Fees that the State may charge for the
costs of conducting a background check as
required by subsection (a) shall not exceed
the actual costs to the State for the adminis-
tration of such background checks.

“(7) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to prevent a Federal agency from
disqualifying an individual as a child care
staff member based on a conviction of the in-
dividual for a crime not specifically listed in
this subsection that bears upon the fitness of
an individual to provide care for and have re-
sponsibility for the safety and well-being of
children.

*“(8) In this subsection—

“‘(A) the term °‘child care provider’ means
an agency of the Federal Government, or a
unit of or contractor with the Federal Gov-
ernment that is operating a facility, de-
scribed in subsection (a); and

‘“(B) the term ‘child care staff member’
means an individual who is hired, or seeks to
be hired, by a child care provider to be in-
volved with the provision of child care serv-
ices, as described in subsection (a).”’; and

(5) by striking subsection (c¢) and inserting
the following:

“(c) SUSPENSION PENDING DISPOSITION OF
CRIMINAL CASE.—In the case of an incident in
which an individual has been charged with
an offense described in subsection (b)(3)(D)
and the charge has not yet been disposed of,
an employer may suspend an employee from
having any contact with children while on
the job until the case is resolved.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1 of the second full fiscal year after the
date of enactment of this Act.

SEC. 15. ALLOTMENT OF SPACE IN FEDERAL
BUILDINGS FOR CHILD CARE.

Section 590 of title 40, United States Code,

is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (a)
through (g) as subsections (b) through (h),
respectively;

(2) by inserting before subsection (b) (as so
redesignated) the following:

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE.—In
this section, the term ‘Federal employee’
does not include a person that—

‘(1) is not employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment; and

‘“(2) meets the requirements described in
subsection (¢)(2)(C)({1)(I1).”’;

(3) in paragraph (2)(C) of subsection (c) (as
so redesignated), by striking clause (i) and
inserting the following:

‘(i) the space will be used to provide child
care services to children of whom at least 50
percent have 1 parent or guardian who—
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“(I) is employed by the Federal Govern-
ment; or

‘“‘(IT)(aa) has met the requirements for a
master’s degree or a doctorate degree from
an institution of higher education (as defined
in section 102 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002)); and

““(bb) is conducting research in the Federal
building under an arrangement between the
parent or guardian and a Federal agency.”’;
and

(4) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated), by
striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘subsection (c¢)”’.

SEC. 16. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SIGNIFI-
CANTLY REDUCING CHILD POVERTY
BY CALENDAR YEAR 2019.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the United States has the highest rate
of childhood poverty among 34 major coun-
tries in the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, including Den-
mark, Finland, Norway, Iceland, Cyprus,
Austria, Sweden, the Czech Republic, Ger-
many, Slovenia, Hungary, South Korea, the
United Kingdom, Switzerland, the Nether-
lands, Ireland, France, Malta, Luxembourg,
Slovakia, Estonia, Belgium, New Zealand,
Poland, Canada, Australia, Japan, Portugal,
Greece, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Spain, and
Bulgaria;

(2) a record-breaking 46,496,000 individuals
lived in poverty in the United States in 2012,
which is an increase of 14,915,000 individuals
since 2000;

(3) 16,073,000 children in the United States
lived in poverty in 2012, which is an increase
of 4,486,000 children since 2000;

(4) more than 7,100,000 children in the
United States, 40 percent of children living
in poverty in the United States, live in ex-
treme poverty (defined as living in families
with an income that is less than half of the
poverty level);

(5) nearly 1,200,000 public school students
in the United States were homeless in the
2011-2012 school year, an increase of 73 per-
cent since the 2006-2007 school year;

(6) in an average month in fiscal year 2011,
1,200,000 households with children in the
United States did not have any cash income
and, for food, depended only on benefits
under the supplemental nutrition assistance
program established under the Food and Nu-
trition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.);

(7) in 2012, government assistance pro-
grams removed from poverty 9,000,000 chil-
dren, including 5,300,000 children through the
earned income tax credit under section 32 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the
child tax credit under section 24 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, and 2,200,000 chil-
dren through the supplemental nutrition as-
sistance program established under the Food
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et
seq.);

(8) in 2012, child poverty would have been
57 percent higher, and extreme poverty
would have been 240 percent higher, without
government tax credits and food, housing,
and energy benefits;

(9) in 2013, an individual working full-time
at the Federal minimum wage could not af-
ford the fair market rent for a 2-bedroom
rental unit and have enough money for food,
utilities, and other necessities;

(10) in school years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011,
less than half of children ages 3 and 4 were
enrolled in preschool;

(11) Early Head Start programs carried out
under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et
seq.) served only 4 percent of the 2,900,000 eli-
gible poor infants and toddlers each day in
fiscal year 2012, and Head Start programs
carried out under such Act served only 41
percent of the 2,000,000 eligible poor children
ages 3 and 4;
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(12) more than 220,000 children are on wait-
ing lists for child care assistance; and

(13) child poverty costs the United States
not less than $500,000,000 each year in addi-
tional education, health, and criminal jus-
tice costs and in lost productivity.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President should im-
mediately present to Congress a comprehen-
sive plan to significantly reduce child pov-
erty in the United States by calendar year
2019.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHANGE OF VOTE

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, on
rollcall vote 77 I voted ‘‘aye.” It was
my intention to vote ‘“nay.” 1 ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to change my vote since it will not af-
fect the outcome.

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

(The foregoing tally has been
changed to reflect the above order).
———

SUPPORTING SOVEREIGNTY AND
DEMOCRACY IN UKRAINE—MO-
TION TO PROCEED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
proceed to Calendar No. 329, S. 2124,
which is the bill to support sovereignty
and democracy in UKkraine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
KEY). The clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 329, S.
2124, to support sovereignty and democracy
in Ukraine, and for other purposes.

———————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3370 AND S. 2137

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No.
317, H.R. 3370, the Homeowner Flood In-
surance Affordability Act; that there
be up to 45 minutes of debate prior to
a vote on passage of the bill, with the
majority controlling 30 minutes and
the Republicans controlling 15 min-
utes; further, that upon disposition of
H.R. 3370, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of S. 2137, introduced
earlier today by Senator LEE; that the
bill be read a third time and the Senate
proceed to vote on passage of the bill;
that each bill be subject to a 60 affirm-
ative vote threshold, with all of the
above occurring with no intervening
action or debate; finally, that there be
2 minutes equally divided in between
the votes; and that Senator COBURN be
recognized for up to 30 minutes fol-
lowing the votes for his remarks rel-
ative to the flood insurance bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
———
UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that following disposi-
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tion of S. 2137, the Senate proceed to
executive session to consider the fol-
lowing two nominations en bloc: Cal-
endar Nos. 647 and 551; that the Senate
proceed to vote without intervening ac-
tion or debate on the nominations in
the order listed; that the motions to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate; that no further motions
be in order; that any related state-
ments be printed in the RECORD; that
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action and the Senate
then resume legislative session; fur-
ther, that there be 2 minutes for debate
equally divided in the usual form prior
to each vote, and that the votes be 10
minutes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

——

HOMEOWNER FLOOD INSURANCE
AFFORDABILITY ACT OF 2013

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 3370.

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3370) to delay the implementa-
tion of certain provisions of the Biggert-
Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are now 45
minutes for debate.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, this par-
ticular bill has not been examined in
committee—not in the Senate, not
even in the House. It was rushed to the
floor of the House without amendment,
and it is rushed to the floor here with-
out amendment. This is not how the
legislative process is supposed to
work—especially not here in the Sen-
ate.

My opponents may say we already
had our chance to impact this policy,
but what we have before us now is a
different bill—a bill which we have
never seen before. This bill is not a
conference report. It takes zero cues
from the Senate bill. Not a single rep-
resentative of the American people has
been given the opportunity to offer
even a single amendment to this legis-
lation.

All T have been asking for is a vote
on an amendment which eliminates
certain insurance rebates for second
homes. My amendment would not
change homeowners’ flood insurance
policies or even reduce the new tax-
payer subsidy we are going to give
them. It simply removes a retroactive
reimbursement for second homes. Es-
sentially we ask that working families
around the country, including tax-
payers in my State, not have to cut an
additional check to the owners of
coastal vacation houses. I know of no
one who objects to my provision on
policy grounds. Let me repeat that. I
don’t know of anyone, not one person
who has raised a policy objection to



ejoyner
Text Box
 CORRECTION

March 13, 2014 Congressional Record
Correction To Page S1627
On page S1627, March 13, 2014, in the second column, the following language appears: Madam President, 
on rollcall vote 77 . . . 

The online Record has been corrected to read: Mr. COBURN. Madam President, on rollcall vote 77 . . . 


S1628

the amendment I have offered. It is an
objective improvement to the under-
lying policy and this is what the Sen-
ate is supposed to do. Yet the sup-
porters of the bill have been blocking
any amendments that may garner bi-
partisan support to hold together a
deal that has been negotiated in a
backroom, written in secret by only a
few Members, perhaps with the influ-
ence of a few people who may be inter-
ested in that. These ‘‘masters of the
universe’” as my friend Senator SES-
SIONS has sometimes referred to them,
are shutting the American people out
of the process.

I asked for 10 minutes and a vote on
a single unobjectionable germane
amendment to a bill the public has
never before seen, but it seems this
may be a bridge too far for the ‘‘mas-
ters of the universe,” as my friend
from Alabama likes to call them.

So in an effort hopefully to change
one of the more offensive policies in
the bill, one that provides a refund of
premiums paid under the law to home-
owners of second vacation homes from
a program that is already $24 billion in
the hole, I agree to a vote on my
amendment as a stand-alone bill. I
have assurances from the House major-
ity leader that he will work to get the
policy considered in the House and I
take him at his word.

I urge my colleagues to support my
bill to protect the American people
from being asked to fund—to refund
premiums paid under current law to
owners of second homes and vacation
homes.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am op-
posed to H.R. 3370 because it abandons
the much-needed reforms to the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program, NFIP,
that were instituted in the Biggert-
Waters Reform Act of 2012. That bill
set the NFIP on a course to quickly re-
move Federal subsidies from the pro-
gram and make it actuarially sound. If
these policies had been fully imple-
mented, it would have allowed the de-
velopment of a private insurance mar-
ketplace for flood insurance, which
does not currently exist. H.R. 3370 pre-
vents flood insurance policies from
being written at an actuarially sound
rate when homes are sold to a new
buyer or when a flood insurance policy
lapses. New purchasers of homes in
areas that require flood insurance
should not be subsidized for making
that decision. H.R. 3370 puts in doubt
the hope that NFIP’s subsidies are
eliminated.

Thank you, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise to urge a ‘‘yes” vote for final pas-
sage of the Homeowner Flood Insur-
ance Affordability Act, the legislation
we are here to consider. I will say the
Senate went through a considerate, de-
liberate process where amendments
were openly considered. I believe at the
end of the process there was a 67-t0-32
vote. We don’t normally get two-thirds
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of the Senate agreeing on major issues,
but we did at that time in a bipartisan
effort.

My understanding is the legislation
that ultimately we are considering
today, which is basically
foundationally what we agreed to here
with some changes in the House, for
which there was vigorous back-and-
forth negotiation, passed by over 300
votes of the House of Representatives.
So it seems to me it has a broad bipar-
tisan support and was vigorously de-
bated in that Chamber.

We have an opportunity to once
again, after the bill we just passed,
show this body can work. We had a re-
spectable debate on good-faith amend-
ments that were germane to the bill,
lived up to the ideals of the Senate
when it was before us. We were able to
have bipartisan negotiations to im-
prove the House-passed version of our
bill so it would provide the levels of re-
lief that are necessary. As a result, we
are now poised to pass some critical
legislation with overwhelmingly bipar-
tisan support which provides real relief
to millions of American families.

Just very briefly, because I hope to
basically not use all the time so we can
come to a vote and get our Members on
their way, this new legislation is first
of all budget neutral. It does not add a
dime to the deficit, nor does it hurt the
solvency of the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. It prevents sky-
rocketing rate increases by imple-
menting the following measures: One,
it creates a firewall on annual rate in-
creases. It repeals the property sales
trigger that was depressing the values
of homes. It repeals the new policy
sales trigger. It reinstates
grandfathering. It refunds homeowners
who overpaid. It has something that I
thought was critically important, that
I thought was so important when we
passed Biggert-Waters that I included
it by amendment in the banking com-
mittee—an affordability goal.

Let us have the ability to ensure the
solvency of the National Flood Insur-
ance Program, but let us have an af-
fordability mechanism which FEMA
was, under the law that exists today,
required to report to the Congress so
we could ultimately come up with an
affordability mechanism that would
ensure that we have a solvent program
and that we have an affordable pro-
gram.

At the end of the day, insurance is
about spreading risk over a wide pool
and in doing so keeping rates afford-
able. With rates that I heard from
homeowners in New Jersey that went
from $1,000 to $10,000 or $15,000, not
only is that not affordable but you are
going to ultimately reduce the size of
the risk pool in the National Flood In-
surance Program. That means that is
going to continue to drive up the cost,
and we have a self-fulfilling cycle that
ultimately does not provide for sol-
vency.

So we have kept some of the most
important reforms under Biggert-

March 13, 2014

Waters, but we created a window of op-
portunity to make sure we get to af-
fordability, that we help the real estate
market, at a time when it desperately
needs help, to be able to continue to
prosper. The people’s most significant
asset in their life was built over a life-
time to buy a home, and that is where
they ultimately have their greatest
asset. It is where they leverage for
their kid’s education or emergency in
health care and a whole host of plans
for retirement.

So for millions of people in my State
and across the country who ultimately
did the right thing, followed rules, paid
their premiums, met the higher stand-
ards, now to be told that in addition
to—in New Jersey’s case the con-
sequences of Hurricane Sandy, and
throughout the Northeast, flooding in
Colorado or the Mississippi or a whole
host of other places—but despite the
fact they did everything right, through
no fault of their own and having paid
their fees, they are now in rate shock,
an inability to keep flood insurance,
which sometimes triggers a default on
the mortgage, if they have a mortgage,
or makes it impossible to sell their
home.

That is what we are rectifying. It is
our collective purpose. I urge a strong
‘‘yes’ vote.

Finally, I wish to thank my col-
leagues who have worked with me on a
bipartisan basis: My lead cosponsor
Senator ISAKSON. I don’t believe there
is anybody in the Senate who has a
greater depth of knowledge in the real
estate industry and how this legisla-
tion affects that but also understands
the consequences of individual families
and is working in an incredibly strong
way so we can get to this bipartisan
moment. I appreciate all of his work.

Also, I have to say the tenaciousness
and the ability to bring us to this point
is that of Senator LANDRIEU, who has
become an expert out of necessity from
what happens in her State with Hurri-
cane Katrina. The people of Louisiana
are extraordinarily fortunate to have
her as one of their Senators. She has
been a guiding light throughout this
process, tremendously helpful in get-
ting us to today.

Lastly, I appreciate the leadership on
both sides to get us to this moment so
we could have this vote.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. I am going to be very
brief in the interest of time. I wish to
thank Senator MENENDEZ for his lead-
ership, Senator LANDRIEU for her lead-
ership. Without their work this would
not happen.

Let me tell you what this does. This
bill corrects the unintended con-
sequence of denying liquidity to coast-
al Americans in their housing and
causing the unintended consequence of
people not buying insurance and put-
ting themselves and this country at
greater risk in those areas that are



March 13, 2014

prone to floods. It aggressively address-
es the need we have to make this sys-
tem more solvent and make it work
better.

The Senate today will be solving a
greater problem for coastal American
residents and those in flood areas.
They will be doing the right thing at
the right time to correct an unintended
consequence of an action of the Con-
gress. I am honored to be a part of it.

I commend Senator MENENDEZ and
Senator LANDRIEU and thank them for
their effort.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. First, I thank my
colleague from Louisiana for letting
me butt in a little bit.

I also praise the three people who are
on the floor, one can say without each
of whom this would not have happened.
I don’t think we can say that about
anyone else here, myself included, but
you can say that about these three.
Senator MENENDEZ, our lead sponsor on
the bill, who is indomitable and smart
about crafting legislation; JOHNNY
ISAKSON, who was able to make this a
bipartisan bill and in his gentle, friend-
ly, and persuasive way brought many
people on board, prevented people from
blocking it; and the dynamo—we would
all agree—the dynamo of this oper-
ation, Senator MARY LANDRIEU, who
did not quit. I would say MARY LAN-
DRIEU and I have had probably 200
phone calls in the last month about
flood insurance—three or four a day.
Whenever there was a blockage, she
was like a jackhammer getting
through it. So I thank her.

I am going to be very brief as well—
not quite as brief as my colleague from
Georgia, but brief for me and brief for
the Senate.

This is a very important day for the
people of New York. We have thousands
of homeowners who either have had
their flood insurance rise or are fearful
of their flood insurance rising. Most of
them are middle-class people in places
such as Staten Island, Brooklyn,
Queens, the Rockaways, out to the
southern shore of Long Island and up
the Hudson River. To be a homeowner
is to have your little piece of the rock
if you are a middle-class person. Basi-
cally, it is all you own. To have that
taken away from you by an irrational
Washington force called Biggert-
Waters made no sense. Yet, when peo-
ple’s flood insurance bills would go up
from $500 to $4,000, when they were told
if they sold their house it might go up
to $10,000, their piece of the rock—their
home—was in true jeopardy.

We all know there is an increase in
flooding. We all know the huge damage
Katrina and Sandy caused. But to put
it on the backs of homeowners, as
FEMA was doing by both increasing
rates and expanding flood maps beyond
what flood zones should be made no
sense.

We had so many people in New York
who were damaged—I know this is true
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of my colleague from New Jersey as
well—who were damaged by Sandy,
who painstakingly rebuilt their home,
getting some money from insurance
and some money from FEMA and some
money from Sandy and going to rel-
atives and friends. After their home
was finally rebuilt to be told, now here
is your $5,000 flood insurance bill, when
these people are in debt, it was awful,
a double whammy.

This bill isn’t perfect, but it will stop
all of that. It grandfathers homes in so
people who sell their homes will not
see the price go way up, and because of
the efforts we made in the Senate, the
bill the House is sending us has an indi-
vidual limit on how much flood insur-
ance can go up. Eighteen percent is
still not as low an amount as we would
like—and we may be able to revisit
that down the road—but it certainly is
not a 700-, 2,000- or 5,000-percent in-
crease, which is what people were get-
ting.

So this is a good day. It is a good day
for the shorefront areas of New York
which contain close to 1 million people.
It is a good day for the coastal areas
throughout America, the areas by riv-
ers throughout America. Do you know
what it means? It means that the
American dream of working hard, buy-
ing a home, and having your little
piece of the rock will not be destroyed
by some unknown, misunderstood, and
irrational force from Washington on
flood insurance. Flood insurance will
now be a friend once again rather than
a foe.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I wish to speak on
this for 2 minutes now, because I know
people are anxious to vote on final pas-
sage of this important bill, and I will
speak at length after the vote.

I just wish to say thank you to the
two leaders who are on the floor, Sen-
ator MENENDEZ from New Jersey, Sen-
ator JOHNNY ISAKSON from Georgia.
They were the team who brought the
coalition together when it was very
hard—and still is difficult—to build a
coalition on any subject. This subject
is complicated. It is difficult. There are
very strong feelings on all sides. There
are different parts of the country that
look at this in different ways, and
there are debts that need to be paid at-
tached to this program. So this was not
an easy negotiation, and the leaders
both did an extraordinary job keeping
us on track.

No. 2, this compromise—and that is
what it represents—the best of the
compromise was, in fact, debated at
length on this Senate floor; it was de-
bated at length in the House of Rep-
resentatives; and it was voted on 67 to
32 in the Senate favorably and 306 to 91
in the House favorably. The minority
view—represented by the Senator from
Utah, which would throw this bill into
a conference committee right now—is
not what the American people want,
and it is not what the majority of Re-
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publicans or the majority of Democrats
want, as demonstrated by the vote I
just put into the RECORD.

We could all take this bill and re-
write sections of it that would work
better for our home State, but that is
not what this place is about. This place
is not about perfection. It is about the
art of the possible, and it is about lis-
tening to our constituents and respond-
ing to them when they have a great
need.

In the State of Louisiana, I have
400,000 people who are afraid they will
lose their homes. For many of these
families, that is the greatest asset they
have, and they are close to losing it.
They don’t want us to go to the con-
ference committee and perfect this bill.
They want us to pass it today, right
now, and that is what I think we are
going to do.

I know the Senator from Utah is dis-
appointed. He may know the masters of
the universe, but I am still looking for
them. I could use a lot more wisdom
and strength. If they are around here, I
would like them to present themselves.
All we have right now is each other—
human beings trying to do the very
best we can with a difficult cir-
cumstance. It may not be a perfect bill,
but the concept of this bill got 67 votes
in the Senate and 306 votes in the
House. We have passed it in record
time, given the pace around here. I am
very proud.

I see the Senator from Florida. I
know he would like to say a word.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana, who has been the
sparkplug behind this bill. As a result
of her hard work, there are a lot of peo-
ple in Florida who will be saved uncon-
scionable increases.

Again, my thanks to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I yield and turn the
floor over to the leader, Senator
MENENDEZ. I believe the time will be
yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we are going to be able to act
on the Lee bill with a voice vote. As a
result, I ask consent that the order
with respect to a 60-affirmative-vote
threshold with respect to S. 2137 be vi-
tiated with all of the provisions of the
previous order remaining in effect.

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, in
the interest of getting this bill to the
President’s desk and giving relief to
flood victims across the country, and
many other homeowners, we yield back
the remainder of our time and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

Without objection, all time is yielded
back.
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The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing and was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER)
and the Senator from Missouri (Mrs.
McCASKILL) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. HELLER), the Senator
from OKklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), and the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 72,
nays 22, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Leg.]

YEAS—T72
Ayotte Grassley Portman
Baldwin Hagan Pryor
Begich Harkin Reed
Bennet Heinrich Reid
Blumenthal Heitkamp Rockefeller
Blunt Hirono Rubio
Booker Hoeven Sanders
Brown Isakson Schatz
Burr Kaine Schumer
Cantwell King Scott
Cardin Kirk Sessions
Casey Klobuchar Shaheen
Chambliss Landrieu Stabenow
Coats Leahy Tester
Cochran Levin Toomey
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons Markey Udall (NM)
Cruz Menendez Vitter
Donnelly Merkley Walsh
Durbin Mikulski Warner
Feinstein Murkowski Warren
Franken Murphy Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murray Wicker
Graham Nelson Wyden

NAYS—22
Alexander Enzi McCain
Barrasso Fischer McConnell
Boozman Flake Risch
Carper Hatch Roberts
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Corker Johnson (SD) Thune
Cornyn Johnson (WI)
Crapo Lee

NOT VOTING—6

Boxer Inhofe Moran
Heller McCaskill Paul

The bill (H.R. 3370) was passed.
VOTE EXPLANATION

e Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
was unable to attend the roll call vote
on passage of H.R. 3370, the Homeowner
Flood Insurance Affordability Act of
2014. Had I been present for this vote, I
would have voted yea.®

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President,
when Hurricane Betsy roared ashore in
Grand Isle on September 9, 1965, it
wrought havoc in Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi and became the first natural
disaster to cost American taxpayers
more than $1 billion. It fundamentally
changed the way our nation prepared
for and responded to disasters. Private
insurers fled the market, making it
necessary for the federal government
to step in and help communities re-
build and recover. The National Flood
Insurance Program established build-
ing standards for flood prone areas to
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limit communities’ exposure to flood-
ing and rewarded responsible home-
owners with affordable flood insurance
that was no longer available in the pri-
vate market.

In response, Congress, led by Hale
Boggs, passed the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 with the explicit
goal of making ‘. .. flood insurance
available on reasonable terms and con-
ditions . . .”

Affordability was one of the primary
goals of the National Flood Insurance
Program when it was created, and it
remains an essential priority today.
Unfortunately, affordability was vir-
tually eliminated by the 2012 NFIP re-
form legislation known as Biggert-
Waters, and we had to fight to get it
reinstated in the compromise bill that
cleared the House last Wednesday,
March 5 with a strong, bipartisan vote
of 306-91.

On January 16, Speaker BOEHNER
flatly refused to consider comprehen-
sive flood insurance reform legislation
in the House, telling an AP reporter
bluntly: “We’re not going to do that.”
The decisive 67-32 Senate vote to pass
the Homeowner Flood Insurance Af-
fordability Act on January 30 dem-
onstrated the breadth and depth of our
coalition and provided the necessary
momentum for House leadership to get
engaged and support this strategy.

Senior leaders of both parties worked
closely with Rep. MAXINE WATERS, Rep.
CEDRIC RICHMOND, Majority Leader
ERIC CANTOR and Rep. MICHAEL GRIMM
to reach a fair, bipartisan, bicamercal
compromise that can get to the Presi-
dent’s desk, and we owe it to our con-
stituents to act as soon as possible
with an up or down vote.

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram is one of the earliest examples of
large scale community planning in
America. It made community based
mitigation a requirement for rebuild-
ing. In order to be eligible for federally
subsidized, low-cost flood insurance,
communities had to pass ordinances re-
stricting future development in
floodplains. Taxpayers for Common
Sense, the National Wildlife Federa-
tion and others would have you believe
that NFIP encourages development in
flood plains, but the reality is that it
does the exact opposite.

By removing affordability from the
core of the National Flood Insurance
Program, Biggert-Waters put every
policyholder on the path to Full Risk
Rates whatever they may be. Speaking
in support of the compromise bill,
STEVE SCALISE, my colleague from
Louisiana and Chair of the conserv-
ative Republican Study Committee, ex-
plained the problem clearly and di-
rectly saying:

“Sending somebody a $10,000 or a
$20,000-a-year bill on a $200,000 house
that never flooded is not an actuarially
sound rate. It’s a death sentence.”

Whether it takes 2 years or 20 years
to get there, full risk rates of $20,000 or
more will continue to freeze the hous-
ing market, depress property values,
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and prevent responsible homeowners
from purchasing flood insurance. Pro-
gram participation is already anemic
with just over half—60 percent—of
those required by law to have flood in-
surance in compliance and even less
market penetration in low-risk areas
where we want people to purchase vol-
untary flood insurance policies to grow
and diversify the risk pool. The Senate
bill delayed the worst rate increases
until FEMA completed the afford-
ability study and proposed an afford-
ability framework to protect people
from impossibly high premiums.

This indiscriminate march to Full
Risk Rates is further complicated by a
fundamentally flawed mapping process
that wipes local levees off the maps
and excludes impacted communities
from the mapping process. At my re-
quest last summer, David Miller, Asso-
ciation Administrator for the Federal
Insurance and Mitigation Administra-
tion—the man in charge of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program, stood
on top of a $450 million levee in
Lafourche Parish that was completely
wiped off the map when FEMA released
their new flood map in 2008. Their map
remains under appeal to this day.

The parish was one of 25 sites nation-
ally included in the pilot program for
FEMA’s new Levee Analysis and Map-
ping Procedures, LAMP, that were de-
signed to fix this problem, but that
process only began last summer and
has a long way to go before it is ready
for prime time. The Senate bill delayed
rate increases based on new flood maps
until FEMA certified that their maps
were accurate and reliable.

Whereas the Senate sought to delay
the worst parts of Biggert-Waters until
maps were accurate and the afford-
ability study was complete, the House
took a different approach by repealing
these provisions and replacing them
with other annual fees and rate in-
creases. We had a healthy discussion
and debate about our two approaches
and eventually arrived at a com-
promise we could all live with that will
protect people from the most aggres-
sive rate hikes included in Biggert-
Waters.

I commend Rep. WATERS and Rep.
RICHMOND for the leadership in rein-
stating affordability as an essential
element of this program. Since Rep-
resentative CANTOR unveiled his bill on
February 21, we successfully amended
it to include an 18 percent annual cap
on individual premium increases and
an overall affordability target of 1 per-
cent of the value of the policy.

While I would have preferred lower
annual premium increases and stricter
standards on overall affordability, this
bill is a decent compromise that will
address the most pernicious pieces of
Biggert-Waters and attract the bipar-
tisan support necessary to get it to the
President’s desk. This is another im-
portant step in our ongoing efforts to
provide affordable, accessible and sus-
tainable flood insurance to middle
class Americans, but this bill is not the
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end of the battle. Nothing is perfect.
Nothing is permanent.

After nearly 2 years of arduous work
and steadfast determination by a broad
coalition of individuals, business
groups and community leaders, the
most pernicious provisions and draco-
nian rate increases of Biggert-Waters
have successfully been stopped and af-
fordability has been returned as the
centerpiece of the National Flood In-
surance Program. The passionate de-
bate we had during the last 2 years—
one that will continue—has shown that
affordable flood insurance is about
more than just actuarial numbers on a
page. It is about protecting our unique
culture, our treasured way of life, and
preserving the historic coastal commu-
nities that built this nation and con-
tinue to drive its economy today.

As Chair of the Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations Com-
mittee, I will hold FEMA accountable
for implementing this bill in a timely
and transparent manner that provides
homeowners and housing markets with
the immediate relief they need to re-
cover from these draconian rate hikes.
Over the course of the past week, we
were able to improve the original Can-
tor bill by removing onerous and un-
necessary bureaucratic provisions, but
I am not confident that FEMA will exe-
cute this either efficiently or effec-
tively.

The great coalition of home builders,
realtors, bankers, insurance agents,
mayors, local governments and indi-
vidual homeowners that fought to
make flood insurance reform a na-
tional priority must remain vigilant
and engaged. The National Flood Insur-
ance Program expires in 2017, and we
will need to include strict affordability
language to protect responsible home-
owners from impossible premiums.

The compromise bill that passed the
House last week with a vote of 306-91
has the support of the coalition that
helped secure the strong 67-32 vote in
the Senate earlier this year. Some of
the key industry groups behind the bill
are:

Greater New Orleans Inc—GNO Inc,

National Association of Realtors,

National Home Builders Association,

National Association of Counties—NACo,

National League of Cities,

American Bankers Association,

Independent Community Bankers of Amer-
ica, and the

Independent Insurance Agents and Brokers
of America—Big “I".

Biggert-Waters was built backwards
and upside down. It authorized imme-
diate rate increases on responsible
homeowners without any under-
standing of how they would impact in-
dividual policyholders or the program
at large and before FEMA was able to
certify that their maps are accurate
and reliable.

Lafourche Parish has been appealing
their new map since 2008 because
FEMA cannot figure out how to give
them credit for local levees, including
an 8-16 foot, 40 mile ring levee that was
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authorized by Congress in 19656—the
Larose to Golden Meadow Hurricane
Protection Project. To date, $450 mil-
lion has been invested in this project,
including $200 million from the Federal
government. This past summer, FEMA
began a pilot program that is supposed
to solve the problem, but it will be an-
other 2-3 years before that process is
complete. FEMA needs to get their
flood maps right the first time.

Currently, only 60 percent of the
homeowners and businesses that are
REQUIRED to have flood insurance ac-
tually do, and the aggressive rate in-
creases authorized under Biggert-
Waters threaten to make that problem
a whole lot worse. The Congressional
Budget Office estimates that every 10
percent increase in premiums leads to
a 3 percent drop in overall program
participation.

Katherine in Houma, LA cannot sell
her home because a pernicious provi-
sion in Biggert-Waters that imme-
diately increases premiums hundreds
or thousands of dollars when you sell
your house. When the young couple
that was trying to buy her house went
to closing, they learned that the flood
insurance would go from $1,400 to $8,000
and could no longer afford the house.
Katherine is stuck with a house she
cannot sell and insurance she cannot
afford.

Biggert-Waters threatens the very
foundation of home ownership, the cor-
nerstone of the American Dream. Fix-
ing this flawed legislation is about pro-
tecting people’s homes and equity and
preserving the American dream that if
you work hard and play by the rules
you can have a secure future.

Our bill structures NFIP in an afford-
able, comprehensive and sustainable
way. For decades, the program was sus-
tainable until the 2005 storm season re-
sulted in an unprecedented $17 billion
in claims. Prior to that, it had an an-
nual average deficit of just $19 million
per year.

This is not just a Louisiana or coast-

al issue. Fifty-five percent of our na-
tion’s population lives within 50 miles
of the coast—and that doesn’t include
those living along inland waterways.
Ten percent of the homes in the United
States have a one-in-four chance of
flooding in the lifetime of their mort-
gage.
In 2010, the 15 percent of U.S. coun-
ties that are located directly on open
ocean, the Great Lakes, major estu-
aries or coastal flood plains contrib-
uted $8.3 trillion—55 percent—to the
Nation’s Gross Domestic Product, and
these communities proved more resil-
ient during the 2007 recession, actually
growing employment by 1.4 percent
while the national employment rate
fell by 2.3 percent.

This is not about millionaires in
mansions on the beach. This is about
middle class Americans who need af-
fordable flood insurance so they can
live where they need to work to har-
vest fresh seafood, produce domestic
energy, and manufacture and transport

S1631

the goods we need to maintain Amer-
ica’s competitive advantage in the 21st
century.

In response to all the concern I have
heard from my constituents, I launched
“My Home, My Story’” to show you,
literally, show some of the people and
properties facing these rate increases
that we are aiming to help. These
aren’t mansions, these aren’t million-
aires. These are middle class, working
people living in normal, middle class
houses doing their best to raise their
kids, contribute to their communities
and make a living.

I received over a hundred pictures
and stories from my constituents.

Cody put his home on the market for
less than its value and still couldn’t
sell it because of the high premium on
his flood insurance.

Rachel lives in a 1,000 square foot ele-
vated home with no central air or heat,
one small bathroom, a quaint front
porch and a beautiful sycamore tree.
Three months after moving in, her
flood insurance increased by $750 per
year, and she’s is struggling to make
payments.

Maggie is a 66-year-old woman who
has lived in the same house since 1974
and plans to stay there for the remain-
der of her life. She lives on a very
strict budget and just received her first
Social Security payment. If the law is
not changed, it will be impossible for
her to stay in her home or sell her
home.

It provides basic consumer protec-
tions to responsible homeowners who
built to code and played by the rules
are struggling to stay in the NFIP.

It protects home equity. In St.
Charles Parish, LA, the Assessor is re-
ducing home values up to 30 percent be-
cause of the dramatic rate hikes that
take effect overnight when a person
goes to sell their home.

Based on the average mortgage,
every $1,000 increase in annual flood in-
surance premiums reduces an individ-
ual’s purchasing power by $20,000.

This provision affects 20 percent of
all NFIP policyholders—1.1 million
properties nationwide.

It ensures FEMA Flood Maps are Ac-
curate. In 2011, FEMA acknowledged
the failings of its ‘“‘without levees’ pol-
icy that resulted in local levees being
literally wiped off the map, but it took
them over two years to develop a new
policy—the Levee Analysis and Map-
ping Procedures, LAMP. A pilot pro-
gram for 25 sites nationwide—including
5 in Louisiana—Lafourche, Terrebonne,
St. Charles, Plaquemines and St. Tam-
many—began in July, but it will be an-
other 2-3 years before that process will
be complete.

It allows FEMA to Complete the Af-
fordability Study. FEMA must com-
plete the affordability study mandated
by Biggert-Waters and propose solu-
tions for Congressional review. Our bill
creates an expedited process for Con-
gress to take action on these rec-
ommendations while maintaining crit-
ical checks and balances on FEMA’s
authority.
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Provides Fair Credit for Local Lev-
ees—Removes the penalty on locally-fi-
nanced flood protection projects and
ensures that local and state invest-
ments in mitigation are accurately
factored into the flood mapping proc-
ess.

I thank the following Senate cospon-
sors for all their hard work throughout
this process:

ROBERT MENENDEZ, JOHNNY ISAKSON,
MARY L. LANDRIEU, THAD COCHRAN,
JEFF MERKLEY, DAVID VITTER, JOHN
HOEVEN, TIM ScOTT, ROGER WICKER,
HEIDI HEITKAMP, CHUCK SCHUMER,
KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND, ED MARKEY, BILL
NELSON, MARK BEGICH, ELIZABETH WAR-
REN, AL FRANKEN, JOE MANCHIN, ROB-
ERT CASEY, AMY KLOBUCHAR, CORY
BOOKER, KAY HAGAN, LINDSEY GRAHAM,
BRIAN SCHATZ, RICHARD BLUMENTHAL,
JACK REED, SHELDON WHITEHOUSE, LISA
MURKOWSKI, RON WYDEN, SUSAN COL-
LINS and DEBBIE STABENOW.

This bill does not incentivize
unsustainable development—In order
to participate in the National Flood In-
surance Program, communities have to
adopt national building codes gov-
erning new development in flood prone
areas. Our bill provides basic consumer
protections to homeowners that build
to code and played by the rules. It does
not alter or amend any rules governing
new construction. The National Flood
Insurance Program is one of the ear-
liest examples of federal land use plan-
ning.

It does not put American Taxpayers
on the hook for a small sub-set of NFIP
policyholders. Prior to Hurricanes
Katrina and Sandy, NFIP was basically
self-sustaining with an average annual
deficit under $20 million over that 26-
year span. The $24 billion debt incurred
as a result of 2005 and 2008 storm sea-
sons was the driving force behind the
rate reforms in Biggert-Waters which
required NFIP policyholders, mnot
American taxpayers, to pay down that
debt and establish a reserve fund for fu-
ture catastrophic events. Our bill does
not change that, it merely gives re-
sponsible policyholders a little more
time to adjust to the higher premiums
they have to pay as a result of Biggert-
Waters.

FEMA Administrator Craig Fugate
estimates that the NFIP saves tax-
payers $1.6 billion every year in avoid-
ed flood losses and disaster response
costs due to the national building
codes each participating community
and policyholder were required to
adopt and adhere to.

I would also like to thank the fol-
lowing staff members for their hard
work throughout this process: Jason
Tuber, Kirby Mayo, Karissa Willhite
and Tim Del Monico in Senator MENEN-
DEZ’ office; Zack Rosenblum and
Meghan Tiara in Senator SCHUMER’s of-
fice; Joan Kirchner in Senator ISAK-
SON’s office; Adam Telle in Senator
COCHRAN’s office; Travis Johnson in
Senator VITTER’S office; Claire
O’Rourke, Liz Craddock, Matt Lehner
and Wes Kungel in my office; Lisa
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Lederberger in MAXINE WATERS’ office;
Zach Butterworth in CEDRIC RICH-
MOND’s office; Dill Dauster and Alex
McDunah in Senator REID’s office and
all of the exceptional floor staff. On be-
half of myself, the Senate cosponsors,
and the entire flood insurance reform
coalition, thank you.

——————

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE
PROGRAM PREMIUM REFUNDS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of S. 2137,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2137) to ensure that holders of
flood insurance policies under the National
Flood Insurance Program do not receive pre-
mium refunds for coverage of second homes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided prior to
a vote on S. 2137.

Who yields time?

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, we
yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, all time is yielded
back.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

The bill (S. 2137) was passed, as fol-
lows:

S. 2137

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. NO REFUNDS UNDER NATIONAL

FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM FOR
COVERAGE OF SECOND HOMES.

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘““National Flood Insurance Program’ means
the program established under the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et
seq.).

(b) NO REFUNDS FOR COVERAGE OF SECOND
HoMES.—Notwithstanding section 3(a)(4) of
the Homeowner Flood Insurance Afford-
ability Act of 2014 or any other provision of
law, in the case of flood insurance coverage
under the National Flood Insurance Program
for a residential property that is not the pri-
mary residence of an individual (as that
term is used in section 1307(a)(2)(A) of the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42
U.S.C. 4014(a)(2)(A))), the Administrator of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency
may not refund any premium for such cov-
erage collected in excess of the rates re-
quired under the provisions of, and amend-
ments made by, section 3 of the Homeowner
Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2014.
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NOMINATION OF ARUN MADHAVAN
KUMAR TO BE ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF COMMERCE AND DI-
RECTOR GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN
COMMERCIAL SERVICE

NOMINATION OF TIMOTHY M.
BROAS TO BE AMBASSADOR EX-
TRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE
KINGDOM OF THE NETHERLANDS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nominations, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nominations of Arun Madhavan
Kumar, of California, to be Assistant
Secretary of Commerce and Director
General of the United States and For-
eign Commercial Service; and Timothy
M. Broas, of Maryland, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of
America to the Kingdom of the Nether-
lands.

VOTE ON KUMAR NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided prior to
a vote on the Kumar nomination.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
that all time be yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, all time is yielded
back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Arun Madhavan Kumar, of California,
to be Assistant Secretary of Commerce
and Director General of the United
States and Foreign Commercial Serv-
ice?

The nomination was confirmed.

VOTE ON BROAS NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote on the Broas nomination.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I yield
back that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, all time is yielded
back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Timothy M. Broas, of Maryland, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of
America to the Kingdom of the Nether-
lands?

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motions to re-
consider are considered made and laid
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upon the table and the President will
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume legislative session.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

SUPPORTING SOVEREIGNTY AND
DEMOCRACY IN UKRAINE—MO-
TION TO PROCEED—Continued

The Senator from Oklahoma.
FLOOD INSURANCE

Mr. COBURN. I will try to make my
remarks short. I know several of my
colleagues have places they need to be
and have a time schedule they are on.
I was involved in a committee hearing
this afternoon and could not contribute
to the debate on the floor on the Flood
Insurance Program.

I have about 8 months left in the
Senate. I just want to remind us of
what we have just done. We have solved
a very short-term problem and made a
long-term problem significantly worse.
We did not really do our work because
we were in such a hurry to take the po-
litical pressure off of the increases in
the flood insurance rate.

Addressing that issue was important,
and I agree that we needed to make
some adjustments. But what we did is
we chose politicians to win and the fu-
ture to lose when it comes to flood risk
mitigation and flood risk cost for the
American public. Are there some posi-
tive things in the bill? Yes. But what
we did once again is we put our polit-
ical positions ahead of the best inter-
ests of this country.

The Biggert-Waters bill was a great
reform bill. What happened is when we
passed it, we did not recognize the tre-
mendous rate increases many peobple
would have. In the last 5 years in this
country, we spent $1.6 billion at FEMA
reevaluating all of the flood plains in
this country. The whole purpose behind
that was to really put a risk of what is
out there based on what we have and
slowly get to a point where we are ac-
tually measuring the risk.

What have we actually done when we
just passed this bill and sent it to the
President? What you did is you asked
everybody in the future to continue to
pay an exorbitant amount of money for
their insurance so people who are at
risk will not have to pay ultimately
what is due them. The only time we are
going to see that actually happens now
is when a property sells. That is when
we are going to see it. Vacation homes
are excepted. I understand that. We are
not going to give rebates to people. I
understand that. But the big problem
is we undermined the incentive to
mitigate for risk. We undermined it.

So we now have a new flood insur-
ance program. We have $18 billion
worth of problems. We are getting
ready to go to $26, $28 billion worth of
problems, and that is on the heads of
our kids. So we once again chose a po-
sition that put our kids at risk so we
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politically can be better off because we
are going to alleviate the parochial
scream. Rather than actually fix the
scream, we are going to alleviate it,
and we have eliminated all of that.

So my disappointment is not that we
responded to parochial requests; it is
that we did not do the hard work of ac-
tually fixing the problem and address-
ing some of the parochial problems and
anecdotal notes of massive increases in
flood insurance. We could have done
both, but we chose not to.

It is so heartbreaking to me and to
this country that we continually
choose the politically expedient path
that will bury our kids when we do not
have to. That is a function of a lack of
real leadership, of solving the real
problems rather than treating the
symptoms of the problems, which is
what we did. We have wasted $1.6 bil-
lion now, essentially. We might recover
it 30 years from now. But the Flood In-
surance Program is now not in any bet-
ter shape and will not be in any better
shape 20 years from now than it is
today.

So I hope we are happy that we have
solved the parochial problems, but
when you go to sleep tonight think
about who is going to pay that bill. It
is not the people who are getting the
benefit from the very large subsidized
flood insurance. It is the kids of this
country and what is not going to be
provided for them. It is those on the
really low rung of the ladder economi-
cally. We are not going to have the fi-
nances to actually care for those who
need the care from us the most. Really,
it is the well-healed or the more well-
healed and the more well-connected.
They won again. The builders and the
developers won. The real estate firms
won. Less than two-tenths of 1 percent
of this whole thing, without even modi-
fying Biggert-Waters, applied to people
in the lower 40 percent of income in
this country. Less than two-tenths of 1
percent. Seventy percent applied to the
top 20 percent of the people. So we gave
a break to the most well off people.
Those are the numbers. You cannot
dispute those numbers. So because
they screamed and do not want to pay
their fair share, we have now damaged
the future potential for our children.

I would say congratulations. We con-
tinue to do the same thing. No wonder
the American people say: What is up
with Congress? They do not have the
courage to make a difficult, tough de-
cision. What they do is they always
make the politically expedient one.

That is exactly what we did today.
That is what the House did today. To
me, it is sickening.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, what
now is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed to S. 2124 is the pending
business.

Mr. REID. What is the subject matter
of that bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Ukraine bill.
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Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that at a time to be determined by me,
after consultation with Senator
MCcCONNELL, the motion to proceed be
agreed to; that there be 1 hour of de-
bate equally divided between the two
leaders or their designees; that upon
the use or yielding back of that time,
the bill be read a third time and
passed, with all of the above occurring
with no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Reserving the right to
object—I will not object—Madam
President, the majority leader has
asked that we move and pass this legis-
lation which was considered in the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee. It
was open for amendment. Several
amendments were adopted. Several
were rejected. By a vote of 14 to 3, the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
reported out this bill.

Why should we care about this legis-
lation? I will try to be as brief as pos-
sible, but I urge my colleagues’ atten-
tion to the latest New York Times re-
port today: ‘““‘Russia Massing Military
Forces Near Border With Ukraine.”
Russian forces are massing near the
border with Ukraine. Airborne; ground
capabilities; the parachute drop was on
a scale not seen since the collapse of
the Soviet Union; the units involved
artillery batteries, assault helicopters,
and at least 10,000 soldiers.

In other words, right now as we
speak, Vladimir Putin is either plan-
ning on or contemplating an invasion
of eastern Ukraine. We have seen the
movie before: provocateurs, people hav-
ing to come and restore order, and
there is no order, so then we see mili-
tary intervention, and then there is
going to be another referendum such as
is supposed to take place on Sunday in
the Crimea, which I predict 80 percent
of the vote will do so when that is
clearly not what the will of the people
of Crimea is.

So, incredibly, incredibly, there will
be an objection from this side to this
legislation when the people of the
Ukraine are crying out for our help and
our assistance.

My friend Senator BARRASSO will
now be proposing the House bill that
has not one single sanction in it—not
one sanction. I am surprised that the
Senator would want to propose a bill
that does not have any punishment for
the Russians for what they are doing
right now.

Then another one of my colleagues
will probably come out and object to us
taking up and passing the bill that was
put through the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee—open to amend-
ments—in a process that could not be
criticized by anyone.

So what is the message we are send-
ing to the Ukrainian people? What is
the message we are sending them? That
we have a problem with a fix for the
IMF.

Then also there are some who are de-
manding changes in the regulation by
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the Treasury Department concerning
campaign contributions. What has hap-
pened? Where are our priorities? Is the
IMF—no matter whether it is fixed or
not fixed with this legislation—more
important than the lives of thousands
of people? Is that what we are talking
about?

You know, I will say to my friends
who are objecting to this—and there
are a number of them on my side—you
can call yourself Republicans—that is
fine—because that is on your voter reg-
istration. Do not call yourself Reagan
Republicans. Ronald Reagan would
never—would never—let this kind of
aggression go unresponded to by the
American people.

We are not talking about troops on
the ground. We are talking about re-
sponses that impose sanctions and pun-
ishment for Vladimir Putin, who clear-
ly has said that his goal—the greatest
disaster of the 20th century was the
dissolution, the collapse of the then-
Soviet Union. We know what Vladimir
Putin is all about. We know what he
understands.

So now because of an IMF fix or a
campaign finance fix, we are now going
to reject a piece of legislation that was
done on a bipartisan basis with the
leadership of the chairman, whom I see
on the floor, of which I am proud, and
with the ranking member, Senator
CORKER of Tennessee. We are going to
say no.

Do you know what the most ridicu-
lous thing about all of this is? That the
majority leader has filed cloture. We
have well over 60 votes. So we are
going to be back in about 11 or 12 days,
whatever it is, and cloture will have
expired. We have well over 60 votes. We
will pass this.

Instead, our signal to the people of
Ukraine today, as Russian military
forces are massing on their border:
Wait a minute. It is more important
that we get our campaign finance regu-
lations fixed. It is more important that
we have the IMF fix as a higher pri-
ority than the lives of the men and
women in the Ukraine.

I have been embarrassed before on
the floor of the Senate, I will tell the
Presiding Officer, but I have not been
embarrassed this way about Members
of my own party. One of the proudest
aspects I have always felt of our Re-
publican Party and the leadership of
Ronald Reagan is we stood up for peo-
ple. We stood up for people when the
Iron Curtain was there. We stood up for
Natan Sharansky. We said, ‘‘Tear down
this wall.” Now we have a guy who is
trying to reinstate the old Russian Em-
pire, which he has said himself, and
what are we saying? No. A shameful
day. I will not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President,
reserving the right to object—and it is
not my ultimate intention to object
but hopefully to persuade my col-
leagues not to object.

I have been watching my colleagues
on television, in committee, and on the
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Senate floor rail about what is hap-
pening in Ukraine and about the lack
of action from their perspective. We
are at a moment—that after a very
considered process in the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, which I am
privileged to chair, working alongside
the ranking member Senator CORKER
and with Senator MCCAIN, another dis-
tinguished member of the committee—
with a very strong bipartisan vote on a
major piece of legislation, that, in fact,
when it comes time to act, we have
those who say no, even though they go
on TV and bemoan the lack of action.

I find it incredibly difficult to sug-
gest that what the House passed can be
the only response to what is happening
in Ukraine. Yes, it is a loan guarantee
which we include in our legislation, but
everything we do we pay for. So for
those who are fiscally conservative and
are concerned about it, we have paid
for what we seek to do. That cannot be
said about the House.

Secondly, we go beyond a loan guar-
antee. As important as that loan guar-
antee is to making an expression to the
Ukrainian Government, to the Ukrain-
ian people, to our partners in Europe
and in NATO, we say there has to be re-
sponsibility taken for those who cor-
rupted the Ukrainian Government, for
those who undermined its sovereignty,
for those who undermined its security.

We have provisions, both permissive
and mandatory, to sanction individuals
who have been found to have, in fact,
corrupted the circumstances and/or af-
fected the territorial integrity or sov-
ereignty of Ukraine. One of them was
sponsored by Senator MCCAIN, which
was adopted unanimously, a manda-
tory provision.

If we want to be doing something
about Russia, we can’t do it with the
House bill, we can only do it with the
Senate bill. Then, yes, the IMF. I re-
spect people who for some reason have
an ideological difference about inter-
national monetary institutions, but if
we want to talk about security, we will
not have security in Ukraine if we can-
not stabilize it economically, and a $1
billion loan guarantee isn’t enough to
make that happen.

It is the IMF that is going to be the
singular force to create the oppor-
tunity for economic stability inside of
Ukraine, which 1is fundamental to
meeting our security challenge as well.

To hold IMF reform hostage to the
question of whether unlimited cam-
paign money can go into our elections
without deciding whether that is being
done appropriately under the law as it
exists is outrageous.

There is a reason we care about
Ukraine. It is not simply because we
want to do the right thing by a country
that has been invaded in the Crimea
and for which thousands of Russian
troops and equipment are amassing
along its border in Eastern Ukraine, it
is because this has a global con-
sequence.

If the West doesn’t act what will
China say when it is looking at its ter-
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ritorial desires in the South China Sea?
What will Iran say as we are negoti-
ating with them about nuclear weap-
ons?

What will others in the world, in
North Korea—whose march to nuclear
weapons on a greater scale is in play—
all of them will be looking at what we
and the West do as it relates to
Ukraine and making a decision: How
far can I go? What can I get away with?

To be able to stabilize Ukraine, we
need to ultimately have the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. To hold that
hostage because of investigations going
on—wherever they may lead and how-
ever they may lead to the question of
campaign finance moneys may be inap-
propriately, ultimately, being used in
violation of law—is outrageous.

What is at play is our national inter-
ests, our national security, the sov-
ereignty of the people of the Ukraine,
the message that we will send across
the world about what we stand ready to
do. That should not be hostage to polit-
ical interests that have nothing to do
with those issues.

For all those who have been standing
and making speeches, for all those who
have been going on TV with plenty of
criticism, this is your opportunity to
act and act now. There is no reason we
cannot do that at this moment.

I withdraw my reservation and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. I will be brief. I wish
to say first to the leader, we certainly
have had some discussions regarding
operations on the Senate floor and the
speed with which we deal with things
and the amount of debate, but I thank
him for trying to bring this issue to a
vote today.

I thank him for what he is going to
do in a moment; that is, to file cloture
on this piece of legislation that passed
out of our committee with strong bi-
partisan support, so that immediately
when we get back we will take up the
bill.

I wish we could do it tonight. We
have a group of seven or eight Senators
on their way to Ukraine. Nothing
would be better than for them to know
we passed this strong piece of legisla-
tion this week, while there is going to
be a referendum that is going to take
place early next week in Crimea, while
we have Russian troops on the border,
while we have a Prime Minister who
was here last night showing extreme
courage, as a 39-year-old young man, in
dealing with the issues he is facing
today.

I lament the fact that we are not
going to have the opportunity as a
body—the most deliberative body in
the world, some say—to take action on
this issue.

I do wish to say that whenever we
bring up the bill—it appears it will not
be tonight; hopefully it will be as soon
as we get back—this is a strong piece
of legislation. It deals both with giving
Ukraine a bridge to the future while
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they are dealing with economic issues
internally; it deals with sanctions to
isolate Russia, which is what we all
know needs to happen to keep them
from continuing this activity; and it
puts in place reforms our country has
already agreed to that Congress has
not taken action on—and that makes
the IMF more fully able to deal with
this issue, which is a poster child for
why we would want the IMF to operate
in a responsible and strong manner.

I strongly support this legislation. I
thank the chairman for working with
us the way he did. I thank Senator
McCAIN for his leadership on these
issues.

Again, I thank the majority leader
for placing this in an urgent manner
before the Senate today. I lament the
fact that we will not vote on it today,
but hopefully we will pass it broadly
when we return.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object, I am going to be brief, but I
wish to make this point, that it is rare
we take an action in the Senate that is
watched around the world, and that is
happening tonight. That is happening
tonight because the crisis in Ukraine
and in the Crimea has focused the at-
tention of the world on Russian aggres-
sion, aggression by a country which
hosted the Sochi Olympics—a charm
offensive so we could see the new Rus-
sia—and then the final day of the cere-
monies they sent their troops into Cri-
mea.

That isn’t the new Russia. That is
the old Russia. It is a Russia many of
us are familiar with, a Russia for those
of us who have Lithuanian blood. My
mother was born there and remem-
bered full well what the Soviets did in
the Baltics and what it meant to those
poor people for such a long time.

We remember and we know that the
ambitions of Vladimir will only be
stopped with the resolve of the West.
The resolve of the West starts in this
Chamber tonight. It is an opportunity
for Members on both sides of the aisle
to stand and approve the measure
which passed the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee yesterday 14 to 4,
with the great leadership of Senator
MENENDEZ of New Jersey and Senator
CORKER of Tennessee.

It was a bipartisan effort to say that
what the Russians have done is wrong;
that if they continue this course we
will initiate political and economic
sanctions; and that we will join the
international community in strength-
ening the Ukrainian economy so it can
prosper, embrace democracy, and the
Western values which we treasure.
That is what is at stake with this re-
quest this evening.

To hear people say let’s not do it be-
cause we should debate the future of
the IMF—for goodness’ sake. Can’t we
save that for another day.

For the people in Ukraine, for those
in America of Ukrainian descent who
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have family in Ukraine, can’t we say
we will save the debate on the IMF for
another day.

Others have suggested there is an-
other course of action. They say if we
want to help Ukraine, we have to say
the U.S. Department of Treasury can-
not investigate violations of 501(c)(4)
organizations.

What does that have to do with
Ukraine? Nothing.

This is what it boils down to. Those
who are making that demand are say-
ing we cannot protect Ukraine unless
we are prepared to protect the Koch
brothers from the possibility of inves-
tigation and prosecution for wrong-
doing. That is what it comes down to.
That is an outrage. If we submitted
that as a plot line to ‘“‘House of Cards,”’
they would reject it and say nothing
could be so outlandish. We have heard
it not once but many times.

Let’s stand tonight in the Senate and
send a message to Russia and to
Ukraine that we stand behind those
people whose lives are at stake as they
try to move forward toward democracy
and as they move forward toward a free
election. Let’s stand behind them to-
night and not hide behind some proce-
dural effort.

I object to this measure and I hope
the unanimous consent request is
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, today
Russia’s Defense Ministry announced
new military operations in regions
along the Ukrainian border, a dis-
turbing development that comes 1 day
after Ukraine’s interim Prime Minister
visited President Obama and met with
Members of this body.

We are now faced with the inescap-
able reality that the Senate is about to
enter a recess week, having taken no
meaningful action to aid the interim
government in Kiev. We are left with
one option, taking up and passing the
House-passed bill, which authorizes $1
billion in loan guarantees. We can pass
that measure now by unanimous con-
sent and assure our friends in Ukraine
that they are not forgotten.

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee bill contains provisions related
to the International Monetary Fund
that are unrelated to the crisis in
Ukraine and not needed immediately
and must be debated by this body.

The bill also contains sanctions, cuts
to the Department of Defense, and
other appropriations provisions.

The Foreign Relations Committee
bill touches the jurisdiction of several
committees and is certain to be met
with opposition and perhaps a pro-
tracted conference with the House
where, were we to take it up today, in
the face of Russian armored vehicles,
we are offering rhetoric, despite the
fact that the committee bill addresses
jurisdiction within the Armed Services
Committee, the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and cuts Defense Department
spending.
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The chairman of the committee re-
fused yesterday to allow me to offer
amendments concerning the export of
natural gas to markets in Europe. The
Senate should debate whether helping
Ukrainians through the export of nat-
ural gas is in our interest, as dozens of
newspapers around the country talk
about Moscow tightening the squeeze
on Ukraine over energy.

The Washington Post says: ‘‘BEurope
needs an alternative to Russian nat-
ural gas.”

The Wall Street Journal: ‘“West Tries
to Loosen Russia’s Gas Grip.”

The New York Times: “U.S. Hopes
Boom in Natural Gas Can Curb Putin.”

The Senate should debate whether
helping the Ukrainians through the ex-
port of natural gas is in our interest. It
should have that debate and pass sanc-
tions, but none of those matters can be
addressed today—mnone of them.

The only bill that can get to the
President quickly is the House-passed
bill, and we should pass it now.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 4152

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
immediate consideration of Calendar
No. 328, H.R. 4152.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be read a third time and passed and the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. I was talking to my friend,
the senior Senator from Arizona, a lit-
tle while ago. He and I came to the
Senate together many years ago from
the House of Representatives.

We came to the Senate together. We
were separated because Arizona has
more people and Nevada seniority. Dur-
ing those many years that we have
been together, we have had some expe-
riences in the Senate that are memo-
rable. I don’t know as much—and that
is an understatement—about military
preparedness and the military as JOHN
McCAIN does. That is a gross under-
statement. He is somebody we should
listen to when it comes to things deal-
ing with aggression and military oper-
ations.

Ukraine is kind of personal to me. A
baby was born. His parents named him
Israel Goldfarb. He, with his parents,
came to the United States. His name
was changed. That man is my wife’s
dad, my father-in-law. He was born in
Ukraine. My wife Landra and I have
been to Ukraine. But this is dealing
with more than someone’s father-in-
law, may he rest in peace; it deals with
45 million freedom-loving people who
are being threatened by the big bear
wanting to return to the days of the
Soviet Union.
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So for my friend, the Senator from
Wyoming, to come here and say there
is nothing we can do about this today,
that is absolutely wrong. There is plen-
ty we can do about it today. But we are
not going to do that. Why? Well, my
friend says there are committees who
are concerned about jurisdiction.

How do the people in Ukraine feel
about that one? How do they feel about
that—that the bipartisan heavy vote
we got out of the markup in the For-
eign Relations Committee may have
stepped on someone’s toes dealing with
the jurisdiction of a committee? This
is much more important than that.

The International Monetary Fund is
very much related to Ukraine, and my
friend from Wyoming knows that. He is
on the committee. He knows about the
importance of the IMF.

But 45 million people are desperate
for help. They are afraid. They are
afraid. Russia has deployed para-
troopers to the border with Ukraine.
They didn’t drive in; they were dropped
from the air. These are Russian Cold
War tactics.

I want to make a suggestion to Presi-
dent Putin, and that is this. He is going
to have this plebiscite on Sunday in
Crimea. Why doesn’t he have one in
Chechnya? What would happen there?
Would they support Russia? No. They
are an oppressed people because of
Vladimir Putin. If he wants to have a
vote on what the people of the Russian
Federation want to do, let him have a
vote in Chechnya and see how that
vote would turn out. This is so trans-
parent what he is doing—illegally.

These are Cold War tactics to try to
intimidate the 45 million people in
Ukraine. That is just what it is—in-
timidation. The entire world condemns
what he has done with rare exception,
and they are going to condemn it even
more if he goes further because action
will have to be taken to isolate Russia
and its economy. This robust bill which
was passed by the Foreign Relations
Committee and sent to the floor is im-
portant.

I don’t throw around a lot of acco-
lades, especially for my Republican
colleagues. I should do more, but I
don’t, and I have to get better at that.
But I have told him personally, and I
tell the people of Tennessee and the
people of this country and the people
around the world that the speech that
was given yesterday by the ranking
member of that committee, the junior
Senator from Tennessee, was historic.
It was a wonderful speech that set
aside all partisanship and directed its
attention to what is going on in a part
of the world that must concern us.

This measure that comes from the
House of Representatives, I can’t do
better than what the senior Senator
from Arizona said. How could we send
eight of our Senators to Ukraine and
say: Yes, we decided to do something,
but we are not going to do anything to
suggest in any way that what Russia
has done is wrong. There is not a sanc-
tion that would cause anything to hap-
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pen with what the House has done. I
can’t imagine—I can’t imagine—how
anyone in good conscience, after what
has gone on in the last few days—how
anyone could agree that our great
country should go to Ukraine and tell
them that we have passed something
that helps you, although we don’t con-
demn Russia in any fashion in the reso-
lution. We are being asked to agree to
that? I don’t think so.

The role of the IMF in stabilizing
Ukraine’s economy and keeping
Ukraine free is important. But it is im-
portant not only for the Ukrainians; it
is important for this country. It is a
part of our national security interests.

So we know people are upset about
committee jurisdiction, and we Kknow
because it is out in public. I have kept
this to myself for quite some time be-
cause it was done when we were doing
other things, such as the omnibus. Ef-
forts were made at that time to give up
on the investigations of the Koch
brothers and all the others. Remember,
Treasury is not investigating only Re-
publican super PACs. They are inves-
tigating super PACs, as they should—
Republican super PACs, tea party
super PACs, libertarian super PACs—
all of them. If that isn’t something
that should be investigated, I don’t
know what is.

I have talked about Senator
McCAIN’s efforts in recognizing and
identifying for us, and we listen be-
cause of his experience in the military.
But we should also listen to what he
says about campaign spending. I am
sorry to take so long. I know people
are wanting to leave, but I want to say
this. I have been a part of raising
money here in Washington for a long
time—more than three decades. When I
first came here, for the only money
you could get you listed where they
worked, their address, and everything
about them. Then we all will remember
both parties found a way to sneak stuff
through. We did it through corpora-
tions. We funneled the money through
State parties, and I remember that. I
felt so unclean, for lack of a better de-
scription. People would give you these
big checks to give to the State party.
Then McCain-Feingold passed. For the
next election it was as if I had taken a
bath—a bath after having run a mara-
thon.

JOHN MCCAIN understands why we
need to investigate all this soft
money—the super PAC money. When
he says it, we should listen. Maybe our
colleagues don’t want to listen to me,
but they should listen to JOHN MCCAIN
because he has a record of substan-
tiating his efforts in that regard.

So this thing is being objected to—
what we are trying to do here to pro-
tect the 45 million in Ukraine—because
of this investigation of the Koch broth-
ers and others. I am not going to get
into the details about social welfare or-
ganizations and all that, but we all
know they are political front groups
that spend millions of dollars in mis-
leading ads, and it is unfortunate.
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So it is too bad we have this. It is
hard to believe that some are so wed-
ded to the Koch brothers and others
that they would torpedo a bill that is
vital to the national security of this
country and the freedom of tens of mil-
lions of Ukrainians and the birthplace
of my wife’s dad. This is wrong, and I
am very disappointed in my friend
from Wyoming that he would come for-
ward and do this. I have to tell you it
takes a lot of courage because there
isn’t a lot of academic integrity in
that. Strike the word integrity. There
isn’t a lot of foundation for what he
has done. It is unreasonable. It is un-
fair and it is without substantiation,
and I object.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I know the Senator
from Alabama wants to speak, and I as-
sure him I will not remain on the floor
to hear it because I know what the
Senator from Alabama is going to say
that has something to do with paying
for it out of defense spending. I will
match my record with the Senator
from Alabama on defense spending any-
time, day or night.

The fact is, this money is taken out
of programs that were already canceled
and were going to be returned to the
Treasury. If they had been used for de-
fense, then it would have busted the
budget agreement the Senator from
Alabama has so stoutly defended time
after time. So in a bit of preemption of
the Senator from Alabama, his argu-
ment is wrong that this is taking
money out of defense. He is dead
wrong.

So all I would say to my colleagues is
that the Senator from Wyoming came
down and wants us to take up and pass
a bill passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives which has not a single
binding sanction in it—not one. Not
one binding sanction in it. Not one
strong message to the people of
Ukraine that we are supporting them.

Russia’s defense ministry announced:
New military operations in several re-
gions near the Ukrainian border on
Thursday. Even as Chancellor Angela
Merkel warned the operations came as
Ukraine’s Acting President Oleksandr
V. Turchynov—the Acting President of
the Ukraine was quoted by Ukrainian
news media as saying Russian forces
amassed near the border were ready to
invade.

So we now have Russian forces ready
to invade a sovereign nation, and what
are we talking about? An IMF fix. Sup-
pose the Senator from Alabama was
right and this sum of money is being
taken out of national defense. How
much money are we going to have to
spend on national defense if Vladimir
Putin goes unchecked throughout Eu-
rope?

The next target, by the way, will be
the Baltic countries because they have
Russian speaking populations as well,
and we may have to have provocations
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there; Moldova, where Russia occupies
Transnistria; Georgia, where Russia oc-
cupies Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
But what are we arguing about?
Whether the IMF fix is appropriate or
not. What are we arguing about?
Whether it is in dispute as to whether
this is actually some reduction in de-
fense spending. Where in the world are
our priorities? Where in the world is
our sympathy and our concern and our
need to support the people of Ukraine
in this hour of need?

I don’t want to go on too long, but
the issue of natural gas, we all know
that is the way out of it long term.
Does anybody think including a provi-
sion on natural gas is going to have
any effect whatsoever on events that
are now happening and will happen in
the next few days? Of course not. I am
a strong supporter of getting natural
gas to these countries, but it is not
going to happen in the next days,
weeks, months or maybe even years. So
to use that is an excuse, of course,
again.

I have watched in the last few
months two fool’s errands. One was
when we shut down the government.
We were all so proud we shut down the
government, turned away 600,000 people
from our national parks, took $27 mil-
lion out of the economy of my State on
a fool’s errand that was not going to
succeed. Now we see another fool’s er-
rand because the majority leader will
file cloture and there will be well over
60 votes, and 10 or 11 or however many
days from now we will pass it and these
sanctions will be enacted.

In the meantime—in the meantime—
the first message to the people of
Ukraine, who have Russians—in the
view of the Ukrainian President—ready
to invade, is that we are telling them
no, because we don’t agree with an IMF
fix or we think the money may be or
may not be coming out of defense.

Mr. MURPHY. Will the Senator yield
for a brief question?

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator.

Senator MCCAIN and I were in
Ukraine at the end of last year. We had
the privilege to speak on the Maidan in
front of about half a million people,
maybe even a million people who were
there protesting the current govern-
ment, the corruption that had reined
free, their decision to move away from
an orientation towards Europe. After
Senator MCCAIN’s remarks, the crowd
rose up with the chant of “Thank you,
USA. Thank you, USA.”

Wherever we went during that trip,
as we heard also from the new prime
minister yesterday, they were des-
perate for the help of the United
States. They are grateful for the fact
that both the House and the Senate are
moving forward on the issue of pro-
viding loan guarantees—loan guaran-
tees that aren’t nearly enough. That is
why we need to have the IMF reforms,
so they can deliver the bulk of the as-
sistance. But they feel as though they
are standing virtually alone as Russia
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marches across their borders, and des-
perately want the United States to
lead an international consensus to
make it clear to the Russians there is
a price to be paid.

The Russians marched into Crimea in
large part because they didn’t believe
the United States and Europe would
enact the crippling sanctions which
would have otherwise caused them to
make a different decision. What this
moment could be about, right now on
the floor of the Senate, as we head
back over to Ukraine to again express
our support, is there is bipartisan con-
sensus in the Senate and the House
that we are not only going to stand
with them on the question of economic
support, but we are going to enact a set
of sanctions which will make Russia
consider a different decision.

My question to Senator MCCAIN is:
As important as economic support is,
that is not what they are asking for
here. They are not asking for passage
of the House bill. They are asking for
the United States, as we have time and
time again, to lead an international
consensus to send a strong message to
Russia. We are going to go over there
and I believe have a good series of
meetings this weekend, but we could
have had a much stronger message
brought to them if we had answered
their call ultimately to provide them
economic support and stand with our
partners in Europe, sending a strong
message to the Russians.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my friend from
Connecticut. I say if we take up and
pass the House bill, it does one thing:
It gives them loan guarantees for $1
billion. There is not one other single
binding provision in the House bill
which my colleague from Wyoming
wanted to take up and pass, instead of
this bill, which went through the com-
mittee—with the input, by the way, of
the administration. There is bipartisan
and administration cooperation on it.

I urge my colleagues to read the pro-
visions of this bill. They are tough.
They are tough, enforceable provisions
which will make Vladimir Putin and
his Kkleptocratic oligarchy uncomfort-
able.

And, by the way, one of the reasons
why Vladimir Putin is doing what he is
doing is he is afraid a free, inde-
pendent, and noncorrupt Ukraine on
his border might send a message to the
Russian people who are sick and tired
of him anyway.

Sanctions on persons in the Russian
Federation, complicit in or responsible
for significant corruption, are a major
provision of this bill; Sanctions on per-
sons responsible for violence or under-
mining the peace, security, stability,
sovereignty, or territorial integrity of
Ukraine. There are many other provi-
sions in this bill which are binding
which will make life very uncomfort-
able.

Instead, my dear friend—and he is
my dear friend—from Wyoming wants
to take up and pass a bill which has
one thing, and one thing only, and that
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is a $1 billion loan guarantee. By the
way, the EU has just given them $15
billion.

So all I can say is we will pass this
legislation, and we will go and we will
assure our Ukrainian friends that this
bill will be passed and we will act.

I hope people at home who know
Ukraine and know the people of
Ukraine and know the friends and rel-
atives and others will make it known
to their elected representatives that
for us to sit by and not help these peo-
ple would be writing a disgraceful
chapter in American history.

I thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, if I
could add to the comments of Senator
MCcCAIN.

Last night we all met with the Prime
Minister. They don’t even need this
economic aid today. They have to sign
an IMF agreement first. It is weeks be-
fore they even need what the Senator
from Wyoming wished to pass.

On the other hand, what we are try-
ing to do is push Russia back. As the
leader mentioned, this bill has tough
sanctions. And, by the way, Europe is
meeting on Monday to begin looking at
the sanctions they want to put in
place. So if we were to pass the sanc-
tions which we have in this bill—which
are tough sanctions, sanctions which
we have never imposed before, sanc-
tions on economic extortion, sanctions
on corruption—what that would do is
help boost the European community
along to do the same thing, and our
goal here is to isolate Russia to keep
them from continuing to put pressure
on Ukraine.

So I couldn’t agree more. Why would
we pass a bill which does no good as it
relates to trying to push Russia back
and isolate them, when we have an op-
portunity right now to pass a bill
which shows we are willing to isolate
Russia and actually give strength to
what the European community is get-
ting ready to do hopefully this next
week.

So I agree. I wish we were taking up
the bill which we all worked on to-
gether and passed by a huge bipartisan
majority, and I wish we could send you
all with the sanctions in hand, passed
out of the Senate, to show the people of
Ukraine that while militarily there
may not be involvement, we stand to-
gether with them to do everything we
can to isolate Russia, to isolate Putin,
and to make sure economically they
pay a huge price if they try to take any
other actions in this area. So I agree
with the Senator.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GILLIBRAND). The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, there
has been an objection. I think unfairly,
there has been an objection. Everyone
should understand, the first legislative
matter we will take up when we get
back here is going to be this. There is
nothing I know of at this time that is
more important.

(Mrs.
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So Senators should be aware, this is
nothing we are going to run from. We
are going to act on it as soon as we get
back. It is really too bad we haven’t
been able to move forward. We should
have. We could have. We are not going
to. But we are going to move to it as
soon as we get back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
what has happened in Ukraine is a real
disaster. It should never have hap-
pened. It is so bad, and it reflects a
weakness in American foreign policy
which goes deep. The American people
understand that. I think the whole
world is baffled at the lack of clarity in
American foreign policy. I would say, if
JOHN MCCAIN had been elected Presi-
dent and were President today, we
would have never had this invasion by
the Soviet Russians into Ukraine and
Crimea.

This is a big problem. It is not going
away. It is a very deep and serious
problem.

The fundamental thing we can do
today—and we should do today—is
move forward with what the United
States can contribute to this situation,
which is to pass the $1 billion loan
fund. The European Union is doing
their $15 billion through the IMF. Why
don’t we do that? Why don’t we do
that?

The reason is, this leadership is de-
termined to push forward a policy
change in the International Monetary
Fund which has been up here before the
Congress since 2010 and has not been
passed and does not have to be passed
today. They have insisted on that.

They have placed Ukraine in second
place through their reforms which they
have been pushing for with the IMF,
and there are serious problems with
that. It gives Russia more clout,
among other things; not a lot, but it
gives them more clout in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. And it costs
money and violates the budget.

I am the ranking member on the
Budget Committee. It is subject to a
budget point of order. There is no
doubt about that. Anybody can suggest
otherwise if they want to, but it vio-
lates the budget, and we ought not to
be doing this in violation of the budget.
We don’t have to.

But this administration negotiated
with Senator MCCAIN and Senator
CORKER and the Democratic leadership
in the Senate and they agreed this
would be the policy. Not what the
House passed. But they would add more
to it, they would reform the IMF, and
then we are all just supposed to accept
it.

I told the Senator from Tennessee—a
very fine Senator—I am ranking mem-
ber on the Budget Committee. He
knows that. We have worked together
to try to adhere to the spending limits
Congress has imposed on ourselves. We
just voted on this. Ten weeks ago the
President signed this reform which
raised the spending but limited it, and
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they want to spend more in a way
which is not legitimate. So I am baf-
fled.

Why in the world would we not take
advantage of the—yes, what the House
has sent to us, pass this legislation,
and allow us to make our individual
contribution of $1 billion? And, by the
way, we are scoring it at about $350
million because it is unlikely we will
be fully paid back.

So why don’t we do that? Is it pride?
Is it pique? Is it politics? I can’t imag-
ine. So you don’t get everything you
want, colleagues. Take what you can
get. It is really the only thing which
amounts to anything now. The IMF has
put up $15 billion. They don’t need this
reform to do their loan, their aid to
Ukraine. They don’t need this legisla-
tion for that. Why is it so important?

Senator DURBIN said: Well, why can’t
we debate this another day. Right. Why
can’t we debate the IMF another day?
But if his bill were to pass, the debate
is over; the law the President wants to
pass would pass, without congressional
involvement in it.

Members of Congress have been deal-
ing with these issues for a long time. It
is a serious question. It does not need
to be here today on this legislation. It
just does not.

I have warned our colleagues that we
do not need to be passing legislation
which is not paid for in this fashion,
and I would object to it. They had time
here to fix it, but no attempt was made
to fix it.

It is a little disturbing to me to see
our colleagues, who have themselves
decided what the best solution is, come
to the floor and attack those of us who
have a good-faith objection to it, when
we are perfectly prepared to support
the fundamental thing which needs to
be done—and that is the $1 billion loan
package the United States has agreed
to fund, the House has agreed to sup-
port, I support, virtually every Member
of Congress supports. But not this big
reform package of IMF which is not
justified.

I feel deeply this is a big mistake.
Why in the world we wouldn’t act
today and take yes for an answer, I
can’t imagine. It goes beyond what I
think is realistic.

I would conclude by saying again,
something is very wrong with the for-
eign policy of the United States of
America. Whether we reform the IMF
is not going to send a message to Rus-
sia. The idea that somehow we are
going to affect them by exactly what
has passed here today I believe is incor-
rect. I Dbelieve fundamentally this
package is what we can do, what we
should do, and we should do it today.
Then we should come back and be pre-
pared to impose serious sanctions or
whatever the President asks for.

Finally, I am disappointed the Presi-
dent of the United States is not more
consultative with Congress in order to
determine what legislation we need to
pass and would continue to insist on
passing reform legislation of the Inter-
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national Monetary Fund, which, in all
likelihood, will be rejected by the
House.

I feel as though we are through the
looking glass here. I hate that tensions
are so high. But if we would take yes
for an answer, pass this House bill,
come back and have a full evaluation
of reform of IMF, and pass sanctions as
we go forward, that would be the right
thing for us to do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I com-
mend the Senator from Alabama and
the Senator from Wyoming for their
leadership on this important issue.

The crisis in Ukraine has riveted our
attention for the last 4 months as we
have seen brave men and women stand-
ing in freezing cold, standing for free-
dom, standing for their desire to stand
with the West, to stand with Europe, to
stand with America, and to be free
from the domination of Putin’s Russia.

We all strongly support the efforts of
the Ukrainian people to choose a dif-
ferent path from subjugation to Russia,
to choose a path toward economic and
political liberty and toward a close
friendship with the West.

Madam President, all of us on both
sides of the Chamber are united in de-
crying the military aggression of Rus-
sian strongman Vladmir Putin, as he
has invaded a sovereign nation with
military force, committing an act of
war. No one should be confused as to
what Mr. Putin is attempting to do. In-
deed, acting Ukraine Prime Minister
Yatsenyuk said very clearly that Putin
is trying to reestablish the borders of
the old Soviet Union. He is expanding,
sadly, into a vacuum of leadership the
United States has not been filling. Rus-
sia is filling that vacuum, and the sei-
zure of Crimea is only the beginning of
Putin’s aggressiveness. He will con-
tinue, I would predict, to be aggressive
unless and until he meets significant
resistance.

We are also united in believing there
is an important role for the United
States to play in responding to this cri-
sis. I believe we should take concrete
actions to respond to Russia’s invasion
of Crimea.

No. 1, we should press to expel Russia
from the G8.

No. 2, the administration should im-
mediately begin enforcing the
Magnitsky Act—which he has failed to
do up to this point—designed to punish
human rights atrocities by Russian
Government officials. Indeed, we
should expand it to include Ukranian
human rights abusers.

No. 3, we should immediately install
the ballistic missile batteries in East-
ern Ukraine that were scheduled to go
in that President Obama mistakenly
canceled in an effort to appease Mr.
Putin. That effort did not succeed, and
we should go forward with allowing
eastern Europe to defend itself.

Additionally, there is a great deal we
can do to aid the people of UKkraine.
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The President should immediately
offer the Government of Ukraine a
free-trade agreement indicating that
their goods are welcome in the United
States and our goods in their country.

We should explore other options to
assist them in economic recovery con-
sistent with free market principles, in-
cluding moving as expeditiously as pos-
sible to allow them access to U.S. en-
ergy exports and in Dparticular
liquidified natural gas. Russia uses
natural gas and energy as a tool of eco-
nomic blackmail. It is critical to the
source of Russia’s power not just over
Ukraine but over much of Europe. The
United States is blessed with abundant
supplies of natural gas. It is only fool-
hardy government policy that stands
in the way of our exporting that nat-
ural gas, meeting the need and helping
Ukraine be free of the economic black-
mail. We should move immediately in
that regard not just because it would
help Ukraine, not just because it would
represent a serious blow to Russia
when Russia relies on the revenue from
those energy exports—if the TUnited
States steps up and provides it to them
instead, that would be a serious eco-
nomic blow to Russia—mnot just that
but because it makes perfect sense
from the perspective of the United
States of America, our economic inter-
ests at a time when we have the lowest
labor rate participation since 1978.
When millions of people are out of
work and hurting, we should be devel-
oping and expanding our resources, and
energy provides an opportunity to
transform the geopolitical playing
field, to use our abundant resources in
a free market manner to respond and
help liberate the people of Ukraine.

There is also a financial component
of the assistance for—Ukraine that it
makes a world of sense should come
from the International Monetary Fund,
to which the United States is a con-
tributor. That is what the IMF was cre-
ated to do, and the IMF today stands
fully capable of meeting that need.

My friend from Arizona has an admi-
rable passion on this issue for the peo-
ple of Ukraine and for standing up to
Mr. Putin, and I commend my friend
from Arizona for his passion in this re-
gard. However, the reason this bill has
not passed today is because the major-
ity of this Chamber—the majority lead-
er made a decision, the chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
made a decision to inject into the aid
and sanctions plan for Ukraine an ex-
traneous issue, an issue of the IMF
that has nothing to do with the under-
lying issue. That was a mistake. That
was a mistake.

I would suggest that the so-called
IMF reforms are misguided policy.
They don’t make sense for four sepa-
rate reasons.

No. 1, they are unnecessary. There is
no need whatsoever for these reforms.
Indeed, the IMF is perfectly capable of
managing the task on hand, and esti-
mates have shown that Ukraine aid
would cost no more than 5 percent of
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its current resources. So the IMF por-
tions are unnecessary, extrinsic. I
agree with the Speaker of the House,
JOHN BOEHNER, who says these so-
called IMF reforms are unnecessary
and extrinsic to this bill.

No. 2, these IMF provisions, if passed
into law, would dramatically expand
the financial exposure of the United
States of America, effectively doubling
our contribution, expanding our expo-
sure. If that is good policy, that should
be debated on its merits. We should not
be opening the U.S. taxpayers to bil-
lions in additional financial liability
without a debate on the merits. It
shouldn’t be just tied to Ukranian aid
and forced through the Senate. That is
the wrong approach.

No. 3, most inexplicably, these so-
called reforms, if passed, would dimin-
ish U.S. influence on the IMF; would
reduce our ability to control the deci-
sions of the IMF; indeed, would move
the funds from a fund in which we have
veto authority into one in which we no
longer have veto authority. We would
have a smaller portion of influence
over the IMF.

Astonishingly, No. 4, this bill would
expand Russia’s influence and control
over the IMF. Let me repeat that. A
bill that is being ostensibly introduced
to punish Russia for their acts of war
and aggression would expand Russia’s
influence over the IMF and decrease
the influence of the United States of
America.

I agree with my friend from Alabama
who suggested moments ago that this
is “Through the Looking Glass.”” This
makes no sense. I would challenge any
of my friends here to stand here and
explain why a sensible response to
what Russia has done is to expand Rus-
sia’s influence in the IMF and to di-
minish America’s influence. That
makes no sense whatsoever.

Madam President, I wish to close
with two points. No. 1, we could pass
aid for the people of Ukraine right
now—today. The Senator from Wyo-
ming rose and asked for unanimous
consent to pass the bill that has al-
ready passed the House. Had the major-
ity leader not stood up and objected on
behalf of Senate Democrats, that bill
would have passed into law. It would be
already headed to the President’s desk
for signature. It is only because the
majority leader objected that we are
not sitting here today having already
passed aid for the people of Ukraine.

I would note, by the way, that the
majority leader had extended com-
mentary about two businessmen, the
Koch brothers, who I am beginning to
think are characters almost out of “‘Dr.
Seuss’ in the majority leader’s mind.
They are the grinch who stole Christ-
mas in his telling. I would note that
the majority leader focuses on the IRS
rules—not focusing on the abuse of
power by the IRS, the Treasury inspec-
tor general chronicles, but instead on
the need for a vote to regulate the
IRS’s abuse of power.

Let me say very simply that the
House bill on Ukraine doesn’t mention
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the IRS at all, doesn’t mention P4s at
all. So when the majority leader stood
on the floor, this is all because of the
nefarious Koch brothers. Set aside the
impropriety of the majority leader of
the U.S. Senate picking two private
citizens—individuals engaged in polit-
ical speech, standing up for what they
believe, and the majority leader using
his position of political power to lam-
baste them, to target them.

Interestingly enough, the majority
leader does not seem to have a problem
with the California billionaire who has
publicly pledged to put $100 million be-
hind Democrats to press them to pass
climate change legislation that would
cost millions of jobs across this coun-
try from blue-collar workers, from
hard-working Americans. That billion-
aire, in the majority leader’s view, is
perfectly free to spend $100 million in
the election, but the Koch brothers, be-
cause the two of them have stood and
expressed their views, are subjected to
vilification and personal attack from
the majority leader.

The Senate rules allow a Member of
this body, if his or her integrity is im-
pugned, to raise an objection. Let me
ask you something, Madam President.
What Senate rule allows a private cit-
izen to raise an objection when his in-
tegrity is impugned by the majority
leader?

Those two brothers are not Members
of this body, so they can have their
reputation dragged through the mud.
Yet they are denied a point of personal
privilege to come and defend them-
selves. That is not the job of the U.S.
Senate, to vilify private citizens.

I would note that the provision he is
talking about is not in the House bill,
which means when the Senator from
Wyoming stood and asked for consent
to pass the House bill, if the majority
leader had simply refrained from ob-
jecting, we would have passed aid to
Ukraine tonight. It has nothing to do
with the Koch brothers, nothing to do
with the IRS. That is not in the House
bill. The reason the majority leader ob-
jected is that he wants to hold aid to
Ukraine hostage to force through these
misguided IMF reforms. That is the
wrong decision.

One final point I wish to make. The
world should understand, Russia should
understand, the people of TUkraine
should understand, and Mr. Putin
should understand that all of us are
united in standing with the people of
Ukraine, that the United States will
act. I am convinced it will act deci-
sively to impose sanctions and serious
consequences on Russia for this
unprovoked act of war. We will act de-
cisively to stand with the people of
Ukraine. There should be no doubt in
any observer’s mind that this will
unify both parties. We will stand to-
gether. We would have done so tonight
had the majority leader not made the
cynical decision to hold aid for
Ukraine hostage to force a partisan bill
that does not enjoy sufficient support
in this body to pass otherwise. Politics
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should end at the water’s edge, and I
think it is unfortunate to see the ma-
jority leader trying to use the crisis in
Ukraine for political advantage. That
is a mistake.

But there should be no ambiguity.
We will impose sanctions. We will
stand with Ukraine. And the people of
America understand that Mr. Putin’s
aggression is reliving the days when
the Soviet Union was an evil empire. It
is reliving those days Mr. Putin called
the collapse of the Soviet Union ‘‘the
greatest geopolitical catastrophe of
modern times.”” Well, all of us surely
hope he does not succeed in his inten-
tions of restoring the Soviet Union, re-
storing that evil empire, restoring the
cloud of oppression across Europe and
across the world, and we stand united
with the people of Ukraine and with
the people surrounding Russia in sup-
port of freedom and against his uncon-
scionable act of war.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
from Texas for his comments and for
his eloquence. I believe he has touched
on the right issues.

I would just add one thing. I was in
Ukraine about 3 years ago; a delegation
was there. We met with State Depart-
ment people. We met with
Tymoshenko, the fabulous leader of the
Orange Revolution. She had those
beautiful braids in her hair like peas-
ants in the Ukraine wear, and she was
concerned that she would be put in jail.
I just couldn’t believe it. The Ambas-
sador told us she hadn’t committed any
crime, but she was placed in jail and
served 2% years. They have released
her now. She was in a wheelchair, and
you could tell she suffered from that.

I truly believe the people of Ukraine
did a fabulous, wonderful thing when
they stood for their country, for de-
mocracy. We need to stand with them.
I stand with them just as I stood with
and defended the people of Georgia
when the Russians invaded AbKkhazia
and Ossetia.

I want to say unequivocally,
bipartisanly, that this Congress—
House and Senate—stands firmly with
the people of the Ukraine. We want to
help them. The one thing substantively
we can do today that would make a dif-
ference for the people of Ukraine is to
pass this bill that provides $1 billion in
help to them. I truly believe we should
do that. I am deeply disappointed that
the majority insists that unless they
get their reform of the International
Monetary Fund that they want to see
happen, which is unrelated directly to
the needs of Ukraine, that they won’t
accept the legislation the House has al-
ready passed. I think that would be a
mistake.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

UKRAINE

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I
return to the floor because I can’t let
some of what has been said go unchal-
lenged.
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First of all, as it relates to the ma-
jority leader, the issue of the connec-
tion that has been made between IMF
reform and the C-4 investigation—the
unlimited, undefined, not-known secret
money that goes into these entities in
elections—was not first raised by the
majority leader. It was first raised by
Senator CORKER in an article. It was
subsequently raised today on the floor
by Senator MCCAIN. So casting asper-
sions upon the majority leader and sug-
gesting he is ultimately impugning the
reputation of anyone is pretty out-
rageous when the Members of his own
side of the aisle recognize that it was
simply wrong to connect IMF reform
and the ability to help Ukraine in the
most powerful way now with some C—4
investigation.

Secondly, only in Washington could
someone have you believe that IMF re-
forms we are promoting means more
power for Russia. Yes, we are rushing
in this Chamber—JOHN MCCAIN and
BoB CORKER are rushing into this
Chamber to give more power to Russia.
Only in Washington could anybody be-
lieve that.

Only in Washington could someone
have you believe that our other col-
leagues on the committee who voted
for the legislation to have IMF reform
were actually voting—our Republican
colleagues were voting—to give Russia
more power so they could continue to
oppress people. It stretches the incred-
ulous nature of that argument.

On the contrary, why are we in the
mess we are in? Because when Ukraine
was having serious economic chal-
lenges, it was Putin and Russia that
were coming with their money, not the
IMF which—in a way—might have ulti-
mately been important because the
IMF needs the resources and the
leveraging we create by virtue of this
legislation.

You can’t divorce it. If you really
want to help Ukraine, you need to have
the resources of the IMF that ulti-
mately guarantees the full ability to
bring Ukraine back into economic
order, and from that, build on all the
other elements of security as well.

Thirdly, the budget point of order:
The ranking member on our committee
made it very clear when he said, I want
to be supportive, but we have to have
this paid for, and we did. People can
disagree with the pay-for, but it is paid
for, which is something the House of
Representatives didn’t do. Let me tell
you what else the House of Representa-
tives didn’t do. They didn’t do any-
thing about sanctions—nothing, zero,
nada.

The bottom line is, we would send a
message that, yes, we want to partially
help Ukraine, but not in the most sig-
nificant way we can, which is with IMF
reform and the leveraging of the re-
sources and our voice that we would
bring to them in determining their fu-
ture and the next crisis in the world,
which is unfortunately around the cor-
ner.

So for those who claim they are all

for helping Ukraine and national secu-
rity, they should have allowed us to
have this vote tonight.
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Lastly, with reference to my dear
friend and colleague, for whom I have a
great deal of respect, Senator BAR-
RASSO, who said I didn’t permit his
amendment on LNG to move forward,
his amendment was ruled out of order
because it was not within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee. The reality is
on the merits of it, it is not about help-
ing Ukraine right now. Ukraine doesn’t
have the infrastructure for LNG. They
obviously don’t have the resources to
build the infrastructure for LNG.

Turkey, which controls the Bos-
phorus Strait, has said they are not
going to let the LNG go through be-
cause of their concerns for security. So
the bottom line is that is not about
helping Ukraine today. If all of that
can be accomplished—infrastructure,
the resources to build it, and getting
Turkey on board—then maybe in the
future that is part of a further, longer
term solution, but it is not about right
now.

What it is about right now is the loan
guarantees. It is about the sanctions to
make sure the Russians and those in
Ukraine understand they are going to
be subject to real consequences by vir-
tue of corrupting Ukraine and under-
mining its territorial integrity. Lastly,
having the long-term ability through
the IMF to achieve the goals of stabi-
lizing Ukraine economically and also
preparing for the next emergency, that
is what was at stake tonight.

We will get there, but when you see
movements of Russian troops and the
circumstances that are unfolding, and I
hear colleagues say, ‘“‘We are not doing
enough,” and then just want to do a
fraction of what is necessary to help
the Ukraine, I begin to seriously won-
der.

I hope the majority leader will have
this as the first order of business when
we return. I think there is bipartisan
support for the package the way it is
now. It is unfortunate that as our col-
leagues travel to Ukraine, they can’t
g0 with the final message that this was
passed today, but it will pass.

As I said to the Prime Minister of
Ukraine yesterday—an extraordinary
individual who met with members of
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee—in the long history of the
world, only a few are called upon to an-
swer the call of freedom in some of its
most dangerous moments in history.
He has been called upon to do that on
behalf of his country at this time. We
are called upon to stand against the ag-
gression and to help a country be able
to do so.

I hope we will be able to get past this
issue of linking IMF reform with the
whole question of campaign finance
issues so we can achieve that goal.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

DEFENSE BUDGET

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I
very much appreciate the importance
of the discussion going on, but I would
like to talk about another very impor-
tant issue that is facing us. One of the
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biggest problems our country faces at
the current time is one Washington has
created—the out-of-control spending
and our lack of fiscal discipline to put
our country back on a path to fiscal re-
sponsibly.

Last week President Obama released
his budget proposal for fiscal year 2015.
That proposal continues Washington’s
reckless spending. It offers little in the
way of real help to the millions of
Americans struggling to get by in this
very stagnant economy, which has not
been helped by the President’s policies.

What is worse is that the President
finds a way to support the projects and
priorities of his base but can’t continue
our country’s commitment to our men
and women who served and are serving
our Nation in uniform.

The defense budget proposes to slash
even more benefits our military fami-
lies need. The Military Officers Asso-
ciation of America is rightfully high-
lighting these proposed cuts to mili-
tary compensation and health -care
benefits.

The Washington Times published a
story on this topic yesterday, saying

retired servicemembers weighed in
with frustration and anger, and right-
fully so.

The proposal again caps the military
pay raise at 1 percent, although the
private sector wage growth is 1.8 per-
cent. MOAA, the Military Officers As-
sociation, calculated what these cuts
would mean to the bottom line of our
active-duty military. An Army ser-
geant stands to lose nearly $5,000 in
benefits annually and an Army captain
will lose nearly $6,000 in benefits annu-
ally. This is certainly the wrong mes-
sage to send to our men and women
who put their lives on the line for this
country.

When the President was elected, he
promised to go through the budget
with a scalpel; however, the only thing
he seems capable of dissecting is mili-
tary pay and benefits.

I am here today to say that these
cuts on our military families are unac-
ceptable. I will fight to preserve the
benefits our military families were
promised. Fortunately, as has been the
case with the President’s budgets from
the past few years, this proposal will
likely never see the light of day. Even
the majority in the Senate doesn’t
have the desire to bring that proposal
up for a vote. But this does not excuse
those who continue to propose savings
that come at the expense of our men
and women in uniform or those who
have served us in the past.

Our military members, their fami-
lies, and our veterans should not have
to bear the burden for Washington’s ir-
responsible spending. Taking away ben-
efits from our servicemembers has be-
come a recurring problem. This is very
troubling.

I stood here less than 2 months ago
talking about our need to restore mili-
tary retiree cuts that were unjustly
taken away to help rein in spending. I
opposed the budget agreement that cut
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the retirement benefit of our veterans
and reducing the cost-of-living adjust-
ment because it unfairly aimed to bal-
ance the budget on the backs of our re-
tired military. Now the President
seems determined to continue down
that path.

We were able to restore most of those
misguided military retirement cuts,
but these benefits should have never
been a target. Now the President wants
to target servicemembers again. It is
unconscionable considering he is intent
on interjecting the Federal Govern-
ment into private sector labor issues.
He wants to force private entities to
raise wages and increase benefits in a
poor economy that his policies have
created. When it comes to our men and
women in uniform, he is all for strip-
ping away their hard-earned benefits so
he can continue to redistribute wealth,
raise taxes, and increase Federal spend-
ing another $1 trillion.

We need to keep the promise we made
to our servicemembers and maintain
these benefits. Washington needs to
find savings somewhere else. It can and
must be done.

With that, I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mrs. HAGAN. Madam President, I
come to the Senate floor today to dis-
cuss an issue of enormous importance
to my State, our country, and future
generations.

I thank my colleagues for bringing
attention to the critical issue of cli-
mate change earlier this week. This is
a pressing problem that needs to be ad-
dressed and too often gets pushed to
the back burner.

As a Senator from North Carolina, I
represent a State that is home to some
of our country’s most treasured land-
marks and most precious natural re-
sources—from the Great Smoky Moun-
tains in the west to the Uwharrie Na-
tional Forest in the Piedmont to Cape
Hatteras National Seashore in the east.

Like so many North Carolinians, my
family and I love spending time to-
gether outdoors whether it is hiking,
fishing, biking, or just enjoying the
views and being outside.

Visitors from across the country
travel to North Carolina to experience
the Blue Ridge Parkway in the fall or
to take a vacation on the Outer Banks
in the summer. Tourism is an impor-
tant part of our State’s economy—gen-
erating $25 billion in economic activity
and supporting over 390,000 jobs in my
State. However, rising temperatures
and extreme weather are putting those
landmarks and resources at risk.

In 2012, North Carolina experienced a
total of 40 broken heat records, 4 bro-
ken snow records, 13 broken precipita-
tion records, and 19 large wildlifes.

Since 2000, North Carolina has issued
14 disaster declarations from severe
storms and flooding. This extreme
weather doesn’t just jeopardize the
beauty of our coastline or put our for-
est at risk for wildfires, it also affects
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our economy and impacts people’s ev-
eryday daily lives.

In 2011 Hurricane Irene ravaged our
coast and affected approximately 1.3
million North Carolinians. Roads and
highways were destroyed, homes and
businesses were left inaccessible. The
damage left some families with no
other option but to live in tents.

The storm decimated tourism for the
eastern part of our State at the height
of the tourist season. The region got
back on its feet only to be hit again a
year later by Hurricane Sandy, which
totally sliced through Highway 12,
which is the lifeline of the Outer
Banks. It cut it right down the middle.

This changing weather impacts an-
other key part of North Carolina’s
economy, agriculture, which is our
State’s biggest industry. Agriculture
generates $77 billion in economic activ-
ity and employs nearly one-fifth of our
workforce.

Last year record rainfall flooded sev-
eral counties in North Carolina, and
our farmers lost tens of millions of dol-
lars’ worth of food crops. Tomatoes
were wrought with disease. In some
fields half of all of the sweet corn had
been destroyed. Experts predicted
losses could double for producers, some
of whom are thinking twice before they
plant a crop next year.

We are seeing the very real impact
climate change is having on my State
and its economy today. In the absence
of action, this extreme weather is here
to stay. Recent reports have shown
that by 2099 climate change could in-
crease temperatures by as much as 10.5
degrees Fahrenheit and cause over 1,000
more heat-related deaths just in my
hometown of Greensboro. By
midcentury, Greensboro is expected to
increase from a historical average of 8
heat-excessive days in the summer to
59 and to reach a total of 70 days by the
end of the century. This current path is
unsustainable, and we must take steps
now to slow and stop the effects of cli-
mate change.

This is a challenge that will need to
be addressed from many different di-
rections, but I am proud of the steps we
took in North Carolina when I was in
the State senate to invest in energy in-
novation. A bill I worked on in 2007
made North Carolina the only South-
eastern State with a mandatory renew-
able energy standard, requiring elec-
trical utilities to meet up to 12.5 per-
cent of their energy needs through re-
newable sources by 2021. We also en-
acted the Clean Smokestacks Act in
2012, which made significant emission
reductions from coal-fired powerplants
in North Carolina and Tennessee.

I am proud of those accomplish-
ments, but we must do more. I believe
North Carolina and the United States
are well positioned to lead and to take
advantage of opportunities in the 21st-
century energy economy.

I look at North Carolina’s Research
Triangle Park, which has become an
international model for bringing to-
gether industry, research institutions,
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and government to help develop clean
energy technologies that reduce carbon
emissions and make our country less
dependent on fossil fuels. Companies
and institutions across North Carolina
are developing ways to reduce energy
more efficiently, harnessing smart grid
technologies and using renewables to
provide new, power-intensive data cen-
ters in my State.

While addressing carbon emissions
presents new economic opportunities,
we must also be sure to minimize any
economic burdens on the least fortu-
nate and make efforts to ensure that
we do not harm our global economic
competitiveness.

The challenge before us is great, but
if we come together, Democrats and
Republicans, we can move forward with
commonsense measures that reduce
emissions, increase our energy inde-
pendence, and put the United States
back on a sustainable path, all while
getting the people of this great country
back to work.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, as
we wrestle with the Ukraine situation,
I hope we can—I wish we could have
gotten together to be able to pass the
core responsibility of this Congress,
which would be to allow the loan pro-
gram to go through—a $1 billion loan
program that I think everybody in the
House and the Senate agrees on, Re-
publicans and Democrats. It was, in
fact, complicated and made impossible
tonight because the majority insisted
that IMF reform, which is opposed and
is unrelated to the Ukraine, be a part
of this legislation. The House has not
passed it. I don’t think the House will
pass it. So why were they insisting on
that and refusing to take the money we
were able to give tonight? It is just baf-
fling to me.

I appreciate Senator MENENDEZ. He
has shown real leadership and insight
into international relations. He chairs
the Foreign Relations Committee. I
don’t mean to attack his integrity or
anything of that nature, but he is in-
correct in saying this bill is paid for or
doesn’t violate the budget. It abso-
lutely violates the budget. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has analyzed
the numbers, and they have concluded
just what my Budget Committee staff
has concluded, which is that it violates
the budget. The numbers are plain.

Look, a lot of things around here are
not perfect, but the idea that we would
insist on passing International Mone-
tary Fund reform that does not have to
be a part of this bill and is not related
to this situation, is going to cost $315
million to fund that program, that re-
form, which is very controversial, and
half of the money explicitly comes
from the Defense Department—Air
Force missiles and Army procurement
and aviation—at a time when the Rus-
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sian army is occupying the Crimea in
the Ukraine, we want to now cut the
Defense Department and the Army of
the United States even more.

The Budget Control Act has really
tightened the military’s defense budg-
et. They are doing all they can do to
meet that budget. I have tried to sup-
port the budget. I believe all of us need
to tighten our belts. But I will just say
this: We don’t need to take more
money out of the Defense Department
budget at a time when we are already
asking them to take unprecedented re-
ductions. I feel strongly about that. It
is disturbing to me that we have not
reached that agreement.

In fact, what has happened is the De-
fense Department was forced to make
some tough decisions, so they re-
scinded some of the money they had,
and they intended to use it on other
priorities, things they need to spend
the money on. They made tough
choices. What has Congress come in
here now to do? Reach in there and
take the money the Defense Depart-
ment was trying to save so they can
move it to something of high priority
and spend it on this program. There is
$4 trillion in U.S. Government spend-
ing. We can’t find some other place to
find this money? Aren’t there legiti-
mate offsets that don’t violate the
budget?

For the most part, all of these offsets
for both programs are not legitimate.
They are basically gimmes. We need to
get away from that. We need honesty
in budgeting. We really do need it.
When we have a priority we want to
act on, such as this Ukraine situation,
there are plenty of opportunities for us
to identify lesser priority spending and
take that money and spend it. That is
what the Defense Department was
doing when they executed rescissions.
They were making choices, setting pri-
orities.

We should not do this. It is not a lit-
tle bitty matter. Frankly, the House
needs to be more careful about how
they do their business. The bill they
sent over here has problems with it.
But to take another whack at a con-
troversial program—$315 million—and
take half the money from the military
is really unacceptable.

I warned people about this in ad-
vance, but they persisted. They
thought they could get to the last
minute and they would stand here on
the floor and emotionally argue that
our objection had something to do with
not caring about or being supportive of
the people of the Ukraine, that we
would just fold and give it to them.
Well, that day is becoming a day of the
past.

Somebody needs to stand here and
say we are going to do these things
right or we are going to have real prob-
lems on the floor of the Senate. If I
have to do it, I will do it.

I am proud of the Senator from Wyo-
ming, who sought to pass the House
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bill. We just have to accept it. That is
something we could do and get it done
tonight, and I would be willing to sup-
port that. I certainly want to help the
Ukraine, and we can do it and do it in
the right way.

I thank the Chair for the opportunity
to speak tonight. I know we all love
the country, and we are going to have
to wrestle now with serious questions
about Russia—what their agenda is,
what kind of actions they may be tak-
ing. There needs to be no doubt that
this Senator has no intention of stand-
ing idly by while Russia attempts to
take over independent, sovereign na-
tions on its border. It is absolutely un-
acceptable. We cannot accept it. It
should not have happened. I believe if
this President had been more firm and
clear in his policies, it likely would not
have happened, but it has.

The whole world now has to confront
this crisis and deal with it. It is not
going to be easy. I think all of us need
to work hard to put our politics aside
on this question and try to do what is
in the national interests.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed to S. 2124.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk that I would ask the Chair to
report.

I have to sign it and send it there
first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The legislative 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. 329, S. 2124, a bill to
support sovereignty and democracy in
Ukraine, and for other purposes.

Harry Reid, Robert Menendez, Debbie
Stabenow, Barbara Boxer, Patty Mur-
ray, Richard Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley,
Carl Levin, Joe Donnelly, Christopher
A. Coons, Jack Reed, Maria Cantwell,
Barbara A. Mikulski, Tom Harkin, Tim
Kaine, Jeanne Shaheen, Jon Tester.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent

that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

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

NOMINATION OF CHRISTOPHER
REID COOPER TO BE UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to exec-
utive session to consider Calendar No.
581.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Christopher Reid Cooper, of
the District of Columbia, to be United
States District Judge for the District
of Columbia.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The legislative 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 nomination
of Christopher Reid Cooper, of the District of
Columbia, to be United States District Judge
for the District of Columbia.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Debbie
Stabenow, Robert Menendez, Barbara
Boxer, Patty Murray, Richard
Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Carl Levin,
Bernard Sanders, Joe Donnelly, Maria
Cantwell, Barbara A. Mikulski, Tom
Harkin, Tim Kaine, Jeanne Shaheen,
Jon Tester.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXITI be waived.

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

——

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. REID. I move to proceed now to
legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
——

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF M. DOUGLAS
HARPOOL TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WEST-
ERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to exec-
utive session to consider Calendar No.
582.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of M. Douglas Harpool, of Mis-
souri, to be United States District
Judge for the Western District of Mis-
souri.
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CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk on this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The legislative 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 nomination
of M. Douglas Harpool, of Missouri, to be
United States District Judge for the Western
District of Missouri.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Debbie
Stabenow, Robert Menendez, Barbara
Boxer, Patty Murray, Richard
Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Carl Levin,
Bernard Sanders, Joe Donnelly, Maria
Cantwell, Barbara A. Mikulski, Tom
Harkin, Tim Kaine, Jeanne Shaheen,
Jon Tester.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

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

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF GERALD AUSTIN
McHUGH, JR. TO BE UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR
THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to exec-
utive session to consider Calendar No.
583.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Gerald Austin McHugh, Jr.,
of Pennsylvania, to be United States
District Judge for the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The legislative 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 nomination
of Gerald Austin McHugh, Jr., of Pennsyl-
vania, to be United States District Judge for
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Debbie
Stabenow, Robert Menendez, Barbara
Boxer, Patty Murray, Richard
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Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Carl Levin,
Bernard Sanders, Joe Donnelly, Maria
Cantwell, Barbara A. Mikulski, Tom
Harkin, Tim Kaine, Jeanne Shaheen,
Jon Tester.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXITI be waived.

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

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

——————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF EDWARD G.
SMITH TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EAST-
ERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
executive session to consider Calendar
No. 584.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Edward G. Smith, of Pennsyl-
vania, to be United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The legislative 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 nomination
of M. Edward G. Smith, of Pennsylvania, to
be United States District Judge for the East-
ern District of Pennsylvania.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Debbie
Stabenow, Robert Menendez, Barbara
Boxer, Patty Murray, Richard
Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Carl Levin,
Bernard Sanders, Joe Donnelly, Maria
Cantwell, Barbara A. Mikulski, Tom
Harkin, Tim Kaine, Jeanne Shaheen,
Jon Tester.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

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

——————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.
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MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent we proceed to a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators allowed to speak for up to 10 min-
utes each.

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

———

CORINTHIAN COLLEGES

Mr. DURBIN. Last December I spoke
about a news article that revealed an-
other disturbing scam perpetuated by
the for-profit college industry. The ar-
ticle reported that Corinthian Colleges,
Incorporated, a publicly-traded cor-
poration, that owns for-profit schools
in the United States and Canada, has
engaged in deceptive job placement
practices in order to artificially boost
job placement rates and avoid scrutiny
by its creditors.

It turns out Corinthian schools were
paying employers what they called an
onboarding fee of $2,000 per student so
the companies would hire their grad-
uates temporarily so that could be
counted as an official permanent job
placement.

Corinthian college subsidiary schools
have been criticized in the past for hav-
ing high dropout rates, high tuition,
and some of the highest loan default
rates in the Nation. Nearly 40 percent
of Corinthian college students who
should have begun to pay their Federal
student loans in 2008 were defaulting
on their student loans. This is the
highest rate of any publicly-traded
company in that sector. Yet, over the
last 10 years Corinthian Colleges has
been rewarded for its poor performance
with $10 billion in Federal student aid.
On an annual basis American taxpayers
fund more than 80 percent of Corin-
thian Colleges’ total revenue. This in-
cludes the salary of Corinthian’s CEO,
Jack Massimino, who received com-
pensation of $3.1 million in 2012, thanks
to the taxpayers. This was seven times
the average compensation for presi-
dents of public universities, which is
about $440,000.

Corinthian also spent $400 million on
marketing and admissions in 2013,
about $3,700 for each newly admitted
student. How could they afford it? Be-
cause the taxpayers are subsidizing
this for-profit college. Corinthian’s
marketing strategy has come under
scrutiny recently because it targets
low-income people. Why? If you are a
low-income new student at Corinthian
you automatically qualify for a Pell
grant and a college student loan. They
can’t wait for you to come through the
door, sign the papers, and then watch
what happens next. Most of these stu-
dents falter, fail, drop out, or if they
were, I guess, lucky—and I use that
word advisedly—they end up with a
worthless diploma. These students at-
tracted by the prospect of a better life
and the dream of a college education
end up far worse off, deeply in debt
with nothing to show for it.
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Eric Parms, an Everest college grad,
completed a 9-month heating, ventila-
tion, and air conditioning repair pro-
gram. What he ended up with at the
end of it was a $17,000 student loan for
a 9-month program on HVAC and no
job. After he graduated he had to beg
the career counselors at Everest to set
up some interviews. Frankly, Eric
wasn’t worth that much to them after
he graduated. They wanted him to sign
up for the loans. He did it and they lost
interest in him.

Finally, he was set up by career serv-
ices to work in a contract position lay-
ing electric wires. However, after less
than 2 months on the job he was laid
off and cut off from any career service
counseling at Everest College, part of
the Corinthian operation.

The school had effectively placed
Eric in a short-term internship pro-
gram, and once it was over, there was
no incentive for that company to hire
him when they could vacate a space for
another graduate who would get a
$2,000 Corinthian subsidy, so their
numbers would look better to the pub-
lic and to the Federal Government.
Then Everest could shuttle in another
graduate for a part-time position lead-
ing nowhere.

Eric lost out on the deal with a
$17,000 student loan for a worthless
education at Everest College, part of
the Corinthian family of schools. To
get a Georgia HVAC contractor license
he needed to have significant work ex-
perience and references. No one would
hire him with a degree from Everest.
Everest College, part of Corinthian,
gave him a worthless degree.

After reading the December article
and stories like Eric’s, I sent four let-
ters. One letter was to the CEO of Co-
rinthian, asking him to explain these
practices and to outline steps the com-
pany is going to take to put an end to
it. His response to me was not sur-
prising but disappointing. Corinthian’s
CEO Jack Massimino, the multimillion
dollar CEO defended the school’s poli-
cies and practices. He did admit that at
one time three Everest campuses pro-
vided incentives to employees.

This is a scandal that has to come to
an end. I tell folks repeatedly, if you
want to know about for-profit schools
and universities in America, remember
three numbers: 10 percent of high
school grads end up in for-profit col-
leges; 20 percent of all the Federal aid
to education goes to these colleges; 46
percent of all the student loan defaults
come out of these colleges. These are
worthless, by and large. There are
some exemptions, but most of them are
worthless, and we as taxpayers are
being taken to the cleaners by this in-
dustry.

When we don’t have enough money to
do the important things in America
such as medical research and assist-
ance for education at good, worthwhile
schools, we ought to say shame on our-
selves for not taking a look at this for-
profit college industry which is fleec-
ing the American taxpayers.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. First let me thank Sen-
ator DURBIN for his commitment on
this issue. We know education is a
great equalizer in America. We know
there are major concerns on access to
higher education because of costs, and
that we have to do a better job to make
college education affordable. We also
have to have accountability in higher
education, to make sure those institu-
tions are providing quality products to
their students and are doing it in a
cost-effective way, particularly when
taxpayers are providing a lot of the
aid.

Mr. DURBIN. If I could ask the Sen-
ator from Maryland to yield for a mo-
ment.

Mr. CARDIN. I would be glad to.

Mr. DURBIN. I just had a meeting
with people from the Pentagon and we
talked about military education, mem-
bers of the military who are seeking
education while in the military
through the GI bill and such. We talked
about some of the worst examples of
for-profit schools. The best example 1
could come up with of a worthy edu-
cation through the military is the Uni-
versity of Maryland. They have been
doing it for decades. I steer all my
friends in the military and their fami-
lies to the flagship university in the
Senator’s State of Maryland. Maryland
does a good job.

Mr. CARDIN. I am glad I yielded to
my colleague. We are very proud of the
University of Maryland and the pro-
grams for the Department of Defense.
We believe it is a cost-effective way
and a quality education, exactly what
the Senator from Illinois is talking
about; and that is we have to get value
for our dollars and we have to get ac-
countability. I appreciate the Senator
bringing that to our attention.

————
FILING CLOTURE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
the majority leader, the Senator from
Nevada, came to the floor last night to
take exception to my criticisms of how
the Senate operates these days.

I have criticized the actions of the
current majority leadership, of which
he is the head.

However, I would like to point out
that I have tried to avoid singling him
out personally because it is not my in-
tention to engage in personal attacks
or name calling.

Still, the fact that he takes my criti-
cisms of the Senate’s dysfunction so
personally should tell us something.

Yesterday, I criticized the abuse of
same-day cloture motions.

In response, Senator REID said, ‘‘He
claims that I file too many cloture mo-
tions.”

Well, it often is the majority leader
who files the cloture motions, but
sometimes it is other members of the
majority leadership, and on rare occa-
sions, other Senators.
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The fact is, this majority leader has
instigated more of the cloture motions
than any leader in recent times.

Senator Frist filed about 72 percent
of all cloture motions when he was Ma-
jority Leader, Senator Daschle filed
about 32 percent during his leadership,
Senator Lott about 69 percent, and
Senator Dole about 50 percent.

Senator REID has personally filed 94
percent of all the cloture motions since
he became majority leader.

And, that is 94 percent of a much big-
ger number since cloture filings have
more than doubled under this majority
leadership.

So if the Senator from Nevada takes
my criticism of cloture abuse person-
ally, perhaps there is a reason he does.

He also blames Republicans for the
fact that he has abused the cloture
process, just as I predicted in my
speech, which struck such a nerve.

However, I want to be absolutely
clear that my criticisms were focused
on same-day cloture filings related to
legislative business.

In other words, I was specifically
criticizing the practice of moving to
end consideration of a legislative mat-
ter that is subject to amendment be-
fore there has been an opportunity for
any debate or amendments.

The majority leader went off on a
tangent complaining about how many
nominees are waiting for confirmation.
I don’t need to remind anybody that
the ability of the minority party to
block nominees was eliminated using
the nuclear option. Besides, the focus
of my speech was on the legislative
process.

We can argue about how much debate
is too much and how many amend-
ments are too many. But no one can
claim that same-day cloture motions
were in response to Republican ob-
struction when there hasn’t been any
deliberation whatsoever before they
are filed.

The majority leader can criticize me
and stoop to petty name-calling, but
the data I cited was from the non-par-
tisan Congressional Research Service.

This data on same-day cloture speaks
for itself. His excuse, ‘‘The Republicans
made me do it”” won’t fly. In fact, Sen-
ator REID has been caught before try-
ing to blame Republicans for his clo-
ture motions.

The Washington Post Fact Checker
gave him two Pinocchios for his claim
that Republicans were to blame for a
record number of cloture motions.

He tried to claim that every cloture
motion represented a Republican fili-
buster. However, the source he cited
was a report by the Congressional Re-
search Service containing a long sec-
tion under the heading ‘‘Cloture Mo-
tions Do Not Correspond With Filibus-
ters.”

That heading pretty much says it all,
but it contains about a page and a half
of explanation as to why it is erroneous
to claim that all cloture motions are in
response to filibusters.

Certainly, cloture motions which are
filed before there has been one word of
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debate cannot possibly be in response
to a filibuster. Those are the cloture
motions my criticism was directed at
yesterday.

This is also the problem addressed by
the Stop Cloture Abuse Resolution
which I introduced yesterday with 25 of
my colleagues.

The majority leader did not even at-
tempt to defend the practice of same-
day cloture, and understandably so.
There is no justification for it.

The majority leader’s refusal to ac-
knowledge such a blatant problem,
much less put a stop to it, just con-
firms the need for the Stop Cloture
Abuse Resolution.

I should add that the deliberative
process can work if it is allowed to, and
the bill we have been debating yester-
day and today is evidence of that.

It isn’t just Republicans who would
prefer to go back to the way we did
things when the Senate functioned as a
deliberative body as it was designed to.

The manager of S. 1086, Senator MI-
KULSKI, said earlier today, ‘‘This is one
of the first times in a couple of years
where we have had an open amendment
process, and in some ways we're get-
ting adjusted to how that actually
works. This is terrific.”

So even prominent Members of the
majority party acknowledge an open
amendment process is the way things
should work. I have offered a construc-
tive idea along with 25 colleagues to
make that the norm again.

Instead of criticizing me, the major-
ity leader should join me and become
part of the solution instead of part of
the problem.

————
CLIMATE CHANGE

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
the issue of climate change is a press-
ing issue and so I wish to commend the
work of my colleagues, and to reiterate
my concerns.

Climate change 1is real. Unfortu-
nately, while so many of my colleagues
across the aisle talk about the need to
address our debt to avoid burdening fu-
ture generations, too many of these
same Senators refuse to take action to
address the climate debt we are passing
on. Most frustrating of all, we know
what can be done to fix this problem.

We know the solutions to reduce pol-
lution and emissions that cause cli-
mate change create good-paying jobs.
Jobs that put money back in families’
pockets through low-cost energy
sources and increased efficiencies in
homes. These solutions make our Na-
tion more energy independent, and our
businesses more globally competitive.
They give us cleaner air and water, and
protect the health of our children and
grandchildren.

I know that we can take these steps
because I have seen it in my home
State of Washington. In Washington,
our biodiesel producers are replacing
imported oil with clean, renewable,
home-grown fuels. Companies like
McKinstry, who have made a home in
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the Northwest, are leaders in helping
cities, hospitals, and others create en-
ergy efficient, sustainable buildings.

In the past, the United States has led
the world in innovative ways to create
energy, but recently we have ceded our
clean energy leadership to countries
like China and Germany because too
many have stood in the way of making
necessary investments. When we passed
the Bipartisan Budget Act this past
December, we proved that Democrats
and Republicans can put ideology aside
and work together to make progress on
our Nation’s challenges.

Climate change is no less a challenge
than any of the other issues we face,
and we have a moral obligation to ad-
dress it. As I have said, addressing this
challenge will create good-paying jobs
here at home in fields like pollution
management, energy efficiency, and re-
newable energy goods. And best of all,
we can pass a healthier planet on to
our children.

I'm hopeful that Republicans and
Democrats can find common ground
and come together to move us forward.

———

TRIBUTE TO JOAN BARRON

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President,
at a small desk on the third floor of the
Wyoming State Capitol sits Joan Bar-
ron. For 48 years, Joan has served as a
reporter for the Casper Star Tribune,
sharing Wyoming’s government with
Wyoming’s people. On March 21, 2014,
Joan is retiring.

Joan started her career in Rock
Springs, WY. She was a nurse, but an-
swered an ad to freelance for the Cas-
per Star Tribune in 1966. The editors
were impressed with Joan’s work, and
asked her to move to Cheyenne. Armed
with a notebook and a typewriter, she
became the capitol bureau reporter in
1969—a position she has held to this
day.

Historians will undoubtedly use
Joan’s work to understand the State of
Wyoming. She covered seven gov-
ernors, 50 legislative sessions, three
boom and bust cycles. She knows the
issues, she knows the players, she does
her homework. Throughout her career,
Joan has been a trusted source, deliv-
ering the news of the day to the people
of Wyoming. When an article has the
byline, Joan Barron, Star-Tribune cap-
itol bureau, a reader can be assured of
fact-based, comprehensive reporting.

While Joan says she never wanted to
be the story, she has had a tremendous
impact on how those in Wyoming gov-
ernment conduct business. She was in-
tegral to the creation of the Wyoming
Open Meetings Law in 1973. Due in part
to Joan’s observations, questions and
perseverance, the Wyoming legislature
passed ethics legislation. She held peo-
ple accountable—and our State is bet-
ter for it.

Just last week, Joan quietly an-
nounced her retirement—not wanting
any fanfare. That is typical of her. She
is always the observer, never the cen-
ter of attention.
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I ask my colleagues to join me in
thanking Joan Barron for 48 years of
reporting. She has recorded over one-
third of Wyoming’s history—and her
perspective will be missed. Wyoming
owes her a great debt of gratitude.

——————

WOMEN’S ACCESS TO PREVENTIVE
SERVICES

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, the
U.S. Supreme Court will soon hear ar-
guments on the Tenth Circuit’s overly
expansive decision to allow a secular,
for-profit corporation’s owners or
shareholders to impose their religious
beliefs on employees by denying female
employees access to preventive health
care, including insurance coverage for
contraception.

As detailed in the amicus brief filed
by myself and 18 fellow Senators in
January, Congress never intended such
a broad and unprecedented expansion
of the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act, RFRA, to deny women access to
health care benefits. We urged the
Court to clarify that RFRA does not
allow for-profit companies to deny
health coverage to employees based on
the religious objections of the com-
pany’s owners.

It should be clear that the Tenth Cir-
cuit’s decision runs counter to a plain-
text reading of RFRA and the law’s ex-
tensive and informative legislative his-
tory. Congress passed RFRA to ad-
vance a single, limited purpose: to re-
store the compelling-interest test to
government actions that burden the
free exercise of religion. But the test
only extended free-exercise rights only
to individuals and religious, non-profit
organizations. No Supreme Court
precedent had extended free-exercise
rights to secular, for-profit corpora-
tions.

Congress enacted the Affordable Care
Act with full understanding of RFRA—
and of its limited purpose. Congress
also recognized the need to balance the
government’s compelling interest in
extending women’s access to preven-
tive health care with respect for the
traditional free-exercise rights of indi-
viduals and religious organizations,
which is why Congress included the Af-
fordable Care Act’s religious exemp-
tions for individuals and religious orga-
nizations. These exemptions strike
such a balance precisely and accu-
rately, and appropriately recognize the
free-exercise rights Congress intended
for RFRA to protect.

It’s unacceptable and inappropriate
for bosses at for-profit corporations to
pick and choose which health care
services their employees can receive.
So far, 360,000 Oregon women have ben-
efited from expanded access to preven-
tive services, including contraceptives.
Women’s health choices should be
made between them and their doctors—
not their bosses.

———

TAIWAN RELATIONS ACT

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.
Madam President, I wish to speak
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about U.S.-Taiwan relations. In just a
few weeks, on April 10, 2014, we will
recognize the 35th anniversary of the
enactment of the Taiwan Relations
Act, TRA. This important legislation
has served as the legal basis for our re-
lations with Taiwan and has been crit-
ical in defining our diplomatic, eco-
nomic, and strategic relationship.

Although I was not yet a Member of
Congress in 1979 when this legislation
was passed, I have had the pleasure
over the past 28 years to be active in
U.S.-Taiwan matters and have seen the
benefits of the TRA.

Over the past several decades we
have seen our relationship with Taiwan
grow. Taiwan’s innovative and expand-
ing economy has led to significant
trade opportunities for both of our
countries. Particularly in the area of
agriculture—which is South Dakota’s
No. 1 industry—Taiwan has grown to be
a key trading partner, representing one
of the most significant consumers of
South Dakota corn, soybeans, and
wheat. Our trade relationship has only
strengthened over the years, and I am
hopeful that market opportunities will
continue to expand.

While we mark this important mile-
stone in U.S.-Taiwan relations, I would
also like to say farewell to Representa-
tive King Pu-tsung, Taiwan’s chief
envoy to the United States. Ambas-
sador King was recently appointed to
be the Secretary-General of the Repub-
lic of China (Taiwan)’s National Secu-
rity Council, a position equivalent to
our National Security Advisor to the
President. I congratulate him on this
new opportunity and trust that in his
new role we will continue to work to-
gether to further strengthen close ties
between our two countries.

The people of Taiwan have proven to
be true friends of the United States,
and I look forward to continuing this
friendship well into the future.

———
SUPPORTING JOSH HARDY

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
would like to take a moment to express
sincere gratitude to the students, fac-
ulty and staff of Hugh Mercer Elemen-
tary School and the entire Fredericks-
burg, VA region—for the way the com-
munity has rallied together to support
one of their own: seven-year-old Josh
Hardy.

Josh is at St. Jude Children’s Re-
search Hospital in Memphis recovering
from a life-threatening virus following
a bone marrow transplant in January.
This week, I am pleased our office had
an opportunity to work with Josh’s
family and Josh’s friends and fans in
Fredericksburg to get this young fight-
er access to an experimental medica-
tion that could save his life.

Since Josh was an infant, he has bat-
tled cancer—successfully. While he was
undergoing chemotherapy—in Kkinder-
garten, mind you—dJosh and his two
brothers worked to raise almost $5,000
to help other sick children who were
being treated at St. Jude Children’s
Hospital.
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Doctors at St. Jude Children’s Hos-
pital believe the only drug that can
help Josh is still in the testing phase
by its manufacturer, Chimerix. And un-
fortunately, it appeared that policies of
the FDA and Chimerix would prevent
Josh from receiving the drug.

Upon hearing that news, family,
friends, Mercer teachers and class-
mates, local businesses, and nonprofit
groups across the Fredericksburg re-
gion rallied together to make sure that
Josh’s voice was heard, here on Capitol
Hill and across the country.

They used social media to enlist the
support of tens of thousands of people
from across the country and around
the world. Josh’s family and friends
contacted our office to see if we might
be able to help.

That is when we reached out both to
the FDA and the drug manufacturer to
try to expedite the process to allow
Josh to get access to this potentially
life-saving medication. We got the good
news Tuesday night, directly from the
CEO of Chimerix. By the following
morning, Josh was undergoing treat-
ment with this new drug. It is still too
soon to know if this experimental
medication will help, but we are all
pulling for this remarkable boy.

Today I want to salute Josh’s teach-
ers and classmates at High Mercer Ele-
mentary School for all that they have
done to rally around this family. The
commitment of Josh’s teachers to ad-
vocate on behalf of the Hardy family is
a testament to their dedication to pub-
lic service and to creating stronger
communities and a better Virginia.

And I am grateful and proud of the
Fredericksburg community, where
folks truly came together in a good
cause on behalf of Josh and his family.
Their persistence and dedication exem-
plifies what we call ‘‘the Virginia spir-
it.”

I also want to publicly thank the ex-
ecutives and employees of Chimerix,
and officials at the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, for moving so quickly to
look for a way to be helpful to the
Hardy family. My staff is already in
conversation with the FDA about ways
we might streamline the process to
allow families in the Hardy’s situation
to have easier access to potentially
life-saving drugs even as these drugs
are being evaluated by the FDA.

We are all pulling for Josh Hardy. We
are praying for his family and his med-
ical team, and we are so grateful for
the tremendous support Josh Hardy is
receiving from his Hugh Mercer teach-
ers and classmates and the entire Fred-
ericksburg community.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

OUR ENERGY FUTURE

e Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I ask that a copy of my remarks to the
National Association of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners be printed in
the RECORD.
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The remarks follow.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REGULATORY
UTILITY COMMISSIONERS

Five years ago, all the talk in the United
States was about a cap-and-trade program
and deliberately raising the price of energy
as a way of achieving clean energy independ-
ence. Two years ago, I visited Germany—a
country that has adopted such a policy—and
what I found was an energy mess.

The Germans are subsidizing wind and
solar, and closing their nuclear plants—but
because they are a big manufacturing coun-
try they still need nuclear, coal and natural
gas for reliable electricity. So to meet those
needs, the Germans are buying nuclear
power from France, and gas from an unreli-
able partner, Russia. They’re even building
their own new coal plants in order to have
enough reliable electricity.

The end result of this bizarre policy is that
Germany has among the highest household
electricity prices in the European Union.
When I asked an economic minister what he
would say to a manufacturer concerned
about energy costs in Germany, he said, ‘I
would suggest he g0 somewhere else.”

This concern in Germany is spreading
across Europe. A recent headline in the New
York Times reads ‘‘Europe, Facing Economic
Pain, May Ease Climate Rules.”” The accom-
panying article stated that ‘‘the European
Union proposed an end to binding national
targets for renewable energy production
after 2020.”

Europeans may end some of their climate
targets to avoid throwing a big, wet regu-
latory blanket over their economies. The
point is: in a competitive world, energy poli-
cies have a lot to do with a country’s eco-
nomic well-being.

When you compare our country’s energy
needs with the example of Germany, you can
see that we are at a fork in the road on our
national energy policy. Which path we take
will help determine how well the United
States competes in a 21st-century economy.

The surest path toward cheap, clean, reli-
able energy is to end Washington’s obsession
with wasteful energy subsidies and to in-
stead rely on free enterprise and govern-
ment-sponsored research.

Or, we can take the path of Germany,
which is where we are headed if we continue
to waste tax dollars on subsidies that prop
up one type of energy over another.

In the United States today, production of
electricity from natural gas has grown to 28
percent of total production. This is at the ex-
pense of coal, which is down to 39 percent.
Nuclear power holds relatively steady at 19
percent. Hydro is 7 percent. Wind, solar, bio-
mass and geothermal make up only 6 per-
cent, of which 4 percent is wind.

In Washington and in state capitols, there
are debates about whether to push this 6 per-
cent of electricity by renewables to a much
higher number by forcing a so-called na-
tional renewable energy standard, or by fur-
ther subsidizing an energy source because
it’s deemed ‘‘clean,” or by implementing car-
bon regulations even though Congress has
never approved carbon regulations. To avoid
the path of Germany and maintain our
competiveness, I suggest four grand prin-
ciples for the United States’ energy future: 1)
cheaper, not more expensive, energy; 2)
clean, not just renewable, energy; 3) research
and development, not government mandates;
and 4) free market, not government picking
“winners and losers.”

The first step on the right path to our en-
ergy future—and a prime example of how to
apply these principles—is to not extend the
massive wind production tax credit that ex-
pired on January 1. I believe energy compa-
nies basically should enjoy the same tax ben-
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efits non-energy companies receive, which is
largely the case today with traditional forms
of energy.

I believe that through tax reform we
should simplify the tax code and eliminate
most preferences for specific types of energy
production. This would save a lot of money,
which could be better spent on doubling en-
ergy research and reducing the federal debt.

The worst culprit for wasteful energy sub-
sidies is Big Wind. Under current law, the
wind production tax credit will have pro-
vided an estimated $22 billion to wind pro-
ducers between 1992 and 2022, according to
the Congressional Research Service. And
that doesn’t include the $12.9 billion that
wind received from President Obama’s fed-
eral stimulus bill.

I've been fighting against this subsidy for
years because I think it is a bad deal for
American taxpayers, a bad deal for rate pay-
ers, and a bad deal for U.S. competitiveness.
And if we want to see what the result of
those policies would be let’s look again at
Germany, and other parts of Europe.

Just last week energy expert Daniel Yergin
wrote that one of the biggest themes at this
year’s World Economic Forum in Davos was
‘‘competitiveness.” ‘‘This particular rivalry
[competitiveness] pits the United States
head-on against Europe,’” he said.

Yergin says that energy is one way to
measure competitiveness, and that was the
focus at Davos. He went on to say, ‘‘Euro-
pean industrial electricity prices are twice
as high as those in some countries and are
much higher than those in the United
States. To a significant degree, this is the re-
sult of a pell-mell push toward high-cost re-
newable electricity (wind and solar), which
is imposing heavy costs on consumers and
generating large fiscal burdens for govern-
ments.”” A January 2014 New York Times ar-
ticle entitled ‘‘German Energy Official
Sounds a Warning’’ reports that, ‘“The min-
ister, Sigmar Gabriel, in his first major pol-
icy speech, said at an annual energy con-
ference organized by the publication
Handelsblatt in Berlin that annual consumer
costs for renewables of about 24 billion euros,
or about $32.5 billion, were already pushing
the limits of what the German economy, Eu-
rope’s most powerful, could handle.” In a
BBC News article, ‘‘Can Germany afford its
energy bender’ shift to green power?’’ a min-
ister for economics in Germany says that
Germany’s ‘‘law on renewable energy will
not only lead to increased electricity prices,
but it is also a non-market, planned system
that endangers the industrial base of”’ the
German economy.

This doesn’t sound like the path down
which America should go to build a 21st-cen-
tury economy. And yet, forces in Congress
are preparing to renew the expired wind sub-
sidy and continue to take us down the path
that’s currently causing problems in Ger-
many. The problem here is not being ‘‘for or
against renewable’” energy or just wasting
taxpayers’ tax dollars. The problem is that
these huge subsidies are propping up renew-
able energy at the expense of reliable energy.
In the case of wind, this increases the occur-
rence of negative pricing.’

Government subsidies are so generous that
in some markets wind developers can give
away electricity and still make a profit.
Such negative pricing’ rewards expensive,
unreliable power like wind and undercuts
and punishes cheap, reliable power from nu-
clear and coal plants. This is a growing prob-
lem in the U.S. The more wind we subsidize
and the more we build, the bigger the prob-
lem becomes. For a snapshot of where we are
going, let’s take another look at Europe.

A Wall Street Journal opinion piece by
Rupert Darwall entitled ‘‘Europe’s Stark Re-
newables Lesson” reports that ‘‘the Euro-
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pean Commission acknowledges that, be-
cause member states over-incentivized in-
vestment in renewables, they compounded
the challenges” posed by non-dispatchable
electricity generation like wind.

The same threat applies to some markets
here in the U.S., according to the Center for
Strategic and International Studies. Nega-
tive pricing’ caused by wind power tied to
energy subsidies undercuts the operation of
nuclear plants and could contribute to clos-
ing as many as 25 percent of our nuclear
plants by 2020.

So, these subsidies are putting at risk our
largest source of clean, cheap, reliable elec-
tricity—nuclear—and more importantly,
putting at risk energy diversity.

This audience understands more than most
the importance of energy diversity to help
reduce price spikes and have a more reliable
grid.

The recent polar vortex cold wave re-
minded us of the importance of diversity.
When natural gas prices spiked, and demand
was unusually high, nuclear and coal genera-
tions saved the day. You can’t put a price on
diversity, but when you need the lights to
come on and the heater to kick in, diversity
can be lifesaving, and wind subsidies are
threatening that.

We need to go down a path to cheap, clean,
reliable electricity.

That path would provide a pro-growth, pro-
jobs energy policy that puts us more firmly
on the path toward a competitive future and
protects households and business across the
country, especially during extreme condi-
tions.

To start, the best way to achieve cheap,
clean, reliable energy is through market-
driven solutions. Some will say, well what
about oil and gas, what about nuclear sub-
sidies? The president in his State of the
Union address called for an end to tax policy
that gives ‘“$4 billion a year to fossil fuel in-
dustries.” To begin with, fossil fuels con-
tribute 67 percent of our electricity. ‘“Big
Wind” received $1.4 billion through the wind
production tax credit last year but only pro-
duces 4 percent of America’s electricity.

The president often likes to cite the bil-
lions of dollars in subsidies for the oil and
gas industry. But here’s the catch: many of
these ‘“‘Big 0il”’ subsidies the president likes
to highlight are the same or similar to tax
provisions that benefit other industries.

For example, Xerox, Microsoft and Cater-
pillar all benefit from tax provisions like the
manufacturing tax credit, amortization, or
depreciation of used equipment that the
president is counting as ‘‘Big 0il”’ subsidies.
And, of course, wind energy companies also
benefit from many similar tax provisions—
but the production tax credit for wind is in
addition to regular tax code provisions that
benefit many companies.

We should end wasteful, long-term special
tax breaks, both for ‘“Big Oil” and ‘“Big
Wind.” We should use the money we save
from ending wasteful subsidies to reduce the
federal debt and double energy research.
Then we can let the free market determine
the course forward, rather than the govern-
ment picking ‘‘winners and losers.”

In addition to supporting research, I be-
lieve it is appropriate for the government to
jumpstart new technologies to allow time for
the free enterprise system to take the reins,
but these should be narrowly defined and
temporary.

For example: Unconventional gas benefited
from government research and a temporary
tax credit—that expired in 1992. The full tax
credit for plug-in electric cars was capped at
200,000 vehicles per manufacturer. The gov-
ernment provided research and licensing sup-
port for small modular reactors—but that
ends after five years. There is a production
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tax credit for nuclear power plants but it’s
limited to 6,000 megawatts.

On the other hand, we have the temporary
wind production tax credit that was enacted
in 1992 to jumpstart an industry, and accord-
ing to the Congressional Research Service
will cost taxpayers a total of $22 billion from
1992 through 2022. The most recent one-year
extension—which gives wind developers 10
yvears of subsidies—would cost $12 billion
over 10 years, according to the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation. This is for what Presi-
dent Obama’s former energy secretary called
a ‘“‘mature technology’’ that produces only 4
percent of our electricity and only works
when the wind blows.

President Reagan used to say ‘‘the nearest
thing to eternal life we’ll ever see on this
Earth is a government program’ and that’s
too often the case with energy subsidies. The
most glaring example is the more than 20-
year-old subsidy for wind power, a tech-
nology that has matured. The United States
uses 20 percent of all the electricity produced
in the world for our computers, our busi-
nesses, our homes and our national defense.
To rely on unreliable wind power when nu-
clear, coal and natural gas are available is
the energy equivalent of going to war in sail-
boats. Those who oppose the path I am sug-
gesting like to say that nuclear and coal
aren’t clean forms of electricity.

While this path isn’t without its chal-
lenges, I'1l1 take that argument on. Nuclear
power is our largest source of air-pollution-
free electricity, 60 percent. Then people op-
posing nuclear power will say, ‘“what about
the waste?’’ This is an issue of great concern
to many of you. To address this challenge, 1
have cosponsored legislation with Senators
Wyden, Murkowski and Feinstein that would
implement the recommendations of the Blue
Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear
Future.

The bill would create a new federal agency
to oversee the nuclear waste program, and
ensure that progress on consolidated storage
sites and repositories moves along parallel
tracks. The federal government should not
be collecting fees without keeping its prom-
ise to dispose of the nuclear waste now sit-
ting in your states. The D.C. Court of Ap-
peals opinion in your case has made this
point clear.

The Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee has held two hearings on the leg-
islation, and we are working toward having
the committee hold a markup and favorably
report the bill so it can move to the Senate
floor.

We know how to control mercury, smog
and soot, and many utilities are leading the
way in installing these technologies, includ-
ing the Tennessee Valley Authority.

So in order to burn coal in a clean way, the
only remaining obstacle is carbon emissions
from coal plants. The best way to solve that
problem is not through a cap-and-trade sys-
tem, which would raise prices, but instead
through research and development, which
could lower them. Finding a way to capture
carbon from coal plants and turn it into a
product that can be sold is the Holy Grail of
energy research—and we are working on so-
lutions that will do just that.

ARPA-E, a small energy research agency,
is working with private companies to take
the carbon from coal plants and feed it to
microbes that with electricity can produce
liquid transportation fuels. Such a solution
might even make coal cheaper than it is
today.

When you think about it that way, this
crossroads I'm talking about—this fork in
the road between clean, cheap, reliable en-
ergy and the mess of Germany and other Eu-
ropean countries—is not just a challenge,
but an opportunity.
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It’s true that our energy needs are great,
and that there are obstacles to meeting
them. But we also have an opportunity to
get Washington out of the way and to lib-
erate our free enterprise system. If we do,
the path toward cheap, clean, reliable energy
is full of possibility.e

——————

TRIBUTE TO MITCH FOX

e Mr. HELLER. Madam President,
today I wish to honor Nevadan Mitch
Fox for his dedication to journalistic
fairness and quality of character.

With almost 39 years of experience
working for Las Vegas PBS, Mitch has
come to be recognized as a journalist of
integrity. Facilitating debate over a
multitude of topics, Mitch has shown
nothing but respect to his guests, al-
ways appreciating and inviting dif-
ferences of opinion. Whether moder-
ating a debate or a roundtable inter-
view, the respect that Mitch commands
encourages quality conversation and
civil dialogue.

Mitch’s legacy of nonpartisan jour-
nalism has made him a go-to source for
news coverage. He serves as a shining
example within his profession.

I will remember Mitch’s welcoming
and professional demeanor fondly, and
I wish him luck on the next phase of
his already distinguished career.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
honoring this respectable Nevada jour-
nalist.e

————

TRIBUTE TO WILLIE McTEAR

e Mr. HELLER. Madam President, I
wish to honor long-time Las Vegas
resident and veteran, Willie McTear,
who served our Nation in Vietnam.

Our Nation’s veterans—the very men
and women who put themselves in
harm’s way—protect the freedoms that
Americans enjoy every day. I am grate-
ful to these brave men and women in
the Armed Forces, as well as their fam-
ilies, who make significant sacrifices
in service to our Nation.

I am humbled to honor Mr. McTear
for his dedication while serving in the
military as a Rifleman/90mm Spe-
cialist. Mr. McTear is a veteran of
Charlie Company, which was one of the
last combat infantries of 160 men to be
drafted, trained, and sent to fight in
Vietnam. Despite significant risks and
challenges, the men of the 4th Bat-
talion of the 47th Infantry saw their
service as a rite of passage. However, it
did not come without the wounds of
war and the loss of close comrades, and
for that, our Nation is indebted to
these servicemembers.

Serving on the Senate Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee, I recognize that Con-
gress has a responsibility not only to
honor these brave individuals, but to
ensure they are cared for when they re-
turn home. I remain committed to up-
holding this promise for our veterans
and servicemembers in Nevada and
throughout the Nation.

Today, we commend Mr. McTear for
his acts of valor and the continuous
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sacrifices made by all of our service-
members to ensure the safety and secu-
rity of our Nation. We owe them and
their families a great deal of gratitude
for their commitment to America. I am
proud to join the citizens of Nevada in
recognizing Mr. McTear, and I ask my
colleagues to join me in honoring him
for his service on behalf of this great
Nation.e

————————

2014 PARALYMPIANS

e Mr. HELLER. Madam President,
today I wish to extend a well-deserved
congratulations to Amy Purdy, a Ne-
vadan who has earned the unique dis-
tinction of being named to the 2014
United States Paralympic Team. Amy
is the only double amputee competing
in snowboard cross. Ranking inter-
nationally as the No. 2 athlete in the
sport in her field, I am proud to recog-
nize her and some of our Nation’s
greatest athletes as members of
Paralympic Team USA.

A Las Vegas native, Amy embodies
the epitome of battle born having de-
feated a number of setbacks after con-
tracting a deadly strain of meningitis
at only 19 years of age. Amy overcame
this significant challenge without hesi-
tation and stands stronger than ever
today. Just 3 months after her release
from the hospital in 2001, Amy was
back on her snowboard, shredding all
statistics that said she should not have
been alive.

The snow is not the only place where
Amy showcases her talents. Upon her
return from Sochi, Amy will compete
on season 18 of Dancing with the Stars,
where she hopes to raise awareness for
the Paralympic movement.

In addition to challenging herself
athletically, Amy champions all
unique levels of abilities through her
founding work with Adaptive Action
Sports, an action sport development
program for youth, young adults, and
wounded veterans, all with permanent,
physical disabilities.

I wish Amy the best of luck on her
trip in Sochi. I ask my colleagues to
join me in congratulating this remark-
able athlete and Silver State citizen as
we show support for the entire U.S.
Paralympic Team.e®

———

TRIBUTE TO ED VOGEL

e Mr. HELLER. Madam President, I
wish to honor Nevadan Ed Vogel for his
longtime dedication to journalistic in-
tegrity and for providing Nevadans
with quality reporting. Working 35
years with the Las Vegas Review-Jour-
nal, Ed has covered the gamut of news
stories as the RJ’s Capital Bureau
Chief.

My fondest memories of Ed go as far
back as when I served as secretary of
state. It was with great pleasure that
Ed and I operated with an open-door
policy. Whenever he walked into my of-
fice, I knew I should settle in for an in-
teresting story or an entertaining
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anecdote. I look back on those con-
versations fondly. Ed is a true char-
acter, and one that will be greatly
missed in the halls of our Nation’s Cap-
itol.

Well-known throughout Nevada for
his endless curiosity, Ed was intro-
duced to the Nevada Newspaper Hall of
Fame in 2012. His experience spans the
better part of four decades, beginning
back in 1971, he serves as an example
within his profession. Committed to
the story, truth above all, his words’
worth today is immeasurable.

As Ed announces his retirement, I re-
flect fondly upon our interviews to-
gether and wish him the best of luck in
his new era of life.

I ask my colleagues to join me in rec-
ognizing this upstanding Nevada jour-
nalist.e

———

TRIBUTE TO LAWRENCE SELLERS

e Mr. KIRK. Madam President, on the
afternoon of January 29, 2013, Lawrence
D. Sellers, Jr. and his friends were re-
laxing in Chicago’s Vivian Gordon
Harsh Park after finishing their high
school final exams. Shots rang out.
Lawrence pushed his girlfriend out of
harm’s way. A bullet struck his left leg
below the calf. And as the group tried
to run away, Lawrence heard a scream
and turned around to see his friend,
Hadiya Pendleton, falling to the
ground.

Hadiya’s murder has become a ral-
lying cry in Chicago to give law en-
forcement the tools they need to re-
duce gang and gun violence. I remain
committed to passing legislation that
bears her name to stop the straw pur-
chasing and trafficking of guns that
can end up in the hands of dangerous
gangs like the Gangster Disciples. I
will continue working with Chicago
Mayor Rahm Emanuel and Chicago Po-
lice Superintendent Garry McCarthy to
ensure additional Federal resources are
promptly delivered to implement a ho-
listic, all-of-government strategy to
make our communities safer.

But today I wish to recognize Law-
rence for his bravery and heroism—be-
cause inside this tragedy, we can find a
spark of hope to restore our faith in
what is possible when good people are
not afraid to do the right thing. Law-
rence is that spark.

A senior at King College Prep in
North Kenwood with aspirations of be-
coming a math teacher, Lawrence is an
Eagle Scout, and, just last month, he
received the Honor Medal from the Boy
Scouts of America.

“Doing the right thing, you shouldn’t
get an award for it,” Lawrence said
with great humility. “But I am hon-
ored to receive it, of course; I just feel
like it’s just the right thing.”

In a community torn apart by gang
violence, it is not always easy to do the
right thing—or to always know what
the right thing is in the first place.
That is what makes groups like the
Boy Scouts and other community
youth groups so important in a holistic
antigang violence strategy.
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I am proud to join the Boy Scouts of
America in honoring Lawrence Sellers.
Lawrence is a role model to his peers
and a reminder that supporting civic-
minded youth organizations like the
Boy Scouts must be a part of our
antiviolence, antigang strategy.e

———

TRIBUTE TO PATRICK SULLIVAN

e Mr. KIRK. Madam President, I wish
to recognize and thank Mr. Patrick
Sullivan, the retiring director of the
Captain James A. Lovell Federal
Health Care Center—FHCC—in North
Chicago, IL. Lovell Hospital is a first-
of-its-kind partnership between the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs
and the Department of Defense—
DoD,—integrating all medical care into
the Nation’s first truly joint Federal
health care facility with a single com-
bined VA and Navy mission. The men
and women of Lovell Hospital serve ap-
proximately 67,000 servicemembers,
veterans, and their families through a
network of eight facilities in Illinois
and Wisconsin.

Mr. Sullivan served as the facility’s
first director when it was formally es-
tablished in October 2010. As director,
he took on the daunting task of inte-
grating the North Chicago VA Medical
Center and Naval Health Clinic Great
Lakes and combining the missions of
caring for active duty military mem-
bers, their families, military retirees
and veterans.

Mr. Sullivan has skillfully led a VA/
DoD team of over 3,000 as they have de-
veloped a national model for integrated
Federal health care.

Mr. Sullivan had a long and success-
ful career caring for our Nation’s he-
roes. He served as the director of the
North Chicago VA Medical Center be-
fore its integration into the Lovell
FHCC. He has worked at VA Medical
Centers across the country, including
centers in Prescott, AZ, Portland; OR,
Martinez, CA and Poplar Bluff, MO. Mr.
Sullivan also extends his leadership
skills to his community, serving on the
board of several community organiza-
tions in Lake County, I1l.

I wish to personally thank Pat Sul-
livan for his service to our country and
its veterans. His tireless efforts to
make the Lovell Hospital vision a re-
ality will not be forgotten. His work
was ahead of its time and stands as a
model for the future.e
e Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I
rise today to honor GEN Robert Cone,
commanding general of the U.S. Army
Training and Doctrine Command. After
35 years of service, General Cone has
announced he will retire from the
Army on March 17, 2014, and it is my
pleasure to celebrate General Cone’s
career and express the pride that all
New Hampshire citizens feel in recog-
nizing his accomplishments. As one of
only 10 4-star generals in the U.S.
Armed Forces, General Cone has
reached the pinnacle of success for a
professional soldier. Perhaps more im-
portantly, he has left an indelible mark
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on the character of the U.S. Army and
the young men and women who com-
prise the heart and soul of it.

Born and raised in Manchester, NH,
General Cone is a graduate of Memo-
rial High School, where as a member of
the football team he was inspired by
his coach to pursue an appointment to
the U.S. Military Academy at West
Point. After successfully completing
his studies at West Point, General Cone
was commissioned as an armor officer
and began a career that would take
him around the United States and the
world in a range of leadership roles, in-
cluding Afghanistan as the commander
of the Combined Security Transition
Command and Iraq as commander of
the III Corps.

In addition to his role as an Army of-
ficer, General Cone embraced the role
of scholar, earning a master’s degree in
sociology from the University of Texas,
Austin, which he leveraged as an in-
structor and assistant professor at
West Point in the Department of Be-
havioral Sciences and Leadership. Gen-
eral Cone also earned advanced degrees
from the Command and General Staff
College and the Naval War College.
Fully engaged in the Army’s efforts to
improve training and leadership devel-
opment, General Cone was appointed
military director of the Joint Ad-
vanced Warfighting Program at the In-
stitute of Defense Analysis, and also
led the Joint Forces Command’s Les-
sons Learned Team in Iraq. During his
command of the Army’s National
Training Center at Fort Irvin, General
Cone oversaw a shift in training to-
wards counterinsurgency operations at
a crucial time in the War on Terror.

In 2011 General Cone assumed com-
mand of U.S. Army Training and Doc-
trine Command, TRADOC, placing him
at the forefront of planning for the fu-
ture of the Army. He has approached
each challenge with the fundamental
understanding that war is a human en-
deavor dependent on a person’s will
just as much as equipment and machin-
ery. Just one of many examples of the
leadership and foresight exhibited by
General Cone, he has served as an ar-
ticulate proponent of ‘‘Soldier 2020, a
service-wide effort to maximize combat
effectiveness by casting aside gender
constructs. General Cone leaves behind
a well-established legacy as com-
mander of TRADOC.

The U.S. Army will no doubt con-
tinue to benefit from General Cone’s
leadership and vision for years to
come. I ask my colleagues and all
Americans to join me in thanking GEN
Robert Cone for his service to our
country and wish him the best in his
retirement.e

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries.



S1650

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The messages received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

————

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:31 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. 4138. An act to protect the separation
of powers in the Constitution of the United
States by ensuring that the President takes
care that the laws be faithfully executed,
and for other purposes.

At 4:34 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 joint resolution, without
amendment:

S.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of John W. McCarter as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.

At T:38 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to
the following concurrent resolution, in
which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 93. Concurrent resolution di-
recting the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives to make technical corrections in the
enrollment of H.R. 3370.

————

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 4138. An act to protect the separation
of powers in the Constitution of the United
States by ensuring that the President takes
care that the laws be faithfully executed,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

———

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar:

S. 2122. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act to repeal the
Medicare sustainable growth rate and to im-
prove Medicare and Medicaid payments, and
for other purposes.

———

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bills were read the first
time:

H.R. 3474. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow employers to
exempt employees with health coverage
under TRICARE or the Veterans Administra-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tion from being taken into account for pur-
poses of the employer mandate under the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act.

H.R. 3979. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to ensure that emer-
gency services volunteers are not taken into
account as employees under the shared re-
sponsibility requirements contained in the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act.

S. 2148. A bill to provide for the extension
of certain unemployment benefits, and for
other purposes.

——————

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-4927. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator of the Fruit and Vege-
table Programs, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Oranges and Grapefruit Grown in
Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas and Im-
ported Oranges; Change in Size Require-
ments for Oranges’ (Docket No. AMS-FV-14-
0009; FV14-906-1 IR) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on March 13,
2014; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-4928. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator of the Fruit and Vege-
table Programs, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Oranges and Grapefruit Grown in
Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas; Change
in Size and Grade Requirements for Or-
anges’ (Docket No. AMS-FV-14-0015; FV14-
906-2 IR) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on March 12, 2014; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC—4929. A communication from the Regu-
latory Specialist, Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Base III Conforming
Amendments Related to Cross-References,
Subordinated Debt and Limits Based on Reg-
ulatory Capital”’ (RIN1557-AD73) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
March 11, 2014; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4930. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the 2013 report (covering trade in cal-
endar year 2012) relative to the impact of the
Andean Trade Preference Act on U.S. trade
and employment; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC—4931. A communication from the Chief
of the Trade and Commercial Regulations
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Extension of Import Restrictions on
Archaeological and Ecclesiastical Ethno-
logical Materials from Honduras’ (RIN1515—
AEQ00) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on March 12, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-4932. 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 ‘‘Application of Sec-
tion 871(m) to Specified Equity-Linked In-
struments” (Notice 2014-14) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on
March 11, 2014; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4933. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,

March 13, 2014

Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Information Re-
porting of Minimum Essential Coverage’
((RIN1545-BL31) (TD 9660)) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on March
11, 2014; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4934. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs,
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report certifying for fiscal year 2014
that no United Nations agency or United Na-
tions affiliated agency grants any official
status, accreditation, or recognition to any
organization which promotes and condones
or seeks the legalization of pedophilia, or
which includes as a subsidiary or member
any such organization; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-4935. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Benefits Payable in
Terminated Single-Employer Plans; Interest
Assumptions for Valuing and Paying Bene-
fits”’ (29 CFR Part 4022) received in the Office
of the President of the Senate on March 12,
2014; to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

EC-4936. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
the Strategic Plan for the Department of
Health and Human Services for fiscal years
2014-2018; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-4937. A communication from the Mem-
bers of the Railroad Retirement Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Board’s
Congressional Justification of Budget Esti-
mates Report for fiscal year 2015; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC-4938. A communication from the Senior
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi-
tion Policy, General Services Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘General Services Ad-
ministration Acquisition Regulation; Elec-
tronic Contracting Initiative (ECI)”
(RIN3090-AJ36) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on March 12, 2014; to
the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-4939. A communication from the Direc-
tor, 