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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 12, 2015.

I hereby appoint the Honorable EVAN H.
JENKINS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

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

———————

INTRODUCTION OF A MARIJUANA
BILL

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, for
more than 70 years our government has
followed the most spectacular failure
in policy since the disastrous 13-year
experiment with the prohibition of al-
cohol.

Forty-three years ago, the National
Commission on Marijuana and Drug
Abuse released a report, finding that
the Federal ban on marijuana is un-

justified and inappropriate. Yet, for
most of that time, Federal policy has
been frozen in amber.

Countless lives have been ruined for
the use of a substance that a majority
of Americans think should be legal; un-
told billions of dollars have been spent
on a failed effort at prohibition; and
still 25 million adults use it every
month.

Despite a finding in Federal law that
marijuana is a schedule I controlled
substance with no therapeutic value,
213 million Americans live in 34 States
and the District of Columbia where
medical marijuana is recognized and
legal in some form, and over a million
people use it as medicine.

In 1996, voters in California marked a
significant change in course when they
legalized medical marijuana with a
vote of the people, and almost three
dozen States have followed. In the fall
of 2012, voters in the States of Wash-
ington and Colorado approved the adult
use of marijuana, and it should be
noted that the sky didn’t fall, big
cracks didn’t appear in the Earth, and
problems with marijuana didn’t get
worse. In some instances, they became
more manageable.

For the Federal Government, the tide
continues to turn. Last session of Con-
gress had six successful votes on the
floor of the House to rationalize our
foolish policies, including reining in
Federal enforcement and opening op-
portunities for legal industrial hemp
cultivation. Last fall, voters in my
State of Oregon, looking at the evi-
dence and experience like in Colorado,
approved adult use by an even larger
margin than in the previous States.

The marijuana reform train has left
the station, and it is time for the Fed-
eral Government to redouble its efforts
on developing policies that work. Con-
gressman JARED PoLIS and I will re-
introduce this week our legislation to
establish a Federal framework to end
the failed Federal prohibition.

It will pave the way for States to
chart their own course to legalize, tax,
and regulate marijuana according to
what individual States want to do—
just like they do with alcohol. We will
save tens of billions of dollars on failed
enforcement, incarceration, and lost
revenue. We will choke off a profit cen-
ter for drug cartels that has been en-
riched by our failed policies, and we
will make it easier to enforce laws to
keep marijuana out of the hands of our
children and have money for govern-
ment services rather than waste money
on failed policy, arresting people for
something that a majority of Ameri-
cans now thinks should be legal.

For those of us who have worked in
this field for years, it is an exciting
time. My legislation will deal with the
taxation of marijuana, and we look for-
ward to refining it, to being able to
have the tax at a proper level to sup-
port government services but also rea-
sonable enough to choke off black mar-
ket supply.

It is time for us to enter a new era of
marijuana policy for research, for pro-
tecting our children, for economic de-
velopment and individual liberties. I
strongly urge my colleagues to exam-
ine the legislation that we have ad-
vanced and be part of this long overdue
effort at reform.

———

STUDENT SUCCESS ACT

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

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, back in
December, President Obama gave a
major speech regarding the TUnited
States policy towards Cuba. The Presi-
dent said:

I do not believe we can continue doing the
same thing for five decades and expect a dif-
ferent result.

In other words, the President is say-
ing that, when something isn’t work-
ing, we need to try a new approach.
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I wonder if the President and my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
agree that we should apply that same
standard to our Nation’s education pol-
icy. As a former member of the Ala-
bama State school board and as the
former chancellor of postsecondary
education for Alabama, I think it is
time for a change.

For the last 50 years, Federal edu-
cation policy has failed our students,
especially our Nation’s poor students,
who need us the most. Just look at the
statistics. Only 38 percent of high
school seniors can read at grade level,
and just 26 percent are proficient in
math. Survey after survey shows that
the United States is lagging behind
other countries in terms of education.

We clearly need a new approach, and
that is why I was proud to support the
Student Success Act yesterday in our
Committee on Education and the
Workforce. For too long, the focus has
been on the needs and wishes of Wash-
ington special interest groups instead
of on the needs of those who matter the
most—the students. It is time we
change that. Immediately, two glaring
flaws come to mind when looking at
current policy:

First, our local teachers and adminis-
trators are drowning in paperwork and
mandates. While only 10 percent of the
funding for K-12 education comes from
the Federal Government, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office has found
that 41 percent of the paperwork comes
from the Federal level. That is unac-
ceptable.

Second, title 1 funds, which are in-
tended to support our Nation’s most
vulnerable, are picking and choosing
winners by forcing money to some
schools and by not allowing that
money to others. The money should
follow the student. We shouldn’t allow
students to remain stuck in failing
schools. Every child deserves a fair
chance.

Mr. Speaker, this top-down, heavy-
handed Federal approach to education
is not working, and, frankly, it is out-
dated. It is not the 1960s anymore:
there are more than three television
networks; we aren’t all eating Wonder
Bread; our phones aren’t rotary phones
tied to the wall; and our education sys-
tem shouldn’t be stuck in the sixties
either. Instead of focusing on special
interest groups, let’s turn the focus to
students, parents, and local leaders.

While the other side is always quick
to point out the D.C. special interest
groups, which stand by their failed ap-
proach, the Student Success Act is sup-
ported by the National School Boards
Association, which is made up of more
than 90,000 local school board members.
These are the very people who are ac-
tually dealing with Federal education
policy and how it actually works on
the ground every day, and they want a
new approach. Democrats and Repub-
licans and these local school boards
want a new approach.

Our teachers need the flexibility to
innovate. That is why the Student Suc-
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cess Act reforms a patchwork of nar-
rowly scoped grant programs and, in-
stead, creates a Local Academic Flexi-
ble Grant, which allows local schools
to spark innovation and use teaching
methods that work best for their stu-
dents.

During committee debate yesterday,
my colleagues on the other side were so
committed to these same old, failed
education policies that they even de-
fended the universally disliked highly
qualified teacher requirement. While I
agree we need the best teachers pos-
sible in the classroom, who are Federal
bureaucrats in Washington to decide
what makes you highly qualified?
Teachers in southwest Alabama and all
across our country agree that the high-
ly qualified teacher provision is simply
not effective. Yet my colleagues on the
other side and their special interest
buddies refuse to give up power and
allow us to move in a different direc-
tion.

It is time for the Federal Govern-
ment to get some humility. Wash-
ington bureaucrats don’t know how to
educate our children, but local super-
intendents, school boards, teachers,
and principals do, so let’s empower
them. It is time we restored local con-
trol over education policy and put
power in the hands of those who know
our students best. Let’s put the focus
on the student for once, and that is ex-
actly what this act does.

I think the President may be on to
something. We shouldn’t continue with
the same, failed education policy that
has failed us for decades. We should get
away from this centralized approach to
education, which has failed the stu-
dents throughout America. Mr. Speak-
er, the Student Success Act offers that
new approach.

I urge the leadership of this House to
bring the Student Success Act to the
floor for a vote, and let’s empower par-
ents and local education leaders. For
once, let’s put the students first.

——————

LYNCH-JONES RESOLUTION TO DE-
CLASSIFY THE 28 PAGES OF THE
9/11 JOINT CONGRESSIONAL IN-
QUIRY

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

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, almost 14
yvears after the horrific terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001, the Amer-
ican public does not yet have all of the
information available regarding the
circumstances surrounding those at-
tacks on our country, particularly 28
pages of the bipartisan Joint Inquiry
into Intelligence Community Activi-
ties Before and After the Terrorist At-
tacks of September 2001, which remain
classified.

Since 2013, my colleagues, Congress-
man WALTER JONES of North Carolina,
Congressman MASSIE of Kentucky, and
I have been working together to craft
and to garner support for H. Res. 14,
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which calls on the President to release
the 28 pages of the 9/11 Joint Congres-
sional Inquiry. I sincerely appreciate
Congressman JONES’ and Congressman
MASSIE’s willingness to collaborate on
this concerted effort on this issue.

Over the past few weeks, calls to de-
classify the 28 pages have been in the
spotlight due to recent allegations by
convicted terrorist Zacarias
Moussaoui, who conspired to Kkill
American citizens and who will rightly
spend the rest of his life in prison.
Whatever the motivations for Mr.
Moussaoui’s recent accusation of com-
plicity by foreign agents in the 9/11 at-
tacks, his testimony does bring to light
important questions. Most notably is
the fact that, as a nation, we have not
yet fully accounted for the sources of
funding and logistical support that en-
abled al Qaeda to undertake those ter-
rorist attacks.

We owe it to the families who lost
loved ones on that tragic day to pro-
vide a complete accounting of the
events and circumstances leading up to
the tragedy of 9/11, and it is a grave in-
justice that 28 pages of the bipartisan,
bicameral congressional inquiry re-
main classified 14 years after Sep-
tember 11. This was not a mere redac-
tion of a few specific words or phrases
but the wholesale excising and removal
of a full section, 28 pages in length. It
may have been a matter of national se-
curity to classify these pages back in
2002, but it is now a matter of public
interest and good governance to release
them in 2015.

I am in firm agreement with former
Senator Bob Graham of Florida, who
oversaw the inquiry, with my colleague
WALTER JONES of North Carolina, with
Mr. MASSIE, and with Members of both
parties, who, like myself, have read the
28 pages and believe the disclosure will
not jeopardize sources or methods used
in gathering this information. I firmly
believe that declassifying the findings
is appropriate for a number of reasons.

As Thomas Jefferson said:

An enlightened citizenry is indispensable
for the proper functioning of a republic, and
self-government is not possible unless the
citizens are educated sufficiently to enable
them to exercise oversight.

In other words, there can be no ac-
countability without transparency. We
must advocate for the need to make
these pages public in order to shine a
brighter light on the information con-
tained therein and utilize it in framing
our foreign policy going forward.

In addition, I have met with the
spouses, children, siblings, parents of
the 9/11 victims as well as with rep-
resentatives from the 9/11 Families
United for Justice Against Terrorism.
They have provided powerful testimony
and heartrending submissions regard-
ing how important it is to seek the
truth and to bring all those to account
who were responsible for the 9/11 at-
tacks.
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Today, at a time when the world con-
tinues to face challenges from expand-
ing terrorist organizations such as
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ISIS, Jabhat al-Nusra, Boko Haram,
and al Shabaab, as well as al Qaeda and
its affiliates, we must be mindful of the
urgent need to bring their financiers
and supporters to justice as well.

At an even more basic level, our com-
mitment to one another as citizens in a
society that values freedom and justice
demands that we hold accountable
those who aided and abetted the savage
attacks on our homeland and murdered
thousands of innocent Americans.

When that fundamental duty to pro-
tect American citizens has been
breached, it is not enough to say that
we will ‘“‘never forget.”” The military
and civilian personnel at the Pentagon,
the first responders and office workers
in the New York office towers, the pas-
sengers and crew of those hijacked
planes, and all those families whose
hearts still ache, we owe it to them.

So I urge my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to not only take the time
to review those 28 pages but also con-
sider supporting House Resolution 14,
as these families and the American
people deserve to have their questions
answered.

———

PRESIDENT OBAMA’S FISCAL
YEAR 2016 BUDGET

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

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to start off with a posi-
tive note. Just recently, President
Obama submitted the Federal budget
on time for the first time since 2010.
While I appreciate his timeliness, I,
and the constituents in my district,
don’t appreciate, however, his dis-
regard for fiscal responsibility.

The President sent a budget to Con-
gress which starts the fiscal year with
our country in the red. What organiza-
tion starts off the fiscal year by saying
they are going to purposefully spend
more money than they take in? How
many folks around a dinner table actu-
ally have their conversation at the
start of the year saying, ‘“You know
what? I want to start the year broke
and I want to end broke.” That is what
the President’s budget does.

The President presented to Congress
a $4 trillion budget, and yes, you heard
me right, that is trillion with a T. The
proposed budget requests $4 trillion in
spending but only provides—catch
this—$3.5 trillion in revenue. I was not
the best math student but I can see a
problem here. That leaves the govern-
ment with a half-trillion-dollar deficit.

Wait. Hold on a second. Let me go
back and correct myself. I misspoke.
That leaves the U.S. taxpayers with a
half-trillion-dollar deficit because, let
me remind you, the government makes
nothing. Everything we spend comes
from right here in my pocket, your
pocket, and the pocket of everyone else
in this country.

Now, I just checked, and the popu-
lation of the United States is slightly
over 320 million. So every man, woman,
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and child would have to add an addi-
tional $1,500 onto what they already
owe in taxes—to include newborns—in
order for this budget to even break
even. And that is just for 2016.

The President’s budget is a political
document that reflects a very different
view of fiscal responsibility than most
people have.

Let’s go through it and discuss the
good, the bad, and the ugly of this
budget.

First, the good. Now it is true that
our national deficit is shrinking. Is it
because of the President’s policies? No.
It is because of the ingenuity and de-
termination of the American people.
The private sector is now growing—and
has been for a while—even as the ad-
ministration has attempted to stifle
businesses with antigrowth policies
like ObamaCare and other regulations
that continue to put sand in the gears
of American business.

Even in the President’s own budget
document he cites economic growth as
helping accelerate the pace of deficit
reduction. He likes to go around the
Nation and do speeches on how the def-
icit has decreased to its lowest level in
decades during his Presidency. The in-
convenient truth is that he decides to
leave out that the biggest drops occur
after 2010, when the Republicans took
control of the House of Representa-
tives.

The Republicans were able to garner
concessions on reductions in spending.
Plus, sequestration entered the fray,
which aided in the decrease of federal
expenditures. While sequestration is
not the budget tool Congress would
have hoped for, the President is now
trying to capitalize off of this budget
negotiation side effect.

President Clinton likes to take credit
for the budget surpluses in the nine-
ties, which were a result of the Repub-
licans’ Contract with America. Now,
President Obama wants to take sole
credit for a decrease in the deficit, a
reduction in spending that he has had
to make do with.

The bad. The President wants to
raise taxes on Americans at the worst
possible time—as we are emerging from
the financial crisis. President Obama’s
tax proposals target job creators and
the middle class. One such proposal
was so egregious that even the Demo-
crats said, We can’t go along with this.

The President had a tax proposal to
cut tax benefits on college savings
plans. The 529 college plans are a
means by which close to 12 million
families save for college, many of them
middle class Americans. That comes at
a time when student loan debt is ap-
proaching a trillion dollars.

Hidden deep in Obama’s budget is a
student loan program that recently has
been discovered to have a $21.8 billion
shortfall. His plan to subsidize student
loans has now created a loss equal to
the annual budgets of the Department
of the Interior, EPA, and NASA.

The ugly. In President Obama’s budg-
et he discusses that by 2025 the Federal
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debt will have reached 73.3 percent of
GDP. That is almost three-fourths of
our Nation’s collective wealth. The
President defines the country’s $18 tril-
lion debt as being fiscally sustainable.

For him, 73 percent of our GDP is ac-
ceptable:

The key test of fiscal sustainability is
whether debt is stable . . . as a share of the
economy, resulting in interest payments
that consume a stable . . . share of the Na-
tion’s resources.

Figure that one out.

The most disheartening part is the
President’s numbers are incorrect. The
Congressional Budget Office, a non-
partisan analytical wing of Congress,
has stated that by 2025, the Federal
debt will actually rise to nearly 79 per-
cent of GDP, when the Federal debt
would be $26.3 trillion. CBO states that
our debt is currently 74 percent of
GDP.

The question you are asking now is:
What is causing this increase in gov-
ernment spending? I bet you know the
answer but I am going to tell you any-
way. The CBO lists many factors, all of
which are contributing to a bust in our
Federal spending.

With that, this budget is another ex-
ample of what does not need to be.

—————

REMEMBERING JIMMIE LEE
JACKSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Alabama (Ms. SEWELL) for 5 minutes.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I rise to celebrate the life
and legacy of Jimmie Lee Jackson.

Jimmie Lee Jackson was one of the
foot soldiers who died to ensure that
all Americans have the fundamental
right to vote.

This 26-year-old Marion, Alabama,
native was brutally Kkilled at the hands
of an Alabama State trooper on Feb-
ruary 18, 1965, after attending a voting
rights rally while trying to protect his
mother and his 82-year-old grandfather.

The State trooper confronted the
family at Mack’s Cafe in Marion and
shot Jimmie Lee Jackson at gunpoint
range for simply shielding his family
from the intimidation and retributions
being carried out by law enforcement.

And to think that this occurred be-
cause of the audacity of this young
man and his family to peacefully pro-
test for their constitutional rights,
which led to his brutal murder at the
hands of law enforcement.

It was the senseless murder of
Jimmie Lee Jackson that served as a
catalyst for the voting rights move-
ment in Selma, Alabama. Jimmie Lee
Jackson deserves to have his proper
place in American history as a true
agent of change.

Likewise, the city of Marion is,
rightly, the starting point of the his-
toric road to voter equality that led
marchers from Selma to Montgomery.
I have sponsored efforts and look for-
ward to the National Park Service add-
ing the city of Marion to the historic
trail from Selma to Montgomery.
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The senseless killing of Jimmie Lee
Jackson shocked the consciousness of
the American public and galvanized
local leaders to be even more resolved
in their fight against the inequalities
in voting.

Who was to blame for the death of
Jimmie Lee Jackson? Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King professed, as he eulogized
Jimmie Lee Jackson at his funeral, we
are all to blame for his murder. Dr.
King said it best:

A State trooper pointed the gun, but he did
not act alone. He was murdered by the bru-
tality of every sheriff who practices lawless-
ness in the name of law.

He was murdered by the irresponsibility of
every politician, from Governors on down,
who has fed his constituent the stale bread
of hatred and the spoiled meat of racism.

He was murdered by the timidity of a Fed-
eral Government that would spend millions
of dollars a day to keep troops in South Viet-
nam and cannot protect the rights of its own
citizens seeking the right to vote.

He was murdered by the cowardice of every
Negro who passively accepts the evils of seg-
regation and stands on the sidelines in the
struggle for justice.

Justice should be blind, Mr. Speaker,
but in many cases it is not. Everyone
knew who Kkilled Jimmie Lee Jackson,
but it wasn’t until 40 years later, when
Michael Jackson, Dallas County’s first
Black district attorney, reopened the
investigation, that the wheels of jus-
tice slowly began to turn.

Yesterday, this august body unani-
mously passed H.R. 431, a bill that
would award a Congressional Gold
Medal to the foot soldiers who partici-
pated in Bloody Sunday, Turnaround
Tuesday, or the final march from
Selma to Montgomery. It is past due,
Mr. Speaker, that these brave men and
women take their proper place as
agents of change in American history.

While Jimmie Lee Jackson did not
live to participate in the march from
Selma to Montgomery, he was there in
spirit. It was his spirit that gave
strength to the weak, that gave cour-
age to the scared, and that gave hope
to the hopeless.

To his family, I say this Nation owes
his family a debt of gratitude which we
can never repay. My hope is that this
national recognition of the significance
of the death of Jimmie Lee Jackson
will spur a renewed commitment in all
of us to continue to fight for justice
and equality for all.

We, the beneficiaries of that struggle,
must continue his fight. We must con-
tinue to stand together. We must con-
tinue to be united in the fight for jus-
tice everywhere it is needed. Jimmie
Lee Jackson did not stand on the side-
lines waiting patiently for justice to
come, nor should we.

Dr. King once said:

If you can’t fly, then run. If you can’t run,
then walk. If you can’t walk, then crawl. But
whatever you do, you have to keep moving
forward.

We must continue to stand together
because our greatest and biggest fights
are yet to come. We still need Federal
oversight to ensure that every eligible
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voter in these United States is able to
cast their ballot and that every vote
matters.

Jimmie Lee Jackson recognized the
importance of the vote. He recognized
the power of the ballot box. We owe it
to ourselves and to the memory of
Jimmie Lee Jackson to continue his
fight.

———

THE IMPORTANCE OF PRE-K

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

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I come
here today to the House floor to ad-
dress an extremely important and
timely topic for our Nation: investing
in high-quality pre-K education. It is
really imperative to the success of our
children, schools, and communities.

Two years ago, in this Chamber,
President Obama laid out his plan to
provide universal high-quality pre-K
for every child in America. Why did the
President propose such a bold and au-
dacious plan for our country? It is real-
ly simple. It has been proven that chil-
dren who participate in high-quality
prekindergarten programs are more
likely to have greater academic and
life achievements down the road.

The benefits of a high-quality pre-K
education include increased eagerness
and preparedness to learn; higher read-
ing, writing, and mathematics scores;
and increased cognitive and social
abilities. Access to quality pre-K is a
much better predictor of achievement
than race, family income, or parents’
education.

Research has demonstrated that ac-
cess to prekindergarten programs have
substantial long-term benefits. Chil-
dren that have attended prekinder-
garten are 20 percent more likely to
graduate from high school and 22 per-
cent more likely to own a home. Addi-
tionally, these individuals are more
likely to be employed and less likely to
commit violent crimes.

I have to tell you, Mr. Speaker, one
of the things that saddens me the most
about my home State of Texas is that
we are leaving a lot of really bright
young people behind.
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Nearly 550,000 preschool-aged chil-
dren in Texas do not attend any type of
pre-K program, despite what I laid out
earlier about less likely to commit vio-
lent crimes, more likely to own homes.
You would think it would be a no-
brainer and we would be committing
more towards pre-K education.

Leaving behind this many children,
550,000—over half a million—really does
pose a serious, long-term economic ef-
fect to our great State and is some-
thing that needs to be addressed. It is
apparent that high-level prekinder-
garten education produces individuals
that are more prosperous and more
likely to contribute to society in a
positive way.

To help States like my own boost
their pre-K education programs, Presi-
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dent Obama and the Department of
Education delivered on his State of the
Union Address, and they released Pre-
school Development Grants. These
grants will help expand high-quality
preschool programs in targeted com-
munities.

When the announcements were made
in December—again, I have got to tell
you, we do a lot of great things in
Texas, and we often do it bigger and
better—but I was really disappointed,
Mr. Speaker, to learn that our State
had lost out on $120 million of this
grant funding to invest in our children
and really, ultimately, our future—$120
million that the great State of Texas
lost out on, over half a million kids
being left behind. This was really a sad
day in the Lone Star State.

This money would have been used to
improve pre-K education and expand
access to children in low-income com-
munities who need these services the
most, and losing out on this money
should really be a wake-up call to
Texas and the policymakers there, that
we must create a plan to improve our
pre-K system.

Texas failed to meet even the min-
imum requirements of this application
to provide at least a 50 percent increase
in preschool slots available, and that is
just really unacceptable.

My State needs a comprehensive pre-
K plan that works to increase access to
high-quality programs, set higher
learning standards, improve cur-
riculum, and increase teacher training.
All those really are very, very impor-
tant keys.

The failure to invest in our young
children is a failure to invest in our fu-
ture. Here in Congress and back home,
I intend to work tirelessly to provide
for the best education system that our
Nation can provide.

But there are some bright spots. I
talked about how the State, because of
the failed application policy that was
just really handled poorly, how we lost
out on $120 million and over half a mil-
lion kids are suffering because of that,
but I do think that it is important that
I point out some of the positives.

There has been some bipartisan work
along these efforts on pre-K, and I do
want to thank one of my former col-
leagues in the State legislature, State
Representative Eric Johnson of Dallas,
and a lady that I did not serve with out
of Georgetown, Texas—near Austin—
Marsha Farney of Georgetown, to not
only increase pre-K funding by $300
million, but also improve curriculum,
teacher training, and lower student-
teacher ratios.

In this global economy that we live
in today and tomorrow, students won’t
be competing for jobs in the workplace
with neighboring States but will be
competing with kids and students from
all over the world.

Mr. Speaker, let’s do this for Texas.
Let’s do the right thing. Let’s help
these children.
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RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 33
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

———
O 1200

AFTER RECESS

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

———

PRAYER

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

Dear God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

We ask Your special blessing upon
the Members of this people’s House.
They face difficult decisions in difficult
times, with many forces and interests
demanding their attention.

In these days, give wisdom to all the
Members, especially as they consider
the most serious matter of engaging in
military activity. Bless as well those
who inform them of the issues with
honest frankness, knowing of the dan-
gers implied and so many uncertain
consequences.

Bless the men and women of this
Chamber, O God, and be with them and
with us all this day and every day to
come. May all that is done be for Your
greater honor and glory.

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. BROWNLEY)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. BROWNLEY of California 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

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

———

OBAMACARE DATA SECURITY

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, last week,
more than 80 million Americans lost
personal information when health in-
surer Anthem was hacked. Almost im-
mediately, Anthem customers started
to receive suspicious email messages
trying to con them.

Anthem, Target, Home Depot, Sony—
the list goes on and on of major hacks
in the last year. In many of these
cases, those who had their information
stolen did not receive notice of the
compromise promptly—the best way
for them to protect themselves.

Because of ObamaCare, Federal and
State governments now host a massive
trove of private information. In hear-
ing after hearing last year, we heard
about the vulnerabilities of these sys-
tems.

In order to protect consumers, the
House passed my Health Exchange Se-
curity and Transparency Act, which
would require the government to in-
form consumers of a breach within 2
days. This bill passed with an over-
whelming veto-proof majority but went
nowhere in HARRY REID’s Senate.

I have now reintroduced this bill, a
commonsense measure to protect con-
sumers if ObamacCare is the next major
target for hackers. Maybe this year the
Senate will act.

——
FUND DHS

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

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to join my colleagues in urging
the Republican leadership to advance
bipartisan legislation that will keep
the American people safe by continuing
to fund the Department of Homeland
Security.

On behalf of the dedicated men and
women at the Department of Homeland
Security—those who screen passengers
traveling into and out of the country,
those who ensure that our borders and
shores are protected, and those who en-
force the deportation of dangerous
criminals—Ilet’s put aside partisan poli-
tics and come together on one thing we
can all agree on: to prioritize the safe-
ty and security of the American people.

As the tragedies of recent events
abroad have demonstrated, we can ill-
afford another day of inaction by this
Congress. The clock is running out.
Sixteen days. Let’s do our job. The
American people expect better and
they deserve better. Let’s vote on a
clean spending bill today.

———

UNSUSTAINABLE DEBT UNDER
PRESIDENT OBAMA

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, in July 2008, then-Senator
Barack Obama said that President
Bush adding to the national debt was
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““irresponsible’” and ‘‘unpatriotic.” In
February 2009, President Obama
warned congressional leaders that the
rate of government spending was
unsustainable and pledged to cut the
deficit.

Clearly, his words did not translate
into actions. The deficit has tripled
since President Obama took office.
Now, the President’s recent budget last
week provides for $8.5 trillion in new
debt and does not ever balance. Repub-
licans, led by Chairman PAUL RYAN,
will produce a positive budget which
balances.

The current rate of government
spending is putting America’s youth at
risk with skyrocketing interest pay-
ments. I will keep working to promote
policies that reduce our debt, cut
wasteful spending, and create jobs
while maintaining vital defense fund-
ing to promote peace.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and may the President, by his actions,
never forget September the 11th in the
global war on terrorism.

————
FUND DHS

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

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I want to
start by reading a quote from today’s
Politico:

A faction of House and Senate conserv-
atives is pushing Republican leaders to take
the battle over the Homeland Security De-
partment to the brink, arguing the party
would win the public relations war with
Democrats if a standoff over immigration led
to a shutdown of the agency.

A public relations war. This is about
the war on terror. In 16 days, the peo-
ple who protect us from that war will
lose their jobs or have to work without
pay. We are 16 days away from a shut-
down of the Department of Homeland
Security and instead of planning how
to protect us from our enemies, DHS is
preparing contingency budgets in case
this Republican Congress decides to
shut them down.

To protect themselves from their po-
litical base in a fight on immigration,
Republicans are willing to disrupt the
protection of the American people in
our communities, at our airports, our
ports, and our borders.

Mr. Speaker, the bad guys have to be
watching this and saying: Are you seri-
ous?

We should be serious about our home-
land security and our economic secu-
rity.

———

REMEMBERING DEAN SMITH

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on February
7, the State of North Carolina lost a
legend both on and off the court when
former University of North Carolina
basketball coach Dean Smith passed
away.
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During his 36-year tenure as head
coach, Smith led the Tar Heels to 879
wins and 13 ACC tournament cham-
pionships. His teams reached the Final
Four 11 times and won two national ti-
tles. He also coached the U.S. men’s
basketball team to an Olympic Gold
Medal in 1976.

But Smith was more than just a col-
lege basketball icon. He was a deeply
religious man who placed a strong em-
phasis on education. More than 96 per-
cent of his players received their de-
grees. An unwavering supporter of civil
rights, he recruited the first Black
scholarship athlete at UNC.

While he never sought accolades for
his actions, he received the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom, which is the
Nation’s highest civilian honor, in 2013.

Coach Smith was a remarkable man,
and North Carolina was lucky to call
him one of our own.

———

VETERANS HEALTH CARE
IMPROVEMENT ACT

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

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I am so honored to serve a
second term as ranking member of the
House Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee
on Health. I look forward to working
with my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to help Ventura County’s vet-
erans and veterans across America ac-
cess VA health care and benefits and to
break down bureaucratic barriers to
care at the VA.

There is no commitment I take more
seriously than to the men and women
who have served our country. That is
why I introduced the Veterans Health
Care Improvement Act as my first bill
in the 114th Congress. My bill would
help guarantee adequate resources for
veterans health care benefits by requir-
ing the GAO to continue verifying the
accuracy and adequacy of the VA’s
budget for medical care.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
this legislation with me.

—————

REMEMBERING PRESIDENT
LINCOLN

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

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today on the birthday of a man whose
name is synonymous with my home
State of Illinois, the Land of Lincoln.
It is the time of year when we remem-
ber the great deeds of our Presidents
and their important actions in times of
crisis.

President Lincoln knew crisis. Gen-
erations note his firm resolve in the
face of a ‘‘House divided against
itself”’; his faithfulness in serving a
country when half of it was bent and
betting on his failure; and his growing
faith in the ‘‘gracious hand which pre-
served us in peace and multiplied and
enriched and strengthened us.”
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Our Nation was on the verge of col-
lapse, but he never wavered, he never
tired, he never backed down from the
challenge. He challenges us to rise to
the ‘‘great tasks’ before us and meet
them head on.

————

GOP DHS TANTRUM

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

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to call on my Republican col-
leagues to not let their immigration
reform politics weaken border security,
paralyze our ports, and shut down the
Department of Homeland Security cre-
ated in the wake of 9/11.

If we do not pass a clean funding bill,
more than 20 percent of FEMA per-
sonnel will be furloughed, crippling our
ability to respond to disasters; man-
agement and support of our entire
homeland security infrastructure
would shut down; and essential per-
sonnel would be forced to work without
pay.

That is 40,000 Border Patrol agents
and Customs officers risking their lives
for free because of a political stunt.
That is 50,000 TSA screeners who guard
our nationwide travel, keeping the
USA safe, yet going without pay be-
cause the Republican leadership is put-
ting politics ahead of security. And it
is more than 40,000 Active Duty Coast
Guard officers standing guard on our
shores, proudly serving a country
whose political leaders don’t seem to
care if they get paid for their sacrifice.

Mr. Speaker, the stakes are too high.
The risk is too real. Republicans need
to stop their anti-immigrant tantrum
and end this dangerous game. Pass a
clean DHS funding bill today to protect
our great Nation.

————

A “NO” VOTE ON PRESIDENT’S
AUTHORIZATION REQUEST

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

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker,
when we send our soldiers into harm’s
way, we have a solemn obligation to
back them with the full might and re-
sources that our country can muster
and to give them the widest possible
latitude for action. MacArthur was
right:

In war, there is no substitute for victory.

The President proposes something
very different: war by half measure;
war on the cheap; war with dangerous
restrictions on our troops; war with no
clear objective other than to pull out
in 3 years.

I will not vote for the authorization
that the President has requested.
Given his obvious irresolution, I think
the best immediate course for the
United States is to assure that the re-
gional powers currently engaged
against the Islamic State have the ma-
terial support they require.
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DHS SPENDING BILL

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

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge the Republican leader-
ship to bring a clean funding bill for
the Department of Homeland Security
to this floor.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity provides vital programs and serv-
ices that ensure the American public’s
safety. This Congress must also ensure
that DHS has adequate funding to con-
tinue its important and effective work
protecting our borders, our ports, our
aviation systems, and all of our com-
munities across the country. Without
funding, DHS will be forced to shut
down critical counterterrorism and
natural disaster programs that safe-
guard millions of Americans.

It is the height of irresponsibility for
Republicans to hold DHS funding hos-
tage for the sole purpose—and the dan-
gerous purpose—of partisan politics.
Instead of putting forth a clean DHS
funding bill, Republicans put forward
legislation that is littered with unre-
lated policy riders.

We all agree that withholding fund-
ing for DHS is bad for our Nation’s
safety and security, so let’s pass a
clean DHS funding bill and debate
these separate issues on their own mer-
its. It is time for the House to pass a
clean DHS funding proposal and stop
playing games with the safety and the
security of the American people.

———
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HONORING THE SERVICE OF
CORPORAL C.G. BOLDEN

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

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in honor of U.S. Army Corporal C.G.
Bolden, a Clinton, Arkansas, native
and veteran of the Korean conflict.

In January 1951, Corporal Bolden was
taken prisoner of war in Korea; and at
that time, his wife, Geraldean, and 3-
year-old son, Larry, were notified that
he was missing in action. Tragically,
that same year, Corporal Bolden died
of malnutrition under horrific condi-
tions in a North Korean POW camp.

In 1993, his remains were among
those returned to the United States,
and through innovative DNA testing,
scientists at the Joint POW/MIA Ac-
counting Command identified Corporal
Bolden’s remains and determined his
cause of death.

On February 21, after decades of un-
answered questions, Corporal Bolden
will be laid to rest in his hometown of
Clinton, Arkansas, and I am honored to
join his family to remember him and
welcome him home.

Corporal Bolden gave the ultimate
sacrifice for his country, and his life is
an example for all Americans and all
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Arkansans. I thank him and his family
for their service and their sacrifice.

REPUBLICANS ARE PLAYING A
DANGEROUS GAME OF CHICKEN
WITH AMERICA’S SECURITY

(Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Penn-
sylvania asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Mr. Speaker, 16 days—House Re-
publicans are playing a dangerous
game of chicken with America’s secu-
rity, threatening to shut down the De-
partment of Homeland Security unless
we give in to their extreme demands on
immigration; threatening to force DHS
employees on the front lines who keep
us safe—people in the Border Patrol,
TSA, the Coast Guard—to go to work
and risk their lives while they are not
getting paid; threatening to furlough
DHS workers who support the frontline
folks by training new agents, pur-
chasing new equipment, and collecting
intelligence.

Republicans are wasting our time on
an unnecessary and dangerous show-
down when they should be focusing on
economic growth, creating new jobs,
and increasing hardworking Ameri-
cans’ paychecks, so that we can pre-
serve and expand the middle class in
this country.

I call on my colleagues in the Repub-
lican Party to abandon these unaccept-
able tactics, pass a clean DHS funding
bill for the remainder of 2015, and start
focusing on creating new jobs and in-
creasing Americans’ paychecks.

————

AMERICA’S SMALL BUSINESS TAX
RELIEF ACT

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

Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, work-
ers and small businesses all across the
country have suffered greatly in
Obama’s economy. Over 90 million peo-
ple are not participating in our work-
force, and wages have remained stag-
nant, creating a squeeze on the middle
class.

Expanding the size of government by
raising taxes and increasing regula-
tions will not help America recover; in-
stead, working Americans are counting
on us to make it easier and not harder
to find opportunities so that they can
earn a steady paycheck and provide for
their families.

I ask my colleagues to support Amer-
ica’s Small Business Tax Relief Act,
legislation that the House will vote on
tomorrow, sponsored by Congressman
TIBERI. I know, from traveling my dis-
trict in Indiana, that small businesses
are the backbone of our economy, and
this bill will allow job creators to de-
duct expenses and investments for new
equipment the year that they are pur-
chased, making it easier for businesses
to grow.
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This legislation could help produce
tens of thousands of jobs and add bil-
lions of dollars in economic output.

Tomorrow, let’s stand for common
sense and pass a bill that will help
kick-start our economy and make it
easier for small businesses and workers
to succeed.

———

THE RECKLESS AND IRRESPON-
SIBLE LEGISLATIVE JOYRIDE

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

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, in 16
days, House Republicans are prepared
to shut down the Department of Home-
land Security.

Once again, you are taking the Amer-
ican people on a reckless and irrespon-
sible legislative joyride that is des-
tined to crash and burn. You are taking
the American people on a collision
course that will damage the safety and
security of the American people at a
time when terrorists all across the
world are determined to do us harm.

Why would you contemplate shutting
down the Department of Homeland Se-
curity at this time—or at any time—
simply in order to satisfy the extreme
rightwing of your party?

The American people want us to
focus on bigger paychecks, they want
us to focus on good-paying jobs, they
want us to focus on strengthening the
middle class, but you are determined to
shut down the Department of Home-
land Security. It is reckless and irre-
sponsible.

Let’s get back to doing the business
of the American people.

———
END SEQUESTRATION

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

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress must address the defense seques-
ter with the urgency that is warranted.
Our men and women in uniform are
fighting bravely around the world, and
they depend on the certainty of know-
ing that they have got everything they
need to accomplish their mission.

The way to achieve that certainty is
made increasingly difficult because of
sequestration and the indiscriminate
cuts that are affecting our men and
women in uniform. I respectfully re-
mind my colleagues today that as we
start this budget and appropriations
process, that we have the opportunity
to replace sequestration in the months
ahead.

Last year, House Republicans passed
not only a budget in a timely manner,
but we incorporated increased defense
spending to ease the burden of seques-
tration.

Regardless of which side of the aisle
we are on today, we all have a deep ob-
ligation to pass on the blessings of lib-
erty and freedom to future generations.

H991

In order to accomplish that, we can no
longer allow Federal budget policy to
be dictated by a process that neither
side intended to go into effect.

I encourage my colleagues to make
ending sequestration the top priority
in the 114th Congress.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY SHUTDOWN THREAT

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

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Mr.
Speaker, national security—protecting
our Nation’s borders, airports, and
computer networks—should be a pri-
ority.

Making sure the Department of
Homeland Security, created with bipar-
tisan support in the wake of September
11, has what it needs to protect our Na-
tion from terrorism and other threats
is a no-brainer, but the Republicans are
jeopardizing all of that just for the op-
portunity to tell millions of hard-
working, aspiring Americans that they
are not welcome here.

This tactic of “my way or no way’’ is
dangerous and serves the interests of a
few at the expense of the many. Hold-
ing our top national security agenda
hostage because the Republican major-
ity is unhappy with the President’s ex-
ecutive action on immigration is illogi-
cal and counterproductive.

In fact, former DHS Secretaries from
both parties have warned that this ap-
proach will actually weaken—not
strengthen—our borders.

The American people deserve better.
They expect us to set partisan politics
aside and ensure that government has
the resources it needs. I urge my col-
leagues to listen to the needs of the
American people and bring a clean DHS
funding bill to the floor.

———
WHY MARRIAGE MATTERS

(Mrs. HARTZLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of National Marriage
Week. It is an honor to promote an in-
stitution that has been the cornerstone
of society for centuries, and I am
blessed to celebrate this week with my
husband of 30 years, Lowell Hartzler.

When a man and woman join to-
gether in holy matrimony, they are not
only starting a life together and cre-
ating a family, they are also estab-
lishing the foundation of a healthy so-
ciety.

Researchers document many benefits
to marriage: better health, greater per-
sonal happiness, enhanced financial
stability, and positive impacts for chil-
dren. Boys and girls raised at home by
a mom and dad perform better in
school, have less addictions, experience
lower rates of teen pregnancy, and see
less trouble with the law.

At a time when some question the fu-
ture of marriage, I think it is wise to
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reflect on the unique benefits the in-
tact, married family provides. Social
science clearly tells us that marriage
leads to greater wealth, health, lon-
gevity, and happiness. It is something
to aspire to, to treasure, and to fight
for.

Not only does society benefit but,
most importantly, so do the men and
women who commit to a lifetime of
love, laughter, faithfulness, and future
generations.

———

FUNDING FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY

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

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, there
are only 16 days left until the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security runs out of
money. How did we find ourselves in
this situation?

Unfortunately, my Republican col-
leagues decided to play political games
with our national security. They de-
cided to pass a DHS funding bill they
knew the Senate would not approve
and the President would not sign. They
decided deporting DREAMers and the
parents of American children was more
important than funding the Depart-
ment that helps protect the American
people.

Thankfully, there is an easy solution
to this manufactured crisis. The Re-
publican leadership could bring up a
clean bill this afternoon, and it would
pass with strong bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, our most critical re-
sponsibility as Members of Congress is
to ensure that the men and women
charged with protecting our Nation
have the resources to do their jobs.

It is time for the Republican leader-
ship to stop playing games and start
living up to this basic obligation by
bringing a clean DHS funding bill to
the floor.

————

ENDING VIOLENCE AGAINST
WOMEN AND GIRLS

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

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise
as a son, a husband, a father of two
daughters, a brother of three sisters,
and I am proud to stand with 1 Billion
Rising Lake County to end violence
against women and girls everywhere.

One woman in three will be abused in
her lifetime, totaling 1 billion across
our globe. Mr. Speaker, 1 Billion Rising
gives mothers, wives, daughters, sis-
ters, neighbors, and friends who have
suffered from abuse the opportunity to
be heard and to join a supportive com-
munity.

Together, we must be the voice of
those who cannot speak up and to take
action to help those who are asking for
help. We must take the lead on this
issue and set an example for the world,
ensuring that women everywhere can
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live and thrive without fear of becom-
ing a victim of violence.

I am committed to taking action to
stop abuse, no matter what form it
takes, and I ask everyone to join me
and rise with 1 Billion Rising to stand
strong against these disturbing crimes.

———
ENOUGH IS ENOUGH

(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, last week, America
got some great economic news. Busi-
nesses added over 267,000 jobs in Janu-
ary, extending the longest streak on
record of consecutive private sector job
growth to 59 months.

We also set another record when the
House, led by the Republicans, voted
for the 56th time to repeal the Afford-
able Health Care Act.

Our economy added 3 million private
sector jobs in the last 12 months, in-
cluding over a million jobs in the last
3 months alone; yet instead of capital-
izing on this success in order to help
grow the middle class and add more
jobs, the majority just continues to
vote to take away health care.

Enough is enough. Thanks to Presi-
dent Obama and the Democrats, this
economy has recovered from the worst
recession on record. As you can see, the
blue shows when President Obama took
office, and then we grew out of the loss
of jobs and have been gaining jobs.

O 1230
HONORING MIKE COLLINS

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to mourn the passing of Mike
Collins.

Mike Collins epitomized what a true
public servant is. Mike was a marine, a
city councilman, mayor, police officer,
and he epitomized that public service
of never putting yourself above the
people you represent. He always put
the people he represented first. With
his passing, northwest Ohio has lost a
great leader.

Mr. Speaker, with his funeral today,
I want to extend my deepest sym-
pathies to his wife, his daughters, and
his family.

———

FUNDING THE DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY

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

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to speak on the importance of funding
the Department of Homeland Security.
Playing partisan politics with DHS for
ransom because you are unhappy with
the President’s executive order on im-
migration is inappropriate.
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There are only 16 days—more impor-
tantly, there are only 6 legislative
days—remaining before the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security runs out of
money. This is America’s security at
stake.

The events in Paris recently showed
us that terrorism remains a threat
around the world. It is also a domestic
threat.

Why in the world would we want to
put American citizens at risk, in
harm’s way?

Yet the majority seems to be content
to risk our national security by
defunding Homeland Security. It is ei-
ther my way or the highway. The oppo-
sition insists that Congress dismantle
the administration’s immigration pri-
orities, but they have yet to offer or
bring a solution to the floor to fix our
broken immigration system. If you
have a better approach, then bring it to
the floor for debate and we will vote on
it.

In the valley that I represent, the
San Joaquin Valley, this bill would
have a devastating effect on farm-
workers, farmers, and farming commu-
nities.

I ask us to come together. Let’s fund
Homeland Security and put the Amer-
ican people first.

———

RECOGNIZING FEBRUARY AS NA-
TIONAL CAREER AND TECHNICAL
EDUCATION MONTH

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise as cochair of the bi-
partisan Congressional Career and
Technical Education Caucus in order to
recognize February as National Career
and Technical Education Month.

With my friend and cochair, JIM LAN-
GEVIN of Rhode Island, the CTE Caucus
remains focused on ensuring individ-
uals have access to high-quality career
and technical education programs.

In the previous Congress, a bipar-
tisan CTE Caucus was successful in
highlighting the need for robust fund-
ing for the Perkins Career and Tech-
nical Education Act. As we begin work-
ing on funding for fiscal year 2016,
again our priority will be focused on
ensuring adequate funding for CT pro-
gramming across the country.

Now, more than ever, our young peo-
ple need assurances that the skills that
they attain will lead to good-paying,
family-sustaining jobs. CTE program-
ming can make those assurances.

Mr. Speaker, as we celebrate Na-
tional Career and Technical Education
Month, I encourage all my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to join us as
members of the bipartisan Career and
Technical Education Caucus.

———
CAREER AND TECHNICAL
EDUCATION MONTH

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my good friend and col-
league, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania,
in recognition of Career and Technical
Education Month. As cochairs of the
Congressional CTE Caucus, we are ab-
solutely committed to ensuring that
every student has the ability to
achieve his or her career goals.

Mr. Speaker, it is long past time to
reauthorize the Carl D. Perkins Career
and Technical Education Act. I cer-
tainly look forward to working with all
my colleagues on this important legis-
lation.

This year the CTE Caucus will also
focus on expanding apprenticeships and
employer-educator partnerships, as
well as helping school counselors to
provide students the information nec-
essary to make informed career deci-
sions.

To that end, I encourage all of my
colleagues to join us on the Congres-
sional CTE Caucus and also to cospon-
sor the bipartisan Counseling for Ca-
reer Choice Act that we will introduce
later this month that will ensure that
school counselors have all the job
training information that they need to
understand in order to advise their stu-
dents about the good-paying jobs that
will be available to them in the future.

I want to thank, again, my good
friend and colleague, Mr. THOMPSON
from Pennsylvania, for being such a
strong partner on these issues.

COURT REPORTING AND
CAPTIONING WEEK

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

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the hundreds of court
reporters and captioners in the Granite
State and around the country as we
prepare to celebrate National Court
Reporting and Captioning Week next
week.

Since the beginning of our Nation’s
history, beginning with the scribes dur-
ing the Continental Congress and the
drafting of our Declaration of Inde-
pendence and Constitution, the act of
transcribing events and important doc-
uments has always been a pillar of our
democracy.

In fact, after their high school grad-
uations, my own parents met at court
reporting school and later went on to
start their own court reporting busi-
ness. Fifty years later, my mother still
is in the business.

Court reporters are ever present
right now in this very Chamber, in
committee hearings, in capturing the
spoken word and debate between Mem-
bers of Congress, including Michele
York, formerly of Candia, New Hamp-
shire.

The court reporting and captioning
industry continues to grow, estimating
5,000 new jobs over the next several
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years. To the hundreds of court report-
ers and captioners in New Hampshire
and around the country, thank you for
all you do. And to the future reporters
and captioners, thank you for con-
tinuing a legacy so paramount to our
democracy and our country.
———

FUNDING FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF HOMELAND SECURITY

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, there
are 16 calendar days and only 6 legisla-
tive days until the Department of
Homeland Security shuts down on Feb-
ruary 28. Let me repeat that. The De-
partment charged with keeping Amer-
ica safe is set to run out of funding in
just 2 weeks, all because the Repub-
lican majority insists on pandering to
anti-immigrant extremists in their
party. In fact, when asked if they were
going to take up a new DHS funding
bill, the Republican response was: Well,
why do we have to?

Well, to my brazen colleagues across
the aisle who refuse to govern, here is
why: because keeping American fami-
lies safe should be the first responsi-
bility of this Congress. At a time of in-
creased threats around the world, hold-
ing the country’s national security
hostage for the sake of a partisan stunt
is the height of irresponsibility. With-
out funding, DHS would be unable to
manage and support the homeland se-
curity infrastructure that was built
following the 9/11 terrorist attacks to
keep our country safe.

Mr. Speaker, this is not leadership.
The American people deserve much
better than this. We must continue
funding the Department of Homeland
Security immediately.

HONORING LOLIS EDWARD ELIE

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

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise in honor of Lolis Edward Elie,
one of the Nation’s preeminent civil
rights attorneys.

Elie, a native of New Orleans, at-
tended Howard University, Dillard Uni-
versity, and later earned his J.D. from
Loyola Law School. Following gradua-
tion, Elie started the law firm of Col-
lins, Douglas, and Elie, which became
the most noteworthy firm in Louisiana
for racial equality.

In 1960, the New Orleans chapter of
the Congress of Racial Equality, or
CORE, asked Elie and his firm to rep-
resent them following a sit-in. Elie and
his firm defended CORE chapter presi-
dent Rudy Lombard and three others
who were arrested for staging a sit-in
protest at the lunch counter of the
McCrory five-and-ten-cent store. They
appealed the case to the United States
Supreme Court, which, in its decision,
declared the city’s ban on sit-ins un-
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constitutional. Later in his career, Elie
was one of seven supporters of the
Freedom Riders who met with Attor-
ney General Robert Kennedy in 1961
when Kennedy encouraged them to
shift their efforts to registering Black
Southerners to vote.

His son, Lolis Eric Elie, is a promi-
nent writer and filmmaker.

Lolis, Sr., still calls New Orleans
home and mentors the younger genera-
tion through his training program for
new Black attorneys. Through Lolis
Elie’s example, many young Black men
and women are able to achieve much
more than they ever thought possible,
myself included.

———————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Clerk
of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 12, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule IT of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
February 12, 2015 at 9:09 a.m.:

That the Senate passed S. 295.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 644, FIGHTING HUNGER
INCENTIVE ACT OF 2015, AND
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 636, AMERICA’S SMALL
BUSINESS TAX RELIEF ACT OF
2015

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 101 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 101

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 644) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently ex-
tend and expand the charitable deduction for
contributions of food inventory. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Ways and Means now printed
in the bill, an amendment in the nature of a
substitute consisting of the text of Rules
Committee Print 114-5 shall be considered as
adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against
provisions in the bill, as amended, are
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended,
and on any further amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) 90 minutes of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means; and (2) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.



H994

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
bill (H.R. 636) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to permanently extend increased
expensing limitations, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. In lieu of the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Ways and
Means now printed in the bill, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of Rules Committee Print 114-6
shall be considered as adopted. The bill, as
amended, shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill,
as amended, are waived. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, as amended, and on any further amend-
ment thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) 90 minutes of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means; and (2) one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE. On Tuesday, the Com-
mittee on Rules met and reported a
rule for consideration of two important
pieces of tax legislation, H.R. 644 and
H.R. 636.

The resolution provides a closed rule
for consideration of each bill and pro-
vides for 90 minutes of debate equally
divided between the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on
Ways and Means on each bill. In addi-
tion, the rule provides for a motion to
recommit on each bill.

Mr. Speaker, most of my colleagues
will remember the House’s consider-
ation of H.R. 5771, the Tax Increase
Prevention Act of 2014, in December of
last year. At that time, more than 50
individual tax extenders were retro-
actively extended for the 2014 tax year,
giving businesses just 12 days to make
complicated investment decisions.
That is no way to run a business.

Every time I am at home I hear from
Oklahomans who either work for or
own small businesses. Without fail,
they tell me that certainty is what
they need most from Washington. But
too often Washington tells Americans
who operate and work in small busi-
nesses to ‘‘trust us.” We promise to ex-
tend X or Y or Z tax provision indefi-
nitely.

Unfortunately, those Americans
can’t take that to the bank. They can’t
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take our word that we will actually be
able to deliver on the promises made
by Congress. The only thing they can
rely on is the law. If our tax laws ex-
pire every year, it injects an uncer-
tainty into the business environment
that inhibits economic growth.

Even though we were able to retro-
actively extend those tax provisions at
the end of last year, they are already
expired again. Instead of continuing
this cycle of uncertainty, it is impor-
tant to put these tax cuts in place
early so that we don’t end up in a situ-
ation like we did last year.

I applaud Chairman RYAN for begin-
ning early with provisions we all agree
on.

0O 1245

This rule will provide for consider-
ation of permanent extension of seven
different tax provisions, provisions like
section 179 expensing and provisions
like extending the deduction of IRA
distributions to charities. All of us, Re-
publicans and Democrats, have sup-
ported these measures in the past, at
least on a temporary basis. These are
tax provisions that we retroactively
extended less than 2 months ago. Why
shouldn’t we make these popular tax
provisions permanent and do it now,
not retroactively late in the year?

Mr. Speaker, some have criticized
this legislation because it ‘‘isn’t paid
for.” I think Chairman RYAN said it
best in the Rules Committee on Tues-
day. These are provisions of the Tax
Code which we routinely extend, year
after year. They are effectively part of
the existing Tax Code. Permanently re-
authorizing them reflects the policy
this country has maintained for years,
under both Republican and Democratic
administrations and Congress. And
doing so provides business with the cer-
tainty that they desperately seek.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to take
a few moments to note that just as we
have had to examine and pare back the
discretionary side of the budget, we
need to examine and pare back the tax
side of the budget. There are over 200
tax expenditures—or spending on the
“tax side’’ of the ledger—that, if all are
extended, will cost the Federal Govern-
ment more than $12 trillion over the
next 10 years. Many of these provisions
are worthy, but many others should
clearly be eliminated. The sheer com-
plexity of the Tax Code and associated
regulations should push us towards re-
forms so that our Tax Code works for
us all in the 21st century.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend
Chairman RYAN for beginning this
process in earnest and look forward to
the consideration of additional meas-
ures at the appropriate time.

I urge support for the rule and the
underlying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, today
we are considering two pieces of tax
legislation under closed rules. These
mark our 10th and 11th closed rules in
the first 6 weeks of the 114th Congress.
Sadly, this has become the standard
operating procedure in the Republican
House.

In 2011, when Republicans took the
majority, Speaker BOEHNER promised
““the right to a robust debate in open
process.”” He promised many open
rules. Instead, we have just ended the
most closed Congress in history. And if
these past 6 weeks are any indication
of where we are headed, this leadership
seems intent on breaking its own
record for denying open debate on the
House floor.

I also want to point out that the De-
partment of Homeland Security runs
out of money February 28, 16 days from
now. Press reports indicate that the
Republican leadership is scrambling to
gather the votes necessary to pass a
bill.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I have some ad-
vice for my friends in the majority. In-
stead of yelling, instead of pouting and
swearing, bring to the floor a clean De-
partment of Homeland Security Appro-
priations bill, the bipartisan nego-
tiated compromise that has been ready
to go since last November. This is a bill
that could and should be sent to the
President as quickly as possible, espe-
cially considering the international
and national homeland security situa-
tion facing the U.S. and the world at
this very, very moment.

So I have to say that I am a little
perplexed as to why the majority has
chosen this week to bring to the floor
a package of tax breaks that are not
paid for, that are going nowhere, 5 leg-
islative days before the Department of
Homeland Security is going to be
forced to shut down because of Repub-
lican dithering.

And I say going nowhere because
Senate Republicans have said quite
clearly that these bills will not likely
be considered in committee or by the
full Senate. Let me repeat that. These
bills are going nowhere because of the
Republicans in the Senate. They have
made it pretty clear.

So the clock is ticking on funding
our Homeland Security programs, Mr.
Speaker. Are the Republican leaders
planning to let the clock run out, plan-
ning to create another crisis?

We should be debating a clean De-
partment of Homeland Security bill
right now. We ought to vote in a bipar-
tisan way to pass it, have the Senate
do the same thing, send it right to the
President, and actually accomplish
something.

I am also concerned, Mr. Speaker,
with the partisan approach taken by
the Republicans on the Ways and
Means Committee in advancing these
particular tax measures. We went
through this same exercise last year
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with a similar set of bills, only to pass
in the final weeks of the 113th Congress
a l-year comprehensive ‘‘tax extend-
ers” package. The Republican leader-
ship in the House is setting the stage
for a similar confrontation this year,
instead of working in a productive and
bipartisan manner on comprehensive
tax reform.

That is something that the American
people, Democrats and Republicans, all
want. They want us to be working on
it, and they want us to pass a bipar-
tisan comprehensive tax reform bill.

The seven tax provisions before us
today, packaged into two bills, will add
more than $93 billion to the deficit.
There was a time when my Republican
friends actually cared about the def-
icit. I guess those days are gone.

While I support the goals of many of
the provisions contained in these bills,
I cannot vote for legislation that tar-
gets only a handful of tax provisions,
chooses to elevate them and make
them permanent at the expense of
other tax priorities, and then refuses to
pay for them—absolutely refuses to
pay for them.

This Republican package does noth-
ing, absolutely nothing to address key
priorities, like the work opportunity
tax credit and the new markets tax
credit. It fails to address the long-term
status of the child tax credit and the
earned income tax credit that work to
reduce poverty.

If these tax provisions are allowed to
expire in 2017, as currently scheduled,
many working poor families would lose
their child tax credit, and many low-in-
come married couples and larger fami-
lies would see a cut in their EITC. The
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
estimates that if the EITC and the CTC
provisions were to expire, ‘‘more than
16 million people in low-income work-
ing families, including 8 million chil-
dren, would fall into—or deeper into—
poverty.”

The piecemeal, deficit-spending ap-
proach taken by this majority puts
these working family tax provisions at
risk.

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to see
members of the Republican leadership
at D.C. Central Kitchen the other day
talking about hunger. D.C. Central
Kitchen does incredible work to feed
the hungry and help people get back on
their feet.

But count me as a little skeptical be-
cause time after time after time after
time, Republicans have targeted poor
people and the programs that help
them.

If my friends on the other side of the
aisle are serious about ending hunger,
they need to do much more than en-
courage donations to food banks. First
and foremost, they should stop tar-
geting SNAP, the Nation’s premier
antihunger program. They should stop
treating SNAP as an ATM machine for
other programs.

Instead, they should work with us to
increase the minimum wage or at least
give us a vote on increasing the min-
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imum wage. They should work with us
to expand job training programs and
make child care more affordable. They
should work with us to fix the major
flaw in our social safety net; namely,
that when someone gets a job that
doesn’t pay very much, they tend to
lose all their benefits and end up strug-
gling, once again, to put food on the
table, find day care for their kids, keep
their house warm, and pay the rent.

We need desperately to have a serious
and thoughtful discussion about the
long-term sustainability of our safety
net programs.

The Fighting Hunger Incentive Act
makes permanent the enhanced deduc-
tion for contributions of food inven-
tory. I strongly support our food banks
and charitable organizations that work
each and every day to feed the hungry
in this country. I support efforts that
provide incentives to donate food to
these organizations. But one tax break
does not constitute a plan to address
hunger. And it certainly does not make
up for the cuts to SNAP and other safe-
ty net programs that have been pro-
posed and enacted by this Republican
majority.

So in closing, again, I would urge my
colleagues to pay attention to today’s
National Journal Daily, the headline:
“So Far, a Congress About Nothing.”
That is what this Congress is becoming
known as, ‘‘a Congress about nothing.”

Well, work with us in a bipartisan
way to change this headline, and you
could do that by allowing a clean De-
partment of Homeland Security Appro-
priations bill to come before us. We can
pass it in a bipartisan way, and we can
meet the national security needs of our
country and actually do something be-
fore we go home on another break.

With that, I urge my colleagues to
reject this rule and the underlying leg-
islation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

My good friend from Massachusetts
covered a lot of ground. I am not going
to try to deal with every single issue
that he raised in my response. But let
me point out a couple of facts.

First, my friend is concerned about
the deficit, and I appreciate that. But
this is a rather new, novel idea for
Democrats. When the Republican ma-
jority actually took power, the deficit
was $1.4 trillion a year. It is under $500
billion, which is still way too high. But
this majority has taken deficits ex-
tremely seriously and has lowered
them every year.

Second, my friend is worried about
the cost of these tax cuts. That is
amazing to me because when they were
in the majority, they routinely ex-
tended these same tax credits without
paying for them year after year after
year. So the sudden conversion to pay-
ing for tax cuts is new and remarkable
and probably worth some consider-
ation.

Third, my friend is worried about
this coming to the floor under a closed
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rule. Frankly, tax legislation always
comes to the floor under a closed rule.
It is pretty hard to make calculations
otherwise. And that was true with
Democrats. It is true with Republicans.
In this particular case, I am informed
that the minority was offered a chance
to submit an alternative proposal in
the form of an amendment and chose
not to exercise that right. That is cer-
tainly their right. But if they wanted
an alternative, it could have been made
in order. They chose not to do that.

My friend raised the issue of Home-
land Security. And on this, frankly, we
all are concerned. I think all Ameri-
cans are worried. I think where we dis-
agree is, this House has acted. It has
fully funded and passed, and we are
waiting on the Senate to do something.

Now, what is happening in the Sen-
ate? My friend alluded to the fact that
the Republicans were somehow respon-
sible for this in the Senate. As he well
knows, the Republicans on three occa-
sions have tried to bring the bill that
we passed in this Chamber to the floor
for consideration. The Democratic ma-
jority on all three occasions have kept
them from reaching the 60 votes that
Senate rules require. Why? Because
they simply don’t want to vote on any-
thing.

We lived through 4 years of a Demo-
cratic majority that never brought ap-
propriations bills to the floor. They
have already had more votes under the
Republican leadership in the other
body in a matter of weeks than they
had all of last year. The Democratic
majority in the Senate didn’t want a
vote. The Democratic minority in the
Senate evidently does not want a vote
either. And that has frustrated, frank-
ly, both sides and has kept legislation
from coming to be. That is just simply
the reality of it.

We will wait to see what the Senate
does. I would not expect them to pass
exactly what we pass over here. If they
would simply allow consideration for a
bill, something would emerge. We
would go to conference. We would ham-
mer out our differences, and we could
move on and fund the Department of
Homeland Security.

But right now, this is a Senate issue.
This is not a House issue. And this is a
question as to whether or not Demo-
cratic Senators will allow their own
body to function. That is in their
hands, not in ours.

Frankly, I think that we will, unfor-
tunately, see a lot of this in the course
of this session. We will send legislation
over. Democrats will try to keep it
from being considered. I think they
will be offered the opportunity to con-
sider that legislation over and over
again. I hope we don’t see this pattern
repeated time after time after time.

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

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

Again, I urge my colleagues to read
the National Journal Daily today and
pay close attention to this headline,
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““So Far, a Congress About Nothing.”
And that is basically what we are doing
here today.

The tax provisions that we are talk-
ing about here today, the Republicans
over in the Senate are saying that they
don’t intend to bring any of these be-
fore the relevant committees or bring
them to the floor. They are trying to
work on a more long-term comprehen-
sive tax reform bill, as we should be
here. So we can’t blame the Democrats
for that. It is the Republicans in the
Senate who have said they aren’t going
to take this up.

So then the question arises, why are
we doing this? Why aren’t we doing
something that is more urgent and
more pressing, like passing a Depart-
ment of Homeland Security appropria-
tions bill?

And let’s be clear about what the
problem is. There is a bipartisan bill
that Democrats and Republicans agree
on on funding the Department of
Homeland Security. What some of the
more extreme elements in the House of
Representatives on the Republican side
have done is they have loaded it up
with all kinds of anti-immigration pro-
visions.
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They have decided that that is where
they want the debate on immigration,
so all of a sudden, this bill has been
loaded up with extraneous issues that
don’t belong on this bill. Quite frankly,
we think that that is wrong, and Demo-
crats in the Senate think it is wrong.
What we are saying is actually bring
before both bodies a clean bill.

What is so wrong with that? If you
don’t like what the President is doing
on immigration, bring up a separate
bill or sue him again because that
seems to be what my Republican
friends like to do all the time, but
don’t hold up a Department of Home-
land Security bill for a political battle
on an issue, quite frankly, that does
not belong on an appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, again, there are only 16
days left until the funding of the De-
partment of Homeland Security ex-
pires. It is 16 days, but 5 legislative
days only. If it expires, it would shut
down many of the crucial operations
that keep our country safe.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule that will allow for
consideration of a clean Department of
Homeland Security funding bill. With
such serious consequences, it is time to
put politics aside in order to strength-
en our homeland and protect American
families.

To discuss our proposal, I will yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), the distinguished
ranking member on the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge this House to imme-
diately take up and pass the bipartisan
negotiated clean funding bill for the
Department of Homeland Security.
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By defeating the previous question
on the pending rule, we can imme-
diately make in order the bipartisan,
clean, negotiated Homeland Security
bill and stop the theatrics over the
President’s use of executive orders.

My colleague Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD
and I made a similar attempt yester-
day, which was unfortunately defeated
on a party-line vote. It is my sincere
hope that my friends on the other side
of the aisle have further discussed this
issue amongst themselves and that
they are now prepared to end this
standoff.

Mr. Speaker, as of today, we are 135
days into what should have been the
start of the fiscal year. The situation
this House has caused is completely
unacceptable.

We simply cannot wait 1 day longer—
1 more day—to do the right thing, the
responsible thing, and fund these crit-
ical agencies tasked with protecting
this Nation.

As the ranking minority member of
the Appropriations Committee, I was
involved in bipartisan, bicameral nego-
tiations on the omnibus spending bill
that passed the House and the Senate
and was signed by the President last
December.

That package could have contained
all 12 annual spending bills because all
12 were negotiated in conference and
every one of them was ready to go. We
thank Representative PRICE for his role
in negotiating the Homeland Security
bill last Congress.

But an unfortunate decision was
made by the leadership of this body to
omit the Homeland Security bill—not
because there were outstanding issues
or continued disputes. That bill was
stripped from the omnibus because
some in this body were upset by the
President’s executive order on immi-
gration.

They even admitted the President’s
actions had little to do with the Home-
land Security Appropriations bill, yet
that was the choice that was made on
how to proceed.

The Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill was forced to operate under a
continuing resolution instead of having
a full-year bill. Ironically, it meant the
Customs and Border Protection and
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment—two of the agencies tasked with
defending our borders and enforcing
our immigration laws—had to do with-
out the nearly $1 billion increase they
would have gotten under the full-year
bill.

Delaying the full-year bill limits the
Department’s ability to advance the
Secretary’s unity of effort initiative
designed to improve coordination in
our security missions, limits the abil-
ity of the Secretary to move ahead
with the Southern Border and Ap-
proaches Campaign, creates uncer-
tainty regarding ICE’s capacity to de-
tain and deport dangerous criminals,
complicates the Department’s ability
to deal with another influx of unac-
companied children at our border sta-
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tions, delays implementation of the
new security upgrades at the White
House and hiring increases of the U.S.
Secret Service, and delays terrorism
preparedness and response grants for
State and local public safety personnel.

Mr. Speaker, I understand that many
of my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle feel quite strongly about the
President’s use of executive orders on
immigration policy, but I am com-
pelled to remind those colleagues that
they have every tool at their disposal
to pass legislation changing the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

This stunt has gone on too long. It is
time to admit these immigration pol-
icy decisions have little to nothing to
do with the appropriations process. The
Homeland Security bill should never
have been held hostage in this fight.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I put a state-
ment by Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity Jeh Johnson into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD because I thought it
was so important for my colleagues to
read.

In it, the Secretary laid out the con-
sequences of operating under a con-
tinuing resolution and summed up the
dangerous situation we face with a so-
bering message.

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

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

Mrs. LOWEY. “Border security is not
free.”

I couldn’t agree more.

Yesterday, as a result of the party-
line vote in the House on bringing up a
clean bill, many of my majority col-
leagues insisted it was the Senate’s
turn to act, but it is clear for all those
watching that the Senate cannot pass a
Homeland Security bill with the
House’s extraneous riders attached.
Further, the President has made it
abundantly clear he would veto the bill
if these riders remained.

I ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle: What now? Hasn’t this
gone on long enough? Isn’t it time we
abandon the failed strategy and pass a
clean bill funding the Homeland Secu-
rity Department?

To that end, I urge this whole House
to join me today in defeating the pre-
vious question so that my colleague
Mr. MCGOVERN can offer an amendment
to provide a clean, full-year appropria-
tions bill for the Department of Home-
land Security.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Let me return the focus for a mo-
ment at least to the matter at hand,
the legislation in front of us.

In response to my good friend from
Massachusetts’ concerns, remember,
the provisions in the tax legislation
that we are considering have been rou-
tinely enacted for years under both
Democratic and Republican Congresses
and Democratic and Republican admin-
istrations.

They are so automatic that they are
essentially part of the existing Tax
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Code. Frankly, I predict once we get to
the legislation, probably we will have
dozens of my friend’s colleagues vote in
favor of these. That certainly was the
case last year when similar provisions
were brought to the floor. There will be
a lot of Democratic votes for the very
bills that are under consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with my friend.
We do need a larger overhaul of the en-
tire tax system. He is totally correct at
that. We made some progress in that
regard last year. I have no doubt that
is exactly Mr. RYAN’s intent.

The reason to act on these measures
and others like them now that will be
part of any final package is to simply
give our fellow Americans—businesses,
workers, and people that want to make
charitable contributions—tax certainty
early in the year, so they can go ahead
and make their actions knowing that
this legislation is in place.

I am not convinced that none of
these will be taken up by the other side
in the other Chamber. We will see. It is
an unpredictable body, but we will see.

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment
my friend from New York, the gentle-
woman who is the ranking member on
Appropriations. We have gotten 95 per-
cent or so of government funded in
large part due to her efforts in conjunc-
tion with our colleague, the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, and
she was a big reason that that got done
and got done in a bipartisan manner.

We passed legislation across this
floor with the gentlelady’s help, quite
frankly. So all of us, myself included,
owe you a debt in that regard.

I do point out that the legislation on
homeland—we have acted on that.
Now, my friends have said, Well, per-
haps you should sue the President.
That is a good suggestion. About 30-odd
States are doing that right now.

He is in court because the action he
took, in their view, is going to cost
them millions and millions of dollars.
My personal view is perhaps the House
should somehow associate itself with
that lawsuit. That is not my decision
to make, but I think that is an appro-
priate thing to do.

Mr. Speaker, this was an action that
was extraordinarily provocative by the
President. The President has a long
history of using immigration as a po-
litical issue rather than viewing it as a
problem to be solved.

When he ran for office in 2008, he said
he would have an immigration bill on
the floor within 100 days. We had a
Democratic Senate and a Democratic
House, and we never saw the bill.

Then we didn’t hear much about it
for 2 years because he was busy run-
ning for his own reelection. Then later,
we heard a lot about it. The President
said he was going to act before the
election. Then he pulled back from
doing that because he thought, Well,
electorally, this may not be advan-
tageous.

But the minute afterwards when he
thought it was to his political advan-
tage, he rolled it out again. So let’s be
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real here about how serious this effort
is, but it will be challenged in court.

In terms of this body, again, it has
passed appropriate legislation on fund-
ing. It has done exactly as my friend
from New York suggests, use some of
the tools that are legitimately at its
disposal. That bill now rests in the
Senate.

If the Democratic minority in the
Senate will allow it to be brought up, I
would not expect it would come back
exactly as this House fashioned it.
They simply just need to do their job,
send something back, go to conference,
and we can act on it. They have had
lots of time to do this. This was moved
over there weeks ago—or a couple of
weeks ago.

The real problem here, Mr. Speaker,
is the United States Senate, because of
the obstruction of the minority, is sim-
ply choosing not to act. As soon as
they act, I think we will probably move
pretty expeditiously, find some com-
mon ground, and address my friend’s
concerns because I think they are very
legitimate concerns and very appro-
priate in terms of getting the Home-
land Security bill done.

It is a good bill. The underlying bill
that my friend was part of negotiating
was an excellent piece of bipartisan, bi-
cameral compromise. If the Senate
would simply take up the bill in front
of them, I think we could get to the
point we could have an agreement in
rather short order.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue to hope
that the Senate actually does its job.

In the meantime, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
respond to a few of the points that the
gentleman has made in his speech on
the floor here.

First of all, about the process—these
are closed rules that we are dealing
with here today. Yes, while it has been
traditional to give tax provisions
closed rules, there were Members who
actually brought amendments to the
House Rules Committee to help pay for
some of these that I think might have
been able to earn bipartisan support
because I think there are some Mem-
bers on your side of the aisle who
would like these paid for and do not
want to add to the deficit, but they
were not made in order in the Rules
Committee.

There may be other ideas on how to
pay for this so we can truly have a bi-
partisan vote on this and not add to
the deficit, but we will not have that
opportunity because of the rule.

Again, Mr. Speaker, these provisions
that we are talking about would add
$93 billion to the deficit over the next
10 years. Yes, maybe Republicans and
Democrats in the past have extended
these without pay-fors, but that
doesn’t make it right. It just means we
both added to the deficit. Maybe we
ought to get serious about Pay-As-You-
Go.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle insist that emergency unemploy-
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ment benefits have to be paid for, but
when it comes to any kind of tax cut,
they don’t believe anything has to be
paid for, so we should have a more open
process on this.

My friend talks about certainty, that
all we are trying to do is give people
certainty, but that is not the case. It is
not the case because the President has
said that he would threaten to veto
these bills if they weren’t paid for. It is
what Republican leaders in the Senate
have said.

RoY BLUNT, our former colleague in
the House, made it very clear. He said:

As long as the Finance Committee in the
Senate feels there is an opportunity for over-
all tax reform, I think you are going to not
see a quick response to individual bills com-
ing over here. We may deal with them later
on down the aisle, but there is no sense that
the Senate is going to act on this any time
soon.

When we talk about providing people
certainty, that is not what we are
doing here. This is about just kind of
going through the motions for the sake
of going through the motions.

Finally, on the Department of Home-
land Security bill, yes, the House acted
and attached all these radical anti-im-
migrant riders to the Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations
bill.

MITCH MCCONNELL, the Senate major-
ity leader, told reporters on Tuesday:

I think it is clear we cannot go forward in
the Senate, so the next move, obviously, is
up to the House.
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Today is Thursday. Tomorrow we
leave for a break, and it doesn’t seem
like Republican leaders feel the same
sense of urgency that we do over here
that we need to get this business com-
pleted.

Republicans are obviously refusing to
admit the reality of this kind of dan-
gerous anti-immigrant grandstanding.
In fact, when reporters asked House
Majority Leader KEVIN MCCARTHY
whether the House would take up a new
DHS funding bill, he said, “Why do we
have to?”’

Let me respond to the majority lead-
er. The reason why we have to is be-
cause our primary job here is to pro-
tect the people of the United States of
America. By letting this bill lapse, we
are failing in our responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD).

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
I, too, rise to urge my colleagues to de-
feat the previous question on the rule
so it can be amended to make in order
House consideration of H.R. 861, the
clean, bipartisan Homeland Security
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2015.

As we have been reminded by pre-
vious speakers, today is February 12,
135 days into fiscal year 2015, and there
are only 16 days remaining until the
current CR expires. Of these days, the
House is scheduled to be in session only
5. If some of my colleagues have a
sense of deja vu when they hear that, I
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can sympathize. I get the same feeling
when I wake up each morning and find
that Congress is still spinning its
wheels on a full-year funding bill for
the Department of Homeland Security.

I know some of my colleagues believe
the onus to act now lies with the Sen-
ate, as we have heard. I agree, the Sen-
ate should act. While it has had mul-
tiple failed attempts to bring up the
House bill containing the poison pill
riders, the Senate Republican leader-
ship has not tried to bring up the
clean, bipartisan funding bill.

I feel confident that a majority of the
Senate would support the bill without
the poison pill riders added to the
House on the floor. There is only one
way to find out.

The real question is why isn’t the
House Republican leadership willing to
bring the clean Homeland Security bill
for a vote? Why wait? Why not take the
initiative and make H.R. 861 in order
today? We can quickly resolve the
funding dilemma facing the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and the
House could then work its will on im-
migration policy and border security
by debating the legislation reported to
the House by the authorizing commit-
tees. That is the way our process was
intended to work by our framers.

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, the clean
full-year DHS funding bill was nego-
tiated in good faith on a bicameral, bi-
partisan basis, and it addresses the
most pressing needs of the Department
to protect this country from harm. The
President would sign that bill today,
and we should send it to him.

I urge my colleagues to put the safe-
ty of our country first and defeat the
previous question to make in order the
consideration of H.R. 861, the clean
Homeland Security funding bill.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Again, let’s go back over a couple of
points in the process where my friends
and I disagree.

Again, tax legislation normally
comes here under a closed rule—almost
always. Democrats do it; Republicans
do it.

The second point: I bet you that
these provisions that we are discussing
here today will at some point this year,
if not in this legislation, almost cer-
tainly—as a matter of fact, certainly—
be extended and placed. All we are try-
ing to do is move them early so people
know for sure it is going to happen and
can plan and act accordingly—and,
frankly, dozens of my friends who will
vote for this, almost certainly, when it
is actually considered on the floor.
Nothing unusual or extreme here. It is
just simply a way to try to give a
break and a little advance notice to
hardworking men and women that run
small businesses all over America.

On the Homeland Security issue,
again, this is now in the Senate. This
body has acted. The Senate can lit-
erally do whatever it chooses to do. We
have had several suggestions of what
Republican leaders can do or what
Democratic leaders can do.
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Right now, the Democratic minority
has chosen not to allow debate to
occur, not to act on the bill. If they
simply act on the bill, I suspect it will
change. It will not look exactly like
what we sent over. All they need to do
is actually legislate.

Now, this is the oldest book, evi-
dently, in the minority party on the
other body’s playbook, because, again,
they did it when they were in the ma-
jority. They just simply refuse to vote
on things. We don’t have a broken
House. We certainly have differences of
opinion in the House, but at least we
act and actually move legislation
across the floor and put it in the other
Chamber.

All we are asking of Democrats and
Republicans alike in the other Cham-
ber is just do your job. Just send us
something. We will go to conference
with you. We will hammer out a com-
promise, and we will go on from there.

So this sort of deja vu all over again,
I agree with that. We saw a Democratic
majority in the Senate blocking action
on almost any legislation, didn’t pass a
single appropriations bill last year. We
now see a Democratic minority trying
to do, in the same body, essentially the
same thing.

So, hopefully, that lesson will be
learned at some point over there and
they will just simply pick up legisla-
tion and begin to move it. If they do, I
think we can find a lot of common
ground on a lot of important issues.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time.

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, I am
going to urge my colleagues to vote
against the previous question. If we de-
feat the previous question, I will bring
up an amendment that will allow for
there to be a clean vote on the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security appropria-
tions bill. No controversial anti-immi-
grant riders, just the bill that a bipar-
tisan group of Members and the Appro-
priations Committees agreed on in an
up or down vote.

I ask unanimous consent to insert
the text of the amendment in the
RECORD, along with extraneous mate-
rial, immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, while
I have great respect for my friend on
the Rules Committee, and I sometimes
get frustrated by the Senate as well,
the fact of the matter is, at least in the
Senate, they are voting on a lot more
amendments than we are in the House.
We don’t have an open process here. We
have one of the most closed processes,
if not the most closed process, in his-
tory. That is where a lot of the frustra-
tion comes from.

On these tax provisions, I think there
is broad bipartisan support on the pol-
icy. I support, I think, mostly all of
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them. If we worked in a bipartisan way
to make sure they were paid for, I
think you would get a unanimous vote
here in the House.

But for some reason, this notion of
working in a bipartisan way is some-
thing that my friends on the other side
of the aisle just refuse to do. It is their
way or the highway. It is one political
message vote after another, after an-
other, after another. I think people are
getting sick of it.

I go back to the headline in the Na-
tional Journal Daily: ‘“So Far, a Con-
gress About Nothing.”” The reason why
it is about nothing is that this Cham-
ber is not working.

There is no bipartisanship here when
it comes to legislation; there is no give
and take. Routinely, we are being
forced to vote up or down on bills that,
quite frankly, with a few tweaks and
some improvements, would pass. And
the bills that we are talking about here
I think would pass overwhelmingly if
we just open up the process a little bit,
a little give-and-take.

Let’s also be clear, we are not pro-
viding anybody with any certainty
about anything. The Senate leaders of
the relevant committees that would
take up this tax legislation have said
clearly they are not going to take it
up, not any time soon. So it is not ur-
gent that we be debating and doing
these bills here today. What is urgent
is the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill.

For the life of me, I don’t understand
why the Republican leadership can’t
override the views of a handful of ex-
tremists in their party who are insist-
ing on maintaining these anti-immi-
gration riders, holding the Department
of Homeland Security appropriations
bill hostage, and thereby jeopardizing
the security of the people of the United
States of America.

We have b legislative days left to deal
with this, and we are leaving tomorrow
for a break. Again, we go home and tell
our constituents when they ask, ‘“What
have you accomplished?”’ the answer is,
“Nothing.”

We have done nothing. Yes, we have
had debates, we have had votes, but on
things that are going nowhere. Not
only because the President has threat-
ened vetoes on most of the legislation,
but because the House Republicans are
saying: The stuff you are sending over
to us is too extreme.

What have we done? We voted to re-
peal the Affordable Care Act for the
57th or the 58th time, another waste of
taxpayer money going nowhere. We
voted on the Keystone bill twice,
closed rules, and voted on a bill to basi-
cally deny women essential reproduc-
tive rights that was so over the top and
so extreme that the Republican leader-
ship had to pull it and substitute it
with something else.

So that has been the total amount of
work that has been done here. I don’t
know how my Republican friends go
home and brag about, or even talk
about, what we have been doing here
when it has amounted to nothing.
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Let’s do something. Let’s defeat the
previous question. Allow me to bring
up an amendment that would allow for
a clean vote on a Department of Home-
land Security appropriations bill. We
can come together in a bipartisan way,
pass it overwhelmingly in the House,
pass it overwhelmingly in the Senate.
You will all be invited down to the
White House when the President signs
it into law. We all can agree on it and
show our constituents, Democrats and
Republicans alike, that we can work
together and we can get something
done, that we are not a Congress just
about nothing.

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let’s go back to the be-
ginning of this debate and make sure
that folks are very clear about what we
are talking about. We are talking
about extending tax breaks that have
routinely been extended for years—
that Democrats have extended, that
Republicans have extended—that,
frankly, have not been paid for in the
past, and that will most certainly be
part of any overall package that is en-
acted.

We are simply saying let’s make sure
people that have a benefit bestowed in
these areas know and can calculate and
make business decisions accordingly
early in the year instead of scramble at
the very end. It simply makes sense,
and it is simply fair to the American
taxpayer. That is important to remem-
ber.

Also, it is important to remember
that the underlying legislation is ex-
tremely bipartisan. The only part of
this process that will be partisan is the
normal procedural part, where it is al-
most a sort of shirts and skins game
where Democrats all vote against a Re-
publican rule—we do exactly the same
thing when we are in the minority—
and our people mostly vote for that
rule, and I think probably certainly
will today; and then we will actually
have a vote on the underlying legisla-
tion, and many, many, many Demo-
crats will join almost all Republicans
and vote for it.

So we think it is a good piece of leg-
islation, and we also think it is part of
an incremental effort. We think Mr.
RYAN will bring other bills like this to
the floor but also will, in time, make
an overall proposal on tax reform.
Then we will see if our friends are real-
ly serious about engaging in that de-
bate. I am not questioning my friends
on this side of the aisle, but I do have
some serious questions about how seri-
ous the President is about tax reform.
But, again, we will see.

Finally, we have had a great deal of
discussion about Homeland Security.
And, again, just to be clear, this House
has acted and fully funded Homeland
Security. The Homeland is done. It is
funded through the end of this month.
We have got legislation that we have
agreed on.
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The President, in my view, provoked
a crisis by acting unilaterally. That
view, by the way, is not just a narrow
view by a few people. He is in court de-
fending his actions. Over 30 States are
involved in a lawsuit against him be-
cause of what he did. He knew it was
going to be controversial. He waited
until after the elections to try and pick
a fight and I think probably try to
cover up a little bit for how poorly his
side did in that particular election,
anything to change the topic.
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So now we are here.

The House has reacted to that, I
think, in an appropriate form and has
sent it to the Senate. In the Senate,
the Democratic minority has simply
refused to allow any debate. They can
do that under the Senate rules—and I
respect that process—but let’s be clear
about who is stopping the funding of
Homeland Security. It is actually
Democratic Senators, who won’t allow
a measure to even come up for debate.

Now, if that measure came up for de-
bate, what this House passed, I would
suspect that it would be changed in
some ways. I do not expect the Senate
will do exactly what we suggest and
think they should do. They very sel-
dom do that. If they will just do that,
we will arrive at, I think, a common
agreement; we will go to conference;
there will be the normal give-and-take
in politics; and we will reach an agree-
ment.

My friend is concerned about the
openness of the process. Again, I point
out that, when we deal with this kind
of legislation, it is normally a closed
rule, and this has been pretty routine
stuff. I commit to my friend on this
point: we will actually be much more
open in the appropriations process than
my friends were when they were in the
majority. They almost never brought
bills to the floor, and when they did,
they actually, for the first time,
brought them under closed rules. We
will bring our bills to the floor under
open rules, and that is normal in the
appropriations process. I think, if you
actually look at the record of the two
majorities side by side, you will find
that there were a lot more amend-
ments made available to Members of
both sides under a Republican majority
than has been the case when my friends
were most recently in power.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, again, I want
to point out that the legislation in
question is routine, and it should be
enacted on a bipartisan basis. We have
the potential, if the Senate will act, to
actually put it on the President’s desk.
I don’t think he would actually veto it
if we did, but, again, that would be his
call.

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

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 101 OFFERED BY

MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new sections:
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SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 861) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2015, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 861.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

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

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

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the 7 Com-
mittee on Rules] opens the resolution to
amendment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21,
section 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“‘Upon
rejection of the motion for the previous
question on a resolution reported from the
Committee on Rules, control shifts to the
Member leading the opposition to the pre-
vious question, who may offer a proper
amendment or motion and who controls the
time for debate thereon.”

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

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

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

on

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 2 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 32 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
O 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COLLINS of New York) at
2 p.m.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 644, FIGHTING HUNGER
INCENTIVE ACT OF 2015, AND
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 636, AMERICA’S SMALL
BUSINESS TAX RELIEF ACT OF
2015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on ordering
the previous question on the resolution

(H. Res. 101) providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 644) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to per-
manently extend and expand the chari-
table deduction for contributions of
food inventory, and providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 636) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to permanently extend increased
expensing limitations, and for other
purposes, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for any electronic vote on
the question of the adoption of the res-
olution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays
164, not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 77]

YEAS—232
Aderholt Franks (AZ) Massie
Allen Frelinghuysen McCarthy
Amash Garrett McCaul
Amodei Gibbs MecClintock
Babin Gohmert McHenry
Barletta Goodlatte McKinley
Barr Gosar McMorris
Barton Gowdy Rodgers
Benishek Granger McSally
Bilirakis Graves (GA) Meadows
Bishop (MI) Graves (LA) Meehan
Bishop (UT) Graves (MO) Messer
Black Griffith Mica
Blackburn Grothman Miller (MI)
Blum Guinta Moolenaar
Bost Guthrie Mooney (WV)
Boustany Hanna Mullin
Brady (TX) Hardy Mulvaney
Brat Harper Murphy (PA)
Bridenstine Harris Neugebauer
Brooks (AL) Hartzler Newhouse
Brooks (IN) Heck (NV) Noem
Buchanan Hensarling Nugent
Buck Herrera Beutler Nunes
Bucshon Hice (GA) Olson
Burgess Hill Palazzo
Byrne Holding Palmer
Calvert Hudson Perry
Carter (GA) Huizenga (MI) Pittenger
Carter (TX) Hultgren Pitts
Chabot Hunter Poe (TX)
Chaffetz Hurd (TX) Poliquin
Clawson (FL) Hurt (VA) Pompeo
Coffman Issa Posey
Cole Jenkins (KS) Price (GA)
Collins (GA) Jenkins (WV) Ratcliffe
Collins (NY) Johnson (OH) Reed
Comstock Johnson, Sam Reichert
Conaway Jolly Renacci
Cook Jones Ribble
Costello (PA) Jordan Rice (80)
Crawford Joyce Rigell
Crenshaw Katko Roby
Culberson Kelly (PA) Rogers (AL)
Curbelo (FL) King (IA) Rogers (KY)
Dayvis, Rodney King (NY) Rohrabacher
Denham Kinzinger (IL) Rokita
Dent Kline Rooney (FL)
DeSantis Knight Ros-Lehtinen
DesJarlais Labrador Roskam
Diaz-Balart LaMalfa Ross
Dold Lamborn Rothfus
Duffy Lance Rouzer
Duncan (SC) Latta Royce
Duncan (TN) LoBiondo Russell
Ellmers Long Ryan (WI)
Emmer Loudermilk Salmon
Farenthold Love Sanford
Fincher Lucas Scalise
Fleischmann Luetkemeyer Schock
Fleming Lummis Schweikert
Flores MacArthur Scott, Austin
Forbes Marchant Sensenbrenner
Foxx Marino Sessions

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera

Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle (PA)
Brady (PA)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu (CA)
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle (PA)
Edwards
Ellison
Engel

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge

Abraham
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Cartwright
Courtney
Cramer
Duckworth
Eshoo

Esty
Fitzpatrick
Fortenberry
Garamendi
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Tipton

Trott

Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland

NAYS—164

Gabbard
Gallego
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu (CA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton

Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Murphy (FL)

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Nolan

Norcross

Pallone

Pascrell

Payne

Perlmutter

Peterson

Pingree

Pocan

Polis

Quigley

Rangel

Rice (NY)

Richmond

Roybal-Allard

Ruppersberger

Rush

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Schrader

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell (AL)

Sherman

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Takai

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—36

Gibson
Hinojosa
Huelskamp
Kaptur
Lofgren
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Miller (FL)
O’Rourke
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Peters
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Price (NC)
Roe (TN)
Ruiz

Ryan (OH)
Sinema
Swalwell (CA)
Titus
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Walz

Welch

Mr. POCAN changed his vote from
uyeau to una,y.w
Mr. FARENTHOLD changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to “‘yea.”
So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
Stated for:
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Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, on rolicall No.
77, | was attending the Clay Hunt SAV bill
signing at the White House. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 233, noes 163,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 78]
AYES—233

The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Westerman Wittman Young (AK)
Westmoreland Womack Young (IA)
Whitfield Woodall Young (IN)
Williams Yoder Zeldin
Wilson (SC) Yoho Zinke
NOES—163
Adams Gabbard Nadler
Aguilar Gallego Napolitano
Ashford Graham Neal
Bass Grayson Nolan
Beatty Green, Al Norcross
Becerra Green, Gene Pallone
Bera Grijalva Pascrell
Beyer Gutiérrez Payne
Bishop (GA) Hahn Perlmutter
Blumer}a}ler Hastings Peterson
Bonamici chk (WA) Pingree
Boyle (PA) H}gglns Pocan
prsira e
utterfie onda i

Capps Hoyer g;ﬁ};y

g
Capuano Huffman .
Cardenas Israel Rice NY)
Carney Jackson Lee Richmond
o " Roybal-Allard

arson (IN) Jeffries Ruppersberger

Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Rush °
Castro (TX) Johnson, E. B. Sénchez. Linda
Chu (CA) Keating T i
Cicilline Kelly (IL) -
Clark (MA) Kennedy Sanchez, Loretta
Clarke (NY) Kildee Sarbanes
Clay Kilmer Schakowsky
Cleaver Kind Schiff
Clyburn Kirkpatrick Schrader
Cohen Kuster Scott WA),
Connolly Langevin Scott, David
Conyers Larsen (WA) Serrano
Cooper Larson (CT) Sewell (AL)
Costa, Lawrence Sherman
Crowley Lee Sires
Cuellar Levin Sla}lghter
Cummings Lewis Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lieu (CA) Speier
Davis, Danny Lipinski Takai
DeFazio Loebsack Takano
DeGette Lowenthal Thompson (CA)
Delaney Lowey Thompson (MS)
DeLauro Lujan, Ben Ray  Tonko
DelBene (NM) Torres
DeSaulnier Lynch Tsongas
Deutch Maloney, Van Hollen
Dingell Carolyn Vargas
Doggett Maloney, Sean Veasey
Doyle (PA) Matsui Vela
Edwards McCollum Velazquez
Ellison McDermott Visclosky
Engel McGovern Wasserman
Farr McNerney Schultz
Fattah Meeks Waters, Maxine
Foster Meng Watson Coleman
Frankel (FL) Moore Wilson (FL)
Fudge Moulton Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—36

Abraham Gibson Price (NC)
Brown (FL) Hinojosa Roe (TN)
Brownley (CA) Huelskamp Ruiz
Bustos Kaptur Ryan (OH)
Cartwright Lofgren Sinema
Courtney Lujan Grisham Swalwell (CA)
Cramer (NM) Titus
Duckworth Miller (FL) :
Eshoo O’Rourke gVV:iE:?Mi mi
Esty Paulsen Walz ’
Fitzpatrick Pearce
Fortenberry Pelosi Welch
Garamendi Peters
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated for:

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.

78 | was attending the Clay Hunt SAV bill

signing at the White House. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, on the Legisla-

Aderholt Graves (GA) Murphy (FL)
Allen Graves (LA) Murphy (PA)
Amash Graves (MO) Neugebauer
Amodei Griffith Newhouse
Babin Grothman Noem
Barletta Guinta Nugent

Barr Guthrie Nunes
Barton Hanna Olson
Benishek Hardy Palazzo
Bilirakis Harper Palmer
Bishop (MI) Harris Perry
Bishop (UT) Hartzler Pittenger
Black Heck (NV) Pitts
Blackburn Hensarling Poe (TX)
Blum Herrera Beutler Poliquin
Bost Hice (GA) Pompeo
Boustany Hill Posey

Brady (TX) Holding Price (GA)
Brat Hudson Ratcliffe
Bridenstine Huizenga (MI) Reed

Brooks (AL) Hultgren Reichert
Brooks (IN) Hunter Renacci
Buchanan Hurd (TX) Ribble

Buck Hurt (VA) Rice (SC)
Bucshon Issa Rigell
Burgess Jenkins (KS) Roby

Byrne Jenkins (WV) Rogers (AL)
Calvert Johnson (OH) Rogers (KY)
Carter (GA) Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher
Carter (TX) Jolly Rokita
Chabot Jones Rooney (FL)
Chaffetz Jordan Ros-Lehtinen
Clawson (FL) Joyce Roskam
Coffman Katko Ross

Cole Kelly (PA) Rothfus
Collins (GA) King (IA) Rouzer
Collins (NY) King (NY) Royce
Comstock Kinzinger (IL) Russell
Conaway Kline Ryan (WI)
Cook Knight Salmon
Costello (PA) Labrador Sanford
Crawford LaMalfa Scalise
Crenshaw Lamborn Schock
Culberson Lance Schweikert
Curbelo (FL) Latta Scott, Austin
Davis, Rodney LoBiondo Sensenbrenner
Denham Long Sessions
Dent Loudermilk Shimkus
DeSantis Love Shuster
DesJarlais Lucas Simpson
Diaz-Balart Luetkemeyer Smith (MO)
Dold Lummis Smith (NE)
Duffy MacArthur Smith (NJ)
Duncan (SC) Marchant Smith (TX)
Duncan (TN) Marino Stefanik
Ellmers Massie Stewart
Emmer McCarthy Stivers
Farenthold McCaul Stutzman
Fincher MecClintock Thompson (PA)
Fleischmann McHenry Thornberry
Fleming McKinley Tiberi
Flores McMorris Tipton
Forbes Rodgers Trott

Foxx McSally Turner
Franks (AZ) Meadows Upton
Frelinghuysen Meehan Valadao
Garrett Messer Wagner
Gibbs Mica Walberg
Gohmert Miller (MI) Walden
Goodlatte Moolenaar Walker
Gosar Mooney (WV) Weber (TX)
Gowdy Mullin Webster (FL)
Granger Mulvaney Wenstrup

tive Day of February 12, 2015, a series of
votes was held. Had | been present for these
rolicall votes, | would have cast the following
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votes: rollcall 77—I vote “nay,” rollcall 78—l
vote “no.”
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, due to
attending the President’s Bill Signing Cere-
mony of the Clay Hunt Suicide Prevention for
American Veterans Act, | missed the following
rollcall votes: No. 77 and No. 78 on February
12, 2015. If present, | would have voted: roll-
call No. 77—On Ordering the Previous Ques-
tion, “aye,” rollcall vote No. 78—H. Res.
101—The rule providing for consideration of
both H.R. 644—Fighting Hunger Incentive Act
of 2015, and H.R. 636—America’s Small Busi-
ness Tax Relief Act of 2015, “aye.”
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, on February
12, 2015, | missed two votes because | had
the honor to be at the White House for the bill
signing ceremony of H.R. 203, the Clay Hunt
SAV Act. | missed recorded votes No. 77-78.
| would like the record to reflect how | would
have voted if | were present. On rolicall No.
77, | would have voted “yea,” on rolicall No.
78, | would have voted “yea.”
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. HUELSKAMP. Mr. Speaker, today, Feb-
ruary 12, 2015, | was not present for call votes
number 77 and 78 due to attendance at the
White House bill signing ceremony for the
Clay Hunt SAV Act. If | had been in attend-
ance, | would have voted “yea” on rollcall vote
77 and “yea” on rollcall vote 78.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos.
77 and 78 | missed the votes to attend the
signing of the Clay Hunt SAV Act into law, a
bipartisan law that will reduce veteran sui-
cides. Had | been present, | would have voted
“nay” on 77 and “yea” on 78.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

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

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 12, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule IT of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
February 12, 2015 at 1:42 p.m.:

Appointments:

Congressional-Executive Commission on
the People’s Republic of China.

National Council on the Arts.

United States Senate Caucus on Inter-
national Narcotics Control.

Commission on Security and Cooperation
in Europe (Helsinki).

Board of Trustees of the John F. Kennedy
Center for the Performing Arts.

President’s Export Council.

United States Holocaust Memorial Coun-
cil.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———
FIGHTING HUNGER INCENTIVE
ACT OF 2015

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 101, I
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call up the bill (H.R. 644) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to per-
manently extend and expand the chari-
table deduction for contributions of
food inventory, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 101, in lieu of
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means printed in
the bill, an amendment in the nature of
a substitute consisting of the text of
Rules Committee Print 114-5 is adopt-
ed, and the bill, as amended, is consid-
ered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 644

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 ‘““America Gives
More Act of 2015”".

SEC. 2. EXTENSION AND EXPANSION OF CHARI-
TABLE DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF FOOD INVENTORY.

(a) PERMANENT EXTENSION.—Section
170(e)(3)(C) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 is amended by striking clause (iv).

() INCREASE ~ IN  LIMITATION.—Section
170(e)(3)(C) of such Code, as amended by sub-
section (a), is amended by striking clause (ii), by
redesignating clause (iii) as clause (iv), and by
inserting after clause (i) the following new
clauses:

“(it) LIMITATION.—The aggregate amount of
such contributions for any taxable year which
may be taken into account under this section
shall not exceed—

“(I) in the case of any taxpayer other than a
C corporation, 15 percent of the tarpayer’s ag-
gregate net income for such taxable year from
all trades or businesses from which such con-
tributions were made for such year, computed
without regard to this section, and

“(1I) in the case of a C corporation, 15 percent
of taxable income (as defined in subsection
(0)2)(D)).

““(iii) RULES RELATED TO LIMITATION.—

“(I) CARRYOVER.—If such aggregate amount
exceeds the limitation imposed under clause (ii),
such excess shall be treated (in a manner con-
sistent with the rules of subsection (d)) as a
charitable contribution described in clause (i) in
each of the 5 succeeding taxable years in order
of time.

“(II) COORDINATION WITH OVERALL COR-
PORATE LIMITATION.—In the case of any chari-
table contribution allowable wunder clause
(ii)(11), subsection (b)(2)(A) shall not apply to
such contribution, but the limitation imposed by
such subsection shall be reduced (but not below
zero) by the aggregate amount of such contribu-
tions. For purposes of subsection (b)(2)(B), such
contributions shall be treated as allowable
under subsection (b)(2)(4).”.

(c) DETERMINATION OF BASIS FOR CERTAIN
TAXPAYERS.—Section 170(e)(3)(C) of such Code,
as amended by subsections (a) and (), is
amended by adding at the end the following
new clause:

“(v) DETERMINATION OF BASIS FOR CERTAIN
TAXPAYERS.—If a taxpayer—

“(I) does not account for inventories under
section 471, and

“(II) is not required to capitalize indirect costs
under section 2634,
the taxpayer may elect, solely for purposes of
subparagraph (B), to treat the basis of any ap-
parently wholesome food as being equal to 25
percent of the fair market value of such food.”.

(d) DETERMINATION OF FAIR  MARKET
VALUE.—Section 170(e)(3)(C) of such Code, as
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amended by subsections (a), (b), and (c), is

amended by adding at the end the following

new clause:

“(vi) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET
VALUE.—In the case of any such contribution of
apparently wholesome food which cannot or
will not be sold solely by reason of internal
standards of the taxpayer, lack of market, or
similar circumstances, or by reason of being pro-
duced by the taxpayer exclusively for the pur-
poses of transferring the food to an organization
described in subparagraph (A), the fair market
value of such contribution shall be determined—

“(I) without regard to such internal stand-
ards, such lack of market, such circumstances,
or such exclusive purpose, and

“(II) by taking into account the price at
which the same or substantially the same food
items (as to both type and quality) are sold by
the taxpayer at the time of the contribution (or,
if not so sold at such time, in the recent past).”’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise provided
in this subsection, the amendments made by this
section shall apply to contributions made after
the date of the enactment of this Act, in taxable
years ending after such date.

(2) LIMITATION; APPLICABILITY TO C CORPORA-
TIONS.—The amendments made by subsection (b)
shall apply to contributions made in taxable
years ending after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 3. RULE ALLOWING CERTAIN TAX-FREE DIS-
TRIBUTIONS FROM INDIVIDUAL RE-
TIREMENT ACCOUNTS FOR CHARI-
TABLE PURPOSES MADE PERMA-
NENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(d)(8) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
striking subparagraph (F).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to distributions made
in tazxable years beginning after December 31,
2014.

SEC. 4. SPECIAL RULE FOR QUALIFIED CON-
SERVATION CONTRIBUTIONS MADE
PERMANENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) INDIVIDUALS.—Subparagraph (E) of section
170(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to contributions of qualified conserva-
tion contributions) is amended by striking
clause (vi).

(2) CORPORATIONS.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 170(b)(2) of such Code (relating to qualified
conservation contributions) is amended by strik-
ing clause (iii).

(b) CONTRIBUTIONS OF CAPITAL GAIN REAL
PROPERTY MADE FOR CONSERVATION PURPOSES
BY NATIVE CORPORATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 170(b)(2) of such
Code is amended by redesignating subparagraph
(C) as subparagraph (D), and by inserting after
subparagraph (B) the following new subpara-
graph:

“(C) QUALIFIED CONSERVATION CONTRIBUTIONS
BY CERTAIN NATIVE CORPORATIONS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any qualified conservation
contribution (as defined in subsection (h)(1))
which—

“(1) is made by a Native Corporation, and

“(II) is a contribution of property which was
land conveyed under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act,
shall be allowed to the extent that the aggregate
amount of such contributions does not exceed
the excess of the taxrpayer’s taxable income over
the amount of charitable contributions allow-
able under subparagraph (A).

““(it) CARRYOVER.—If the aggregate amount of
contributions described in clause (i) exceeds the
limitation of clause (i), such excess shall be
treated (in a manner consistent with the rules of
subsection (d)(2)) as a charitable contribution to
which clause (i) applies in each of the 15 suc-
ceeding taxable years in order of time.

““(iii) NATIVE CORPORATION.—For purposes of
this subparagraph, the term ‘Native Corpora-
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tion’ has the meaning given such term by sec-
tion 3(m) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Section 170(b)(2)(A) of such Code is
amended by striking ‘‘subparagraph (B) ap-
plies” and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (B) or (C)
applies’.

(B) Section 170(b)(2)(B)(ii) of such Code is
amended by striking ‘15 succeeding years’ and
inserting ‘15 succeeding taxable years’ .

(3) VALID EXISTING RIGHTS PRESERVED.—Noth-
ing in this subsection (or any amendment made
by this subsection) shall be construed to modify
the existing property rights validly conveyed to
Native Corporations (within the meaning of sec-
tion 3(m) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act) under such Act.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to contributions made
in taxable years beginning after December 31,
2014.

SEC. 5. MODIFICATION OF THE TAX RATE FOR
THE EXCISE TAX ON INVESTMENT
INCOME OF PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4940(a) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking
“2 percent’ and inserting ‘‘I percent’’.

(b) ELIMINATION OF REDUCED TAX WHERE
FOUNDATION MEETS CERTAIN DISTRIBUTION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Section 4940 of such Code is
amended by striking subsection (e).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

SEC. 6. BUDGETARY EFFECTS.

The budgetary effects of this Act shall not be
entered on either PAYGO scorecard maintained
pursuant to section 4(d) of the Statutory Pay-
As-You-Go Act of 2010.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill
shall be debatable for 90 minutes,
equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) each will control 45
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 644, the Fighting Hunger
Incentive Act of 2015.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Here is what we are trying to accom-
plish with this legislation today: we
are trying to provide some more cer-
tainty.

Small businesses, they have to be
able to plan for the future. Charities
who are serving those in need, they
also have to plan for the future. Fami-
lies need to know whether there is
going to be help for them at the local
food bank. A lot of them look to the
Tax Code, ironically, when planning for
the future. They need a tax code that is
easy to understand. But that is not the
Tax Code that we have today. Whether
we make the Tax Code more com-
plicated—well, if we do that, we are
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making their lives more unpredictable.
That is a disservice to the people we
are trying to serve.

What would really help would be to
fix our broken tax system. And ulti-
mately, our goal is to get to a tax code
that is simpler, that is flatter, that is
fairer for everybody. But we have still
got work to do on that front, and life
doesn’t wait for Washington. In fact,
Washington has a really bad habit of
letting really important provisions ex-
pire, only to renew them retroactively.
This has got to stop, and we are trying
to fix this.

So this bill would make several of
these provisions permanent. Number
one, it would encourage charitable giv-
ing. Number two, it would help people
contribute to charities from their
IRAs, Individual Retirement Accounts,
tax-free. Number three, it would let
people deduct food bank donations
from their taxes, and it would make
other changes that make giving less
expensive.

The quick to the short, Mr. Speaker,
is these are provisions in the Code that
we know—because it has been dem-
onstrated—make a big difference.
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It is so important that we have a vi-
brant civil society, that space that
stands between ourselves and our gov-
ernment, which is where we live and we
lead our lives, that it is vibrant and
that that space is there to help people
in need. Private charity is the glue
that keeps our communities together.

In so many instances, private char-
ities thrive on the good will and the do-
nations and the generosity of other
people, of businesses, and those busi-
nesses are affected by the Tax Code.
What we have to do is provide cer-
tainty to those businesses who want to
be generous and to those people who
want to be generous, but to these char-
ities who need some predictability, so
they can plan their charitable endeav-
ors.

Mr. Speaker, knowing that this is a
bipartisan notion, knowing that the
good work that is done by these groups
is absolutely essential to healing peo-
ple in our communities, to getting peo-
ple on to lives of self-sufficiency, get-
ting them to where they want to be in
life, the least we can do is provide some
certainty so more of this can happen.

Last year, Mr. Speaker, we waited
until the end of the year to extend
these provisions retroactive to the first
of the year but only for that year—oh,
and by the way, last year, we waited
until December 11 to tell all of these
charities, these donors to charities,
Okay. Now, here is the benefit for the
past year, but guess what, it already
expired the beginning of this year.

I know that it sounds kind of com-
plicated. The point is this is no way to
run a railroad. We need to provide fam-
ilies with certainty. We need to provide
charities with certainty. That is what
this bill does.

The part that we are going to have a
debate here, Mr. Speaker, is nobody
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seems to have a problem when we do
this 1 year at a time. Nobody seems to
have a problem suggesting that we
“pay for it”’ which is, in my opinion,
another way of saying raise taxes on
other people just to keep them the
same when we do it 1 year at a time,
but when we say, Let’s make this thing
permanent, this thing that we do once
every year that everybody is fine with,
instead of doing it once every year and
sometimes retroactively, let’s just do
it permanently so people in families
and businesses can plan, then all of a
sudden, there is a big problem.

I personally don’t understand that. It
makes no sense because who we are
serving is not Washington, who we are
serving are the people who are trying
to survive, are the people who are the
beneficiaries of these charities or the
charities who are doing the good
works. That is why we are bringing
this legislation to the floor. I am very
excited to be a part of this.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all the
Members on both sides of the aisle for
their hard work in this area, and with
that, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I shall consume.

Mr. Speaker, the issues here are not
the merits. That isn’t the issue. The
issue is whether we proceed this way.
Proceeding this way is the opposite of
bipartisanship—its very opposite. The
chairman has said he wants to find
common ground on common aspects.

What this does is essentially pull ter-
rain out from under common ground. It
is the opposite of a search for common
ground. The President has said he will
veto. We have the messages right here
once again. It is the opposite of biparti-
sanship.

It is also, if I might say, the opposite
of certainty for taxpayers. We went
through this last year. These bills will
not become law, period. If they were to
pass the House and the Senate, they
would be vetoed. That happened last
year. It did not become law. It will not
become law this year.

These provisions will be continued if
we don’t pass tax reform. Mr. Chair-
man, you control the schedule. If you
don’t want to wait until December, do
it earlier if tax reform doesn’t become
a reality.

That is another problem with this
bill and these bills. They are the oppo-
site of tax reform. You don’t do tax re-
form in a piecemeal fashion. Dave
Camp, to his credit, understood that,
so he came up with a comprehensive
package.

In the Senate, Republicans under-
stand this. Senator BLUNT said last
week:

As long as the Finance Committee feels
there is an opportunity for overall tax re-
form, I think you are going to not see a
quick response to individual bills coming
over.

What could be clearer? What could be
clearer?

This is also the opposite of fiscal re-
sponsibility.
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You have here three opposites—real-
ly four, and four opposites make a big
minus.

Fourteen billion is the cost of this
bill and 79 billion, the next bill—that is
93. We marked up just a few hours ago
in Ways and Means two more bills, one
42 billion and another one 177 billion—
that is 219. And you add up those, over
$310 billion in terms of adding to the
deficit.

There has been some talk about help-
ing the middle class. Action is the op-
posite of platitudes. Where is the ac-
tion on the child tax credit? Where is
the action on the EITC also affecting
working and middle class families?
Where is the action on the work oppor-
tunity tax credit? Where is the action
on the minimum wage? The answer is
we are now several months into this
session.

A reporter said to me, What is bill
number one?

I said, I have no idea.

How about other bills that really ad-
dress the needs of the middle class of
this country?

As expressed in Ways and Means, so
many of us are very opposed to what is
really a counterproductive path here.
The merits, again, are not the basic
issue.

The basic issue, do we want to fly in
the face of bipartisanship, fly in the
face of certainty for taxpayers, fly in
the face of tax reform, and fly in the
face of fiscal responsibility? We should
not be doing that. We should not be

doing that.

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. At this

time, I would like to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KELLY), the distinguished member
from the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak
very well about H.R. 641, the Conserva-
tion Easement Incentive legislation. I
get confused sometimes by the discus-
sion on the floor.

If I understand it, if you do it for a
year or 2 years and you don’t pay for it,
that is good policy, that is good legis-
lation, that is good for America, but if
you go beyond that time, it is not good.

This is a piece of legislation that
came up in 2006. In fact, my colleague
Mr. THOMPSON brought it up. He and
Chairman Camp did it. He and Mr. Ger-
lach, who retired last year, did it. This
just makes good sense.

I can tell you something about this.
It is not only bipartisan, it is bi-
cameral. It is in the President’s budg-
et. If you are talking about trying to
work together to get somewhere, isn’t
this it? Isn’t this it?

Sometimes, we always try to bend
the rules for something else, but this is
about conservation. This is about al-
lowing a landowner to set property
aside. So I don’t care if you are a farm-
er or a rancher, I don’t care if you are
a hunter or a hiker, I don’t care if you
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like to look at birds or hunt birds,
there are over 65 associations around
the country that say, Please do more of
this, set this ground apart.

Now, if you are a farmer or a ranch-
er, you can still work that ground. All
you are saying is this is a set-aside,
this ground can’t be developed, we
can’t lose this ground.

This is so basic who we are as Ameri-
cans. We are saying, Let’s preserve
what we have. Let’s just keep what we
have. Let’s make sure that our kids
can hunt, hike, and swim. Let’s make
sure that they can fish. Let’s make
sure they can do all those wonderful
things that this land affords us to do.

Then it becomes, Gosh, this is about
politics. It is not about policy. It is
good policy. It has never been paid for.
I just don’t understand why, all of a
sudden—mow—why is it paid for?

I am only starting my third session
here; but, my God, you would never do
this back home. I wouldn’t do this. I
am an automobile dealer.

I couldn’t do this to a customer and
say, Yeah, it is okay now, but do you
know what, later on, you are going to
have to pay me for it.

And they say, Wait a minute, I
thought you gave it to me.

No, no. We are going to take it back.

Mr. Speaker, there are millions of
acres that have been set aside now.
Why not give some permanency to
this? We talk about tax reform. Let’s
give it some permanency. Let’s do
what makes sense for all of America.

Let’s talk about preserving Amer-
ica’s ground and making sure it doesn’t
go under development. People can still
farm it, and they can still ranch on it.
It just makes good sense.

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I am just asking our friends
on the other side, let’s think about
what is good for the people we rep-
resent and not what is just good for the
moment.

We have always done this in the past.
It has only become a problem now be-
cause it is not a 1-year extender or a 2-
year extender. Now, all of a sudden, we
say, Well, let’s just let people know
this is the way it is always going to be
from now until all time.

But, no, that is a bad idea to do that.
You don’t want to give anybody cer-
tainty. You don’t want to give anybody
permanency.

There is no time in my life that I
would ever say to my friends, my fam-
ily, or anybody I represent, This is just
a temporary thing for me. Tomorrow, I
may have a change of heart.

I just ask my friends, H.R. 641—Mr.
THOMPSON is on this piece. Let’s make
sure that we move forward for Amer-
ica. Let’s make sure that we set ground
aside for the future.

Mr. LEVIN. It is now my pleasure to
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), our distin-
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guished whip, who is going to supply, if
the gentleman will wait here, for a
very clear answer.

Mr. HOYER. The ranking member
didn’t write my speech, so I am not
sure what my answer to the distin-
guished gentleman’s comments is, but I
will say this to my friend, I am not for
1 year. I may vote for 1 year, but that
is not what we ought to do. It ought to
be paid for if it is 1 year, 2 years, per-
manent. There is no free lunch.

You are in the automobile business.
People come into your automobile
store, and they would say, I would like
to have that car for $10,000.

And you say, Now, look, I paid $20,000
for that car. I can’t sell it to you for
$10,000.

There is no free lunch. Unpaid tax
cuts are a free lunch, a pretense that
somehow it is just free, but I will tell
my friend it is not free.

The chairman, who was the chairman
of the Budget Committee, offered a
budget which cuts food stamps $125 bil-
lion. This bill is called the Fighting
Hunger Incentive Act—$125 billion cut
in food stamps. I tell you my friend
voted for a $40 billion cut in food
stamps in the farm bill.

I am not for free lunches. I am for a
lot of these tax cuts, but I am not for
taking it out of the mouths of children,
I am not for taking it out of NIH, and
I am not for taking it out of our na-
tional security. We have got to pay for
what we buy, and I vote that way.

The chairman and I were one of 18
people one time that voted against a
very popular bill that had to do with
Social Security. We thought it was not
paid for and not fiscally responsible,
and he and I were one of 18 people in
this House that voted against it.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I don’t have much time,
but maybe we can get some more. 1
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I could
not be in better or more agreement
with you. I have watched for 6 years—
an opportunity in a country with the
greatest assets in the world—watched
our working class, our middle-income
people, our lower-income people suffer
the greatest harm they have ever had
in their life.

If this is truly about getting America
back to work, putting food in the
mouths of our children and being able
to do all these things, the only one way
to do that is to have a dynamic and ro-
bust economy. That is what I think we
need to do.

I have watched it for 6 years. It is ap-
palling what we have allowed to have
happen in a country that has been
blessed with so many things. It is just
bad policy. We can’t get beyond the
politics. That is what is hurting our
people.

It is not the fact that this is not
being paid for because we are not ma-
nipulating it for a year or 2. The whole
purpose of why we should be here is
let’s raise all America. Let’s get every-
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body looking up, being able to feed ev-
erybody. We shouldn’t have to have
programs for people who can’t take
care of themselves because, by their
very nature, they can do that. We have
all of that potential.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, I used to have a magic 1
minute. I don’t have that now. I would
be glad to participate in debate. We
have had bad policy, I tell my friend.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I agree.

Mr. HOYER. Terrible policy.

I don’t know about you, but I am for
Simpson-Bowles. The problem with
Simpson-Bowles for some people is it
paid for what it did, just like the Camp
bill. The Camp bill made tough choices,
and it was a zero-sum game in the
sense that it cut taxes and it paid for
them—a zero-sum game—just like you
had to run your business because, if
you didn’t run your business that way,
you would have gone bankrupt.

Now, I fought for that for a very long
period of time and voted that way, as I
say, one of 18 with my friend from Wis-
consin, but I tell my friend, yes, we are
following bad policy.

This bill, you can argue for the mer-
its. I get that. The next bill, you can
argue for the merits, and the bill after
that and the bill after that and the bill
after that, and you have then caused
$600 billion in deficit spending that
your kids and my kids will have to pay
for because we are too old to be around
long enough to pay for it.
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So I rise against this bill not because
I am against fighting hunger. Every-
body ought to be against fighting hun-
ger.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield an additional 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land.

Mr. HOYER. But when you talk
about fighting hunger, don’t cut food
stamps $40 billion. Don’t suggest the
way we pay for this tax cut is to cut
$125 billion from food stamps over the
next 10 years, as the chairman did.

I disagree with that policy, and I re-
spect the chairman.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. No, I can’t yield any
more because I am running out of time.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of two bills
that we are considering on the floor
this week to make tax cuts permanent,
and it is unfortunate that neither of
these bills is paid for 1 year or perma-
nently. Together, they would increase
the deficit by $93 billion. Nobody is
suggesting we are going to pay for
that, so our kids will pay for it.

Democrats support extending many
of the preferences we are talking
about, but we are also deeply con-
cerned about America’s fiscal future.
And I voted that way, not just talked
that way.

I hear a lot of talk from my friends
in the majority about the debt, but
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that talk too often fails to translate
into fiscally responsible policy. It
didn’t in 1981 when we cut taxes deeply
and increased the national debt from
the time I came in under Reagan 189
percent, more than any President that
has been President during my term in
the last 34 years.

We have seen these two tax bills be-
fore—when Republicans brought them
to the floor last Congress, along with
several other permanent tax cuts,
which, together, would have ballooned
the deficit by more than $600 billion.
That is twice what we will spend on
medical research at NIH and 10 times
what it would cost to expand commu-
nity college access.

I also hear a lot of my friends on the
other side of the aisle talk about a bro-
ken tax system. I tell my friend, that
system is going to remain broken. That
system is going to remain broken un-
less we do what Camp did.

Did I agree with everything that
Camp did? No. But I respected him for
putting together a package of tax re-
form that gives what Mr. RYAN says we
need, and I agree with him—certainty.
People need to know. These ought to
all be permanent. The R&D tax credit
ought to be permanent so people can
plan.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield an additional 1
minute to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. America’s businesses
and families deserve the certainty that
comes from tax reform, not partisan
piecemeal reform bills that under-
mine—undermine—tax reform. That is
what ROY BLUNT was talking about.

ROY BLUNT has already been quoted,
so I won’t repeat the quote. But what
he said is, as long as the Finance Com-
mittee feels there is an opportunity for
overall tax reform, I think you are not
going to see a quick response to indi-
vidual bills coming over.

That is why this is bad policy; be-
cause you are not going to get from
here to there unless you have a com-
prehensive bill that makes the tough
tradeoffs and summons the courage of
this Congress to pass meaningful, per-
manent, paid-for tax certainty for our
citizens.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 1 minute to say I truly,
sincerely want to say this.

I very much respect the majority
whip. We have had a great relationship
over the years. I very much respect the
gentleman. He is a class act legislator.
I look forward to his support of our
coming work from the committee if he
wants to be part of tax reform.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman.

That was the longest magic minute I
think I have seen.

Mr. HOYER. No, I have done longer
when I had the minute, believe me.

I want to tell the gentleman, in all
sincerity, I look forward to being able
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to support a bill that is comprehensive,
paid for, and gives our citizens and in-
dividual taxpayers the certainty they
need to have the confidence they need
to grow our economy.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I just want to keep on my time.

Let me ask about the time allot-
ment, by the way. Who is where.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has 37 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Michi-
gan has 33% minutes remaining.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, normally, I don’t try to
get into these baseline issues because
it is kind of arcane budget issues. But
here is where I think there is an incon-
sistency or a problem, and so people
listening to this debate, there is a lot
of confusion here.

If we were talking about a spending
bill—let’s just say the highway trust
fund or TANF, Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families—and it expired and
we said, well, let’s just extend this bill,
this law, and the spending in it at its
current levels for another 5, 6 years, we
wouldn’t have to ‘“‘pay’ for that. It
wouldn’t cost anything. It is already in
the baseline. So if we were basically
talking about a spending bill here,
none of these kinds of criticisms would
hold merit, would be usable.

So here we are talking about taxes,
and so I think people are getting the
impression from this debate that we
are talking about a tax cut here, that
we are talking about doing something
to businesses or individuals and cut-
ting their taxes. These are laws that
are already on the books. Charities,
that is what we are talking about here
in this particular bill. All we are say-
ing is don’t raise their taxes. That is
what we are saying here.

The choice before us is fairly obvious.
Either we raise taxes on small busi-
nesses and individuals with respect to
charitable giving, or we keep them
where they are today and just go raise
taxes on somebody else, or we acknowl-
edge reality for what it is: they have
these benefits, they have had these
benefits, we all agree they ought to
keep these benefits, and every year we
renew these benefits.

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self an additional 30 seconds.

But we do it in such an awful way.
We wait until the end of the year, then
we do it retroactively or we do it 1
year. Nobody knows what is going on.
Nobody can predict the Tax Code. No-
body can make decisions. As a result,
these charities, these families, these
small businesses suffer. That is what
we are trying to fix here.

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SCHOCK),
a distinguished member of the Ways
and Means Committee.

Mr. SCHOCK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman.
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I would just say so much has been
said I am not sure I will need 3 min-
utes.

Obviously, I am here to speak in sup-
port of a measure that I introduced in
this body last July that passed by a 2
to 1 majority. That means nearly every
Republican and tens and scores of
Democrats, a whole host of Democrats
that passed by a 2 to 1 majority, voted
for almost identical language con-
tained in this bill.

Now, the negotiation in the agree-
ment between the House and the Sen-
ate to make this more permanent fell
apart, and so we did what we have al-
ways done, which is extend it for an-
other year.

Just a few months ago—just a few
months ago—Republicans and Demo-
crats came together in this body to
vote on identical legislation to extend
it a year at a time. In fact, this piece
of legislation has been extended four
times since 2006 under the same pro-
posal that we are submitting here, just
not a year at a time but, rather, per-
manent, the same pay-fors or lack
thereof, written almost identically.

So what is at stake? What is at stake
is how much the people of our respec-
tive districts are going to benefit and
whether they will benefit.

Back in my district, the head of the
Galesburg Community Foundation says
that, when he is meeting with donors,
if they can give to their IRA, as this
bill will allow, they give, on average,
four times the amount of goods and
services that they would otherwise give
without the IRA donation provision—
four times.

This isn’t about the donor; it is about
the recipient. And so I would just sim-
ply ask: Why don’t we give the cer-
tainty not to the donor but, rather,
give the certainty to the recipient,
whether it be food and shelter, whether
it be education benefits here in our
country and around the world, a ben-
efit from this provision, give them the
certainty, do what we have always
done, but do it early and do it now?

Rather, I would ask anyone who
stands up to oppose this: 10 months
from now, where will your vote be on a
1-year extension? Where will your vote
be on a 2-year extension? What is
wrong with making what we have been
doing since 2006 1 year and 2 years at a
time permanent?

It is important for us to give the cer-
tainty to the beneficiaries and to the
communities who benefit from this
provision. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this.
And I hope, once again, as we did last
July, this body will pass this bill with
an overwhelmingly 2 to 1 majority.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

The answer to the gentleman is you
pay for certainty. If you make some-
thing permanent, you should pay for it.
And that is essentially what our chair-
man did when he chaired the Budget
Committee. His budget never assumed
these provisions were permanently in
the baseline or he would never have
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been able to say he balanced the budget
in 10 years. That is the reality.

If you want to add hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars to the budget, you have
got to face up to paying for them; oth-
erwise, you squeeze out other nec-
essary programs.

Mr. Speaker, it is now a pleasure to
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT), a member of our
committee, a very active member.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, cer-
tainty, we are told, is the key factor
here—first words from Chairman RYAN
in support of this bill. I think the first
certainty we have here is the knowl-
edge that this bill is part of a package
that, approved through today, is cer-
tain to borrow $317.5 billion. That is
basically a request to this House and
this Congress that we approve the bor-
rowing of $317.5 billion. And when you
look at other measures they have ap-
proved in the past, they are really on a
pathway to borrowing almost $1 tril-
lion to finance these tax cuts.

I believe that certainty is important
to taxpayers. I think that when some-
one pays for Medicare and Social Secu-
rity, they need to be certain that it
will be there. They need to be certain
that the water that they drink and the
air they breathe is not contaminated.
They need to be certain that the food
that they put on their family’s table is
safe, that it has been inspected by a
meat inspector or another type of
health inspector. They need to be sure
when they drive home, they need to
have the certainty that the bridge that
they drive over is not going to fall
down, as it did in Minneapolis a few
years back. They need to be certain
that there is educational opportunity,
quality education, for their children.
They need to be able to do all this
without just having to rely on charity.

This bill certainly selects a subset of
tax provisions that benefit a few Amer-
icans and gives them preference. And I
like some of these provisions. In fact, I
am a cosponsor of some of these provi-
sions, like the conservation easement.
But they are measures that can and
should be fully paid for instead of ask-
ing for another IOU. And because they
are select provisions, they exclude
many working and middle class Amer-
ican families.

For example, the American Oppor-
tunity Tax Credit, which is based on
the principle that we want all Ameri-
cans to be able to get postsecondary
education in a college or a trade
school, but a choice that they make
and get $2,5600 directly off of their tax
bill to pay for tuition and books; the
child tax credit that so many American
families claim to help with their chil-
dren; the earned income tax credit that
even President Reagan said was a key
factor in getting people out of poverty,
those are key provisions that were left
over on the side and not selected for
borrowing or for anything else.

It is certain that many Americans
have been left out of this very costly
package. Working families do need to
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depend on more than charity. They
need to be able to depend on this Con-
gress to respond to their needs.

Now, there is seldom a week that
goes by in the area of medical research
that there is not a group here on Cap-
itol Hill concerned with Alzheimer’s
research, multiple sclerosis, diabetes,
Parkinson’s, cancer, AIDS, or any
number of dreaded diseases, basically
saying: Find a cure for my family
member or my neighbor; find a cure be-
fore I get this dreaded disease. There
are groups that come here after the
tough droughts we had here last year
saying the Forest Service and the
weather service need more resources in
order to deal with the natural disasters
associated with climate change.
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We have been unable to find the
funds for our crumbling roads and
bridges. We do not have the investment
we need from pre-K to postgraduate in
education.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an
additional minute.

Mr. DOGGETT. When you dig an-
other hundreds of billions of dollars—
or maybe $1 trillion—into debt, it pro-
vides an excuse for many of those who
don’t believe in those programs to say:
Gee, we would love to help you with
education for your children, and, yes,
it would be good if we had another
meat inspector, but we just can’t afford
to do that.

So we get to the point that Mr. RYAN
has raised: Why is it we should raise
taxes on some in order to maintain and
renew some expired tax credits for oth-
ers? I think there are two reasons.

One is that some people are still not
paying their fair share. We have got
some multinational corporations that
don’t pay as much as a percent of their
income as the people who clean up
their offices. The second reason is that
it is for the same reason that we say, if
we need additional money for our na-
tional defense or for our educational
and retirement security at home, we
have to come up with the revenues to
pay for that if we are to maintain any
sense of fiscal responsibility.

There are some good provisions in
this bill, but we need the certainty
that we will not be digging ourselves
deeper into debt, preventing our ability
to meet other vital national needs for
our families.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 10 seconds to say: I won-
der what the reaction would be if we
chose to change the way that the
spending baseline is treated, such that,
if any program in its authorization ex-
pired, then it would expire on the base-
line, and you would have to offset the
spending for renewing any program. I
would be curious to see what the reac-
tion would be for that.

I yield 3% minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PAULSEN), a member of the Ways
and Means Committee.

The
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Mr. PAULSEN. I thank the chairman
for his leadership on leading the effort
to simplify the Tax Code and give some
confidence and certainty to those who
use it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
legislation, the America Gives More
Act. This legislation is absolutely
about helping those who are most in
need. Those are our charities and our
foundations across the country, which
are working day in and day out to help
those who are most in need.

There are a number of important tax
rules that we have already discussed
that are governing charitable dona-
tions and charitable organizations, but
they have always been temporary. We
have already had these provisions in
law, and they have already expired, so
here we are, acting under retroactivity
already. It is time to get rid of these
short-term fixes and embrace long-
term solutions. This legislation simply
makes the provisions permanent.

It encourages companies to donate
food to help feed the hungry. It makes
it easier for individuals who might
want to use their money in their IRA
retirement funds and give that money
to charitable organizations to help oth-
ers of all varieties. It incentivizes land-
owners to help protect and preserve our
environment for future generations
through conservation easements.

I want to just address one other pro-
vision that is in this bill, which I actu-
ally authored with my colleague, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, to help simplify the
Tax Code for private foundations. He
has been a very strong advocate in
leading this effort.

I think we would all agree that pri-
vate foundations make a world of dif-
ference in our communities. We all
have them in our States. I know, in
Minnesota, we have 1,400 different
foundations that donate about $1 bil-
lion annually to all of those who are in
need. Across the country, there is
something like 86,000 foundations that
give tens and tens and tens of billions
of dollars. Now, these are really im-
pressive figures, but the truth is those
figures could actually be a lot higher,
and here is why.

The foundation community has come
to us, and they are telling us that the
Tax Code is discouraging them from ac-
tually giving large donations. Today,
these institutions face a really com-
plex, cumbersome, two-tiered system
of taxation that requires them to pay
either a 1 percent or a 2 percent excise
tax on their investment income, but in
order to qualify for the low rate in any
given year, they have got to go and do-
nate an amount greater than the aver-
age of their b-year rolling average from
the previous 5 years.

This, actually, creates a very per-
verse disincentive for these founda-
tions to not make any donations of
large amounts in times when we might
have a natural disaster, when there are
economic tough times. Absolutely now,
this is because a large donation in
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these times would significantly in-
crease a private foundation’s 5-year av-
erage and make it difficult for them to
actually qualify for the lower rate. It
also makes sure that they are not
going to get the low rate for the next 4
years. We are eliminating this dis-
incentive by replacing a very com-
plicated, two-tiered system with a sim-
ple, flat, 1 percent excise tax on all pri-
vate foundation investment income.

It is important to simplify the tax
planning process especially for smaller
foundations, because they are the ones
who are spending money on account-
ants and lawyers to navigate the Tax
Code when those are valuable resources
that could actually be used to help give
grants to others who need those re-
sources. This bill simply makes sure
that charitable giving decisions are
going to be based not on the Tax Code
but on the needs of our communities.

The bottom line is: every dollar that
these organizations are paying in taxes
is one less dollar that they are giving
to those who truly need it. I ask my
colleagues to join in supporting this
legislation.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, it is now
my real pleasure to yield 1 minute to
the gentlewoman from California,
NANCY PELOSI, our distinguished lead-
er.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and for his leadership on
helping to have a budget that produces
growth to reduce the deficit.

Mr. Speaker, today, we are talking
about issues on which we are very
much in agreement in terms of the pol-
icy toward charitable giving. In fact,
some of this legislation has been intro-
duced by Mr. LEVIN and Mr. THOMPSON
on the Ways and Means Committee, in
fact, in offering an amendment in
Rules last night, which was rejected by
the Rules Committee, to go forward in
a way that was fiscally sound and was
paid for.

Here is the problem that we have. We
all want to have comprehensive tax re-
form, where we can close loopholes and
we can lower the tax rate and we can
have transparency in our Tax Code. In
order to go to the table to do that—and
I know there is bipartisan interest in
doing so—we should go to the table
with as much freedom as possible and
not constrained by taking rifle shots
on the floor of the House for certain
pieces of the Tax Code. The whole
package that the Republicans are put-
ting forth is about $800 billion. That is
a lot of money.

It is important for people to know
that, in our budget every year, we have
a part of the budget that is called tax
expenditures. They are well over $1
trillion. Some of them are worthy, and
we want to protect them—certainly,
charitable deductions fall in that cat-
egory—but many of them are not.
Many of those tax expenditures, which
means giving a tax break whether it is
special interest loopholes in the Tax
Code to special interests, do not create
growth. They increase the deficit, and
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they are just like spending. They are
called expenditures because they are
giving a tax break to certain special in-
terests.

Okay. How does that fit in here?

We want to go to the table—put ev-
erything on the table—and subject it to
agnostic scrutiny to say: What works
for growth? What is fair about trans-
parency? How do we proceed in a way
that lowers the corporate rate? in-
creases the revenue to the budget? that
has fairness, simplicity, and trans-
parency?

What the Republicans are proposing
this week is totally in opposition to
our being able to do that effectively.
What they are saying is let us take $800
billion—permanently, unpaid for—out
of the mix, and then we have less to ne-
gotiate on in terms of what we can do
on the other side of the budget, which
are investments into the future.

I have always said—and I think that
most economists would agree—that
nothing brings more money to the
Treasury or reduces the deficit more
than investments in education—early
childhood education, K-12, higher ed,
postgraduate—lifelong learning. That
is about growth. That is about bigger
paychecks, confidence to spend, de-
mand injected into the economy, jobs
created, revenue produced. It is all part
of how we can go forward with a budget
for the future that creates growth and
reduces the deficit.

So we have this obstacle, which
sounds very good. How do you vote
against these provisions, which are
good provisions, about nonprofits and
conservation and all of these other
things? We agree—as I say, our col-
leagues have introduced them—but
then you say that they are perma-
nently unpaid for. Again, mixing some
of the good with the not so good is like
a Trojan horse moving in. It looks
good, but wait a minute. There is a lot
in the gut of that horse that is not
good for growth or for reducing the def-
icit.

All we are saying to everyone today
is we can come to agreement on some
of the principles about tax deductions
for charitable organizations. It is curi-
ous to hear our colleagues talk so mov-
ingly about providing food for hungry
people when very few of them want to
vote for food stamps, but that is a
whole other issue. It just shows some
inconsistency in all of this.

Just remember this one thing: if we
want to have comprehensive tax re-
form—if we want to reduce the deficit,
if we want to have balance in terms of
investments plus how we produce rev-
enue—we have to do it in a comprehen-
sive way. That is what a budget is
about. What we are doing today is to
throw up, to just stack the deck
against any investments in growth, be-
cause we have already taken $800 bil-
lion off the table if we go down this
path.

What we are doing today is to say
other tax reforms that we want to
make for fairness are already in jeop-
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ardy because of some of what is in this.
As I say, some are positive and some
are not. Let’s be discerning in how we
make the judgment. You can’t be dis-
cerning by saying: I am going to vote
for permanent, unpaid-for tax expendi-
tures—which, as I say, have a blend of
positive and negative in them, but it is
hard to make a distinction without
seeing the whole, big picture of it.

I urge my colleagues to say: While I
support some of what is good in all of
this, I do not support permanently tak-
ing it off the table for consideration
and not paying for it at this time.

In order to talk this through and
have a clear instead of this drive-by ap-
proach to tax policy—an antideficit ex-
ploding spree that our Republican col-
leagues are on while they profess to be
deficit hawks—and while we are work-
ing this out and having a discussion
about this, we, in our motion to recom-
mit, will have a 1-year extension of the
provision that we are talking about
here so that, okay, in the course of this
time, we will go forward with a tax ex-
tender for 1 year.

Hopefully, in that time, under the
leadership of the Budget chair, who is
also from the Ways and Means Com-
mittee—he understands these issues
very well. In fact, his own budget
would not be consistent with what he is
putting on the floor today as he is the
former chair of Ways and Means, now
of the Budget Committee. No. It is the
reverse, but it is related. They are so
related because how we produce rev-
enue is so essential to how we do our
budget, and the gentleman knows that
because his own budget would be incon-
sistent with what is on the floor today.

So I say to my colleagues: Hold on.
Vote ‘“no’” on this. Vote ‘“‘yes’” on the
motion to recommit, which gives us a
year to talk this through but to do so
in a way that reduces the deficit, pro-
duces growth, makes bigger paychecks
from that growth to increase more rev-
enue, and we would have these provi-
sions go forth in a way that is fair,
that is paid for, and that is part of
comprehensive tax reform.

With that, again, I thank the gen-
tleman for his exceptional leadership
and the members of the Ways and
Means Committee for their courage in
opposing something that has popular
appeal. There is a reason why. They are
not bad policies. It is just that they are
not paid for, and they are permanent.
We should do this, but we should do it
right. I urge my colleagues to vote
“no” on the bill and ‘‘yes’ on the mo-
tion to recommit.

I thank the gentleman for his leader-
ship.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 30 seconds.

I want to say to the gentlewoman,
the minority leader, that I appreciate
the tone and the temperament of her
remarks. I thought that was well done.
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I disagree with the basic premise on
baseline. I won’t get into the details. I
talked about that a little bit before.
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So I have some differences of opinion
on the facts as she laid them out. I see
it quite differently. But I thought that
was a good tone and temperament that
speaks well to the need for tax reform
that is comprehensive. We believe that
this helps move us in the right direc-
tion toward tax reform.

I won't go to the baseline issues
again, only to say I think this is a posi-
tive step in the direction toward com-
prehensive tax reform, which clearly
the gentlewoman—meaning both par-
ties—agree is something that we have
to tackle.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM),
a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr. ROSKAM.
RYAN for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from
California said that we needed to use
agnostic scrutiny when we are evalu-
ating these. I think it is a little bit am-
bitious to have a roomful of agnostics
when we are all true believers. We all
come in with an agenda.

An agnostic, Mr. Speaker, would look
at the four things in the bill that we
are contemplating today and would say
of all four of these things: Surely these
are not going to get caught up and
swept away in tax reform; surely, it is
not going to be how we are treating
food charities; surely, it is not going to
be how we are dealing with conserva-
tion easements; surely, it is not how
we are treating IRA contributions to
charities; and surely, it is not trying to
make private foundations and give
them a sure footing. Surely, these are
the things we can all agree on based on
agnostic scrutiny.

Did you notice something, Mr.
Speaker? There is nobody on the other
side of the aisle who has stood up today
and said: The food charity thing? Dis-
aster. I’'m against that. Or: Conserva-
tion easements? Ridiculous. Look into
that a little bit more. Or: The IRA con-
tributions? Be careful there. Or: Pri-
vate foundations, getting them all
squared away? I'm against it. Not one
person said that.

So what was their argument? They
wrap themselves up in process. But by
wrapping themselves up in process,
they have opened themselves up to
criticism, because if we had gone a dif-
ferent route, if the chairman had taken
a different path, they would have said:
Chairman RYAN, why don’t you start
on things where there is bipartisan
agreement? And here the chairman is
bringing bills to the floor that have
been enthusiastically, actively sup-
ported, Mr. Speaker, by our friends on
the other side of the aisle. Why have
they supported them? Because they are
good ideas. This is where there is an in-
credible amount of common ground.

There have been some false argu-
ments made on the other side that are
just not that persuasive, and the argu-
ment by the gentleman from Texas cre-
ated the impression that if you vote
‘‘yes’ on this, then we are not going to

I thank Chairman
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be able to afford meat inspectors. We
are not going to be able to have bridges
or a cure for cancer. It is somehow out
of our reach. Spare me.

Mr. Speaker, I am reminded at times
like this of a letter that Thomas Jef-
ferson wrote in 1790 to a man named
Charles Clay. I am going to give you
three lines from this letter that I have
committed to memory because I think
it deeply resonates where most Ameri-
cans are when they look at our House
today.

Thomas Jefferson wrote
Charles Clay. He said:

The ground of liberty is to be gained by
inches. We must be content what we can get
from time to time and eternally press for-
ward for what is yet to get. It takes time to
persuade men even to do what is for their
own good.

Mr. Speaker, that is Jefferson’s ad-
monition—no stranger to vision, no
stranger to the big picture as the au-
thor of the Declaration of Independ-
ence.

We don’t walk away from tax reform,
the aspiration that we all have, but it
is to say: Look, if we are going to be
agnostically scrutinizing these things,
even an agnostic would say this ought
not to be caught in the crossfire.

We ought to vote ‘“‘yes” for this bill
and move it along.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Essentially, what the gentleman
from Illinois says is: Well, let’s do tax
reform by picking and choosing a piece
or a few at a time.

That is the opposite of tax reform. He
described it. That is the difference.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON), a very distinguished member of
our committee.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today as the
Democratic lead on the conservation
easement bill and to very regrettably
say that I rise in opposition to this bill
that I think so highly of.

I don’t disagree with the policy. I
don’t disagree with the need for cer-
tainty, something that has been re-
ferred to many times today. And I
don’t disagree that the way the Repub-
licans did it last year—in the last 2
weeks and doing it retroactively—I
don’t disagree that that was the wrong
way to do it.

I have worked for permanency on
conservation easements ever since
Chairman Camp and I passed the big
expansion in 2006. I have been the
Democratic lead in every Congress to
make conservation easements perma-
nent.

Conservation easements are good
public policy. They protect open space.
They protect important ag lands. They
protect important wildlife habitat.
They are essential for clean air and
clean water. They are essential for lo-
cally sourced good, healthy food. They
are important to hunters, to fishermen,
to conservationists.
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They are important to people who
live in rural areas and they are impor-
tant to people who live in urban areas.
Nowhere is that more apparent than
what happened in New York. We were
able to save New York City from hav-
ing to spend $8 billion in building a
water filtration system because we
were able to protect their watershed
area, in large part through conserva-
tion easements.

We all know that these are impor-
tant. Every one of us knows it is im-
portant. That is why every Congress,
when we introduce this bill, we get up-
ward of and sometimes over 300 bipar-
tisan coauthors on the bill, but the
problem is this bill isn’t paid for, as
you have heard a number of times.

Sadly, I offered an amendment that
would have totally offset the cost of
the conservation easement portion of
the bills that we are taking up today.
It was an offset with no tax increases.
It didn’t increase anybody’s taxes,
didn’t put the taxes on the back of
somebody else, didn’t shift the cost to
anyone else. As a matter of fact, it fo-
cused on scofflaws who have been able
to avoid paying their taxes because of
a short statute of limitations. We of-
fered to extend that statute of limita-
tions. We could have paid for this
whole thing. Unfortunately, my friends
on the Republican side of the House re-
jected that amendment.

So instead, we are here with this bill,
not paid for. Instead, today, we are
going to vote on $93 billion worth of
unpaid-for tax bills that will add $93
billion to our deficit.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. If you
add that to what our Republican col-
leagues did in the Ways and Means
Committee this morning when they
passed $225 billion of unpaid-for tax ex-
penditures, that means that just today
the Republican side of this House spent
$320 billion that we don’t have, directly
shifting the cost to our deficit and our
debt.

This is not tax reform, Members, and
this is not paid for. It is not a good way
to proceed, and I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
member from New York (Mr. REED), a
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr. REED. I thank the chairman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the underlying bill, the America
Gives More Act of 2015. In particular,
Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about a bill
that is near and dear to me, and that is
the Fighting Hunger Incentive Act,
which is a subpart of this underlying
bill.

The ranking member and I had a con-
versation the last time this legislation
was before the House for consideration.
We got a large bipartisan vote in sup-
port of the fighting hunger provisions.

The
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And I know the ranking member, the
gentleman from Michigan, has worked
extensively on this legislation for
years and years and years. I know in
our last debate and conversation here
that the ranking member had some
concerns that I questioned whether or
not he cared about the people that
were going to be helped by this act.

I want to make it clear here today,
Mr. Speaker, I understand the ranking
member cares about those individuals,
just as I do—just as all of us, as Demo-
crats and Republicans, should be focus-
ing this debate not necessarily always
about the arguments of D.C. but about
the people that we came here to rep-
resent and help.

Fighting hunger is a bipartisan issue.
We unite as Americans when our fellow
citizens are suffering. When you look
at the millions of Americans who are
going hungry every day, Mr. Speaker,
we shouldn’t be divisive. We shouldn’t
be arguing about the details of what
my opponents on the other side are
putting forth today.

We should stand for those millions of
Americans, where we say this tax pol-
icy is going to result in tons and tons
of food not going into landfills, not
going into the garbage, but going onto
the tables of our fellow Americans that
could use that food the most: the hun-
gry, the poor.

And we can argue whether there are
other ways to do it and there are other
things that we can do to help them, but
we can agree that this is one piece of a
solution to this problem that we could
pass today and move the needle and
care for our fellow Americans.

That is why I ask my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this
legislation. We don’t want food going
into landfills. We want food to be put
on the table of the people that need it
most.

We have concerns about the debt on
both sides. I get it. But here is an op-
portunity for us to come together. I am
concerned about the debt. My col-
leagues are concerned about the debt.
But here is an opportunity for us to
show the American people that sent us
here that we care about them, we are
listening to the American people, and
we are willing to do something about it
in order to make sure that this policy
results in that food going to our fellow
citizens who need it most.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, if could I
ask how much time we have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) has
22Y% minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) has
21%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), another distin-
guished member of our committee, the
chairman of our Caucus.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I think we should clarify something.
Every day, Americans donate food,
clothes, and money to charities. Mil-
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lions of Americans do that all the time.
Most of those Americans don’t expect
to get something in return. They do it
because it is the right thing to do, and
it makes them feel like they are part
of the American community. So every
day Americans are giving.

Now, the Tax Code happens to also
try to encourage us to do more giving,
which I think all of us agree is good. So
let’s remove that from the debate be-
cause I think we are confusing folks
who might be watching this.

This isn’t about trying to give people
an incentive to give because Americans
are doing it whether or not the Tax
Code says to them: We want you to do
this.

The issue is this. Under the Tax
Code, some Americans—not a majority
of Americans, not even a third of
Americans, but a fraction of Ameri-
cans—can take advantage of the provi-
sions in the Tax Code that give them
tax breaks for having given something.

You have heard a discussion about
food. If you gave canned goods because
the boy next door put up a bag and you
put canned goods in there and you gave
them away, this provision isn’t about
that. No. There are a fraction of Amer-
ican taxpayers, mostly companies, res-
taurants, and so forth, who can take
advantage of that. You can’t. Ameri-
cans can’t take advantage of that pro-
vision.

Say you have an IRA, or Individual
Retirement Account. Some Americans
have an IRA. The majority of Ameri-
cans don’t, but some do. You want to
be charitable. Say you have done fairly
well. You want to give some of your
IRA to a charity. The Tax Code says:
We want to incentivize you to do that.

0 1545

The Tax Code right now says you can
give up to $100,000 in your IRA to char-
ity. Guess what? That won’t be recog-
nized as income.

How many Americans make $100,000?
Not too many—but say you make
$100,000. How much are you going to
pay in taxes? How many of you have
$100,000 in your IRA that you give away
to a charity? Well, there are some peo-
ple who can, and there are some people
who do. Guess what? They get a tax
break for doing that.

It is a pretty big tax break if you
think about how much you would pay
in taxes on $100,000 of your income.
They get to give that money away.
Guess what? They don’t get taxed a
cent on that $100,000 that they just
gave out of that IRA that they can do.

By the way, you don’t get to just do
it once in your lifetime. Every year, an
American can give away $100,000 out of
your IRA and get the tax break.

How many Americans do that? A
tiny, tiny fraction—but guess what?
When you take that IRA rollover tax
break and you take that other tax
break for those companies that can
give away food and you take the other
tax breaks for those who have land
that they could give away to a charity,
guess how much it adds up to?
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It adds up to what we, today, provide
in funding to do research against
breast cancer and all the research fund-
ing we put in to do Alzheimer’s re-
search, the same amount of money.

When people say, You don’t have to
worry about the cost of that, you don’t
have to pay for this—well, we could
spend twice as much money to find a
cure for breast cancer, twice as much
money to find a cure for Alzheimer’s
disease, if we weren’t giving away
these tax breaks to somebody who can
afford to give away $100,000 in their
IRA every year to do good.

By the way, that wealthy American
could give $100,000 out of that IRA
today, but they get a tax break for
doing it. Would that stop them from
giving away $100,000 just because they
don’t get the tax break? I don’t think
S0.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. BECERRA. I don’t think so be-
cause you don’t have to be wealthy in
America to give. We all want to give.
In fact, the folks who give the most are
the folks who earn the least. They give
what they can.

How many times have you been in-
vited to someone’s home who you know
it is hard for them to put food on the
table, and they invite you to eat at
their home, and they don’t expect you
to give them a thing?

We give because we think it is the
right thing to do. The Tax Code wants
to incent that, and that is good be-
cause we want to help charity.

To say that it doesn’t have to be paid
for, when we have to pay for all the
cancer research, for breast cancer,
when we have to pay for the research
to cure Alzheimer’s disease, when we
have to pay for those food inspectors to
make sure that the food that gets on
our table is free of carcinogens and dis-
eases and microbes that could endanger
us—absolutely, we have to pay for
those things. As it was said earlier,
there is no free lunch.

All we are saying is this: Let’s do
good. If we are going to give someone
who is wealthy a chance to do good,
let’s pay for it. Let’s figure out a way
to do that because we want to be chari-
table, but let’s not play this game that
it doesn’t cost somebody in America
for this tax break to go mostly to
wealthy folks.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
at this time, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
MCCARTHY), the distinguished House
majority leader.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman and the chairman
for yielding.

I have to pause for a moment. We de-
bate a lot of things on this floor, and
they are worthy debates, and they are
interesting debates, but let’s first, Mr.
Speaker, tell the American people
what we are debating today. Fighting
Hunger Incentive Act, that is what we
are debating.
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Lots of times, I question why we
have debates on the floor certain
times. Right now is one of them. I real-
ly wonder if the American people tuned
in today and said: You were really hav-
ing an argument against Fighting Hun-
ger Incentive Act?

Let me walk through what we are de-
bating because, just a couple of days
ago, I just went down the road here to
the D.C. Central Kitchen. It is a non-
profit, feeds a lot of homeless, also
helps people build jobs.

You know how it was created? Be-
cause a small businessman saw people
who were hungry, then he saw an inau-
gural for the 4l1st President of the
United States and said: Should that
food all be wasted?

He took the leftovers and found
someone who needed it. Then he went
further and he goes: You know what,
these people coming to eat, what they
really need is they need a job, so why
don’t I create a culinary school?

Ninety-nine classes have gone
through this culinary school. And you
know what? I met this young man who
went through class number two. Early
in his life, he did some things wrong,
and he was incarcerated for more than
20 years.

But you know what his life is today?
He is the supervisor for 8 years. He has
a b-year-old daughter, and he has a col-
lege fund for that daughter. That is be-
cause the current Tax Code allows it to
happen.

Mr. Speaker, when I listen to the
other side, you would think we are cre-
ating a whole new bill. We are taking a
Tax Code and extending it, instead of
having a problem when someone won-
ders: Will I still get that donation?

So I asked them, I see how many peo-
ple you feed here and the number of
volunteers—if you want to volunteer at
the D.C. Central Kitchen, you have to
sign up, and the opening is in May be-
cause people want to give back.

They say 60 percent of all the food
they get is donated. They get fish that
would actually go into a dump before-
hand. But you know what? It is not
easy, if you are a small farm some-
where else, to donate it.

This incentive allows it happen.
Why? Because one person saw a need—
he didn’t go to government to do it,
but he used the system to actually en-
hance and build it up.

I don’t have to just go to D.C. to see
this. I see this in my own community.
My wife and I go down to the mission
in Kern County. I see lives changed. I
see people fed.

But you know what? I see all walks
of life. I was down to feed the mission
one day, and a person that was just a
couple of lines behind it in there to get
food went to the same elementary
school as me and the same junior high
and the same high school. That is the
greatness of this country, that we are
willing to help one another.

Mr. Speaker, I just don’t understand.
If we are willing to help each other,
why do we have to fight to make it al-
lowed to do that?
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There are worthy fights on this floor,
but this is not one. We are better than
this, Mr. Speaker. I will tell you this:
What I am most amazed and dumb-
founded by, this bill has a veto threat.

This bill to help hunger, to help the
next Dawain, to help the next indi-
vidual be fed, has a veto threat.

You know what? I read the veto
threat. The administration doesn’t op-
pose the provision because it is already
in law.

So many times, people say: Why do
you wait till the last minute in this
House? Well, we are not now. We are
taking it up early, so nobody has a
problem.

But you know what the administra-
tion, Mr. Speaker, the President said?
He is threatening to veto this bill be-
cause Congress didn’t pass other bills
the President wanted and because the
President might oppose future bills
that the House could pass.

Seriously? That is just wrong. Mr.
Speaker, I believe in this country. I be-
lieve in mankind. I believe in the good-
ness of all of us. It is not about party.
It is about helping one another.

We are fighting for the incentive to
end hunger and encouraging others to
do it. We shouldn’t have to debate
about it. We should celebrate it.

I look forward to this bill passing
with a large majority and the Presi-
dent signing it and all of us, as Ameri-
cans, coming together to help the most
precious because it is in every single
one of our communities, hunger.

Let’s put our political games aside,
Mr. Speaker, and let’s rise to what peo-
ple expect of this House, to help the
common good.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

I think the majority leader is leaving
the floor, but I want him to hear me. I
am an original if not the original spon-
sor of the provision regarding food do-
nation. I have a son and daughter-in-
law who are working on this very issue.

The issue is this: the majority leader
helped lead an effort to cut food stamps
by $40 billion. The argument was we
could not afford it. Now, they come
forth here with a provision that they
don’t want to pay for, added to other
provisions that will cost $200 billion,
$300 billion, going to $700 billion or $800
billion.

That puts a bad name on the notion
of commitment. Commitment needs to
have some consistency.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DANNY K.
DAVIS).

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I have long supported the
tax incentive for businesses to deduct
charitable contributions of food inven-
tory. Indeed, I have a bill to expand the
deduction for non-C corps, as does the
bill under consideration.

The food inventory deduction allows
us to help stock America’s food banks
and feed the hungry. Importantly, we
need to address the food inventory de-
duction because, unlike other business
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tax extenders, the food deduction pro-
vision cannot be useful if extended
retroactively. If it expires, our hunger
relief organizations miss out on poten-
tial donations of food.

In Chicago, where I live, one in six
people, including children, do not know
where their next meal is coming from.

In addition to advancing charitable
and S corps tax provisions, this com-
mittee should be prioritizing the per-
manent extension of the earned income
tax credit to help the working poor af-
ford food and other basic needs for
their families.

We should be prioritizing the new
market tax credits to help distressed
communities so that the hungry can
have jobs so that they can purchase
their own food and not rely on food
banks.

Although I strongly support
incentivizing charitable donations of
food inventory, I do not support pass-
ing unpaid for, permanent, and piece-
meal tax breaks while the needs of
other vulnerable citizens go unmet.

We should be considering the EITC,
AOTC, new market tax credit, work op-
portunity tax credit, tuition and fees
deduction, teacher tax benefits, Prom-
ise Zones, and hundreds of other tax
provisions that help our communities
and our people.

One of the things that I have
learned—if I know nothing else—is
something that Frederick Douglass
was known for saying, that in this
world, you may not get everything that
you pay for, but you most certainly
will pay for everything that you get,
and if you don’t pay one way, then you
will definitely pay another way.

The price of increasing the deficit,
not providing a broad, comprehensive
tax reform effort, is something that we
ought not be paying for. The principles
and concepts in many of the provisions,
obviously, we agree, but we do not
agree that you can go on paying for
what it is that you need.

Mr. Speaker, I will vote
these provisions.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished

’

“‘no” on

gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
EMMER).
Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today in support of the Fighting Hun-
ger Incentive Act of 2015.

Roughly one in 10 Minnesotans live
in poverty. Sadly, this means that
many Minnesotans, including children,
lack access to the food and resources
they need to maintain a healthy and
active lifestyle.

This morning, I had an opportunity
to tour and make sandwiches at Mar-
tha’s Table, an organization here in
D.C. that reaches more than 18,000 peo-
ple through their programs. I saw first-
hand the need for legislation like this.

This legislation will permanently ex-
tend the enhanced charitable deduction
for all businesses that donate food to
charities and food banks. This will en-
courage more businesses to chip in and
help in the ongoing fight against hun-
ger.
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We have an obligation to help those
around us, and this is a nonpartisan,
bipartisan way to make a big dif-
ference.

O 1600

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN
HOLLEN), our ranking member on the
Committee on the Budget so dedicated
to these issues. If he needs more time,
he should just ask.

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

Mr. Speaker, things are not always
what they seem, and this is one of
those cases. It is unfortunate because
tax incentives for charitable giving are
the kind of issues we should be han-
dling in a bipartisan way. We should be
working together in a bipartisan man-
ner to reform our Tax Code and this as
part of that.

Unfortunately, we are not doing that
today, and this bill along with the se-
ries of other bills that will be coming
to the floor in the days to come will
add $350 billion to our deficit over the
next 10 years.

Mr. Speaker, most of the bills that
are coming next are permanent exten-
sions of tax breaks to major corpora-
tions. In the process, they don’t pay for
any of that. They don’t close a single
corporate tax loophole to provide those
tax breaks.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am holding in
my hand the budget that Republicans
passed in this House just a year ago.
Now we have the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means—he was
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, a good friend of mine. In their
budget last year, they said they would
not do what they are doing today. They
passed a budget saying they would not
have tax extenders that added to the
deficit. I am reading right here from
the budget that I think passed unani-
mously with Republican votes. It says
they will only do these tax extenders if
such measures would not increase the
deficit for the period of fiscal years 2015
to 2024.

Here we are, less than a year later,
throw their budget out the door. Why
did it matter? Because last year they
wanted to pretend their budget was in
balance after 10 years, and they knew
that if you had these tax extenders
that were unpaid for, they wouldn’t
have a balanced budget. It wasn’t bal-
anced anyway, but no matter, that is
why they did it.

Now, why does this matter beyond
the fact that the Republican majority
did one thing last year and is doing
something different today? It matters
because when you increase the deficits,
our Republican colleagues are going to
come right back around to us and say:
You know what? The deficits are going
to go up, and so we have to cut some of
the investments that are supposed to
help vulnerable people—the very people
our Republican colleagues say they
want to help today. They are going to
say: Deficits are going up. We have got
to cut those programs.
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You know how we know that? Even
before they increase the deficit like
they are doing today, they were cut-
ting those investments last year. In
fact, while they are claiming to fight
hunger today, here is what the budget
from last year did: it would have cut
the food and nutrition programs by 20
percent, $137 billion. That would have
ended nutrition assistance for 3.8 mil-
lion Americans.

Now, I heard one of my friends and
colleagues, Mr. ROSKAM from Illinois,
saying Democrats are opposing this.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an
additional 2 minutes.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I heard some of
our colleagues saying we are opposing
this on the basis of process. Really?
Cutting nutrition assistance programs
for 3.8 million Americans is process?

You know what else their budget did?
It cut the category of spending that we
use for the Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren program to the point that 200,000
women, infants, and children would
have been cut off of supplemental nu-
trition assistance under the Women,
Infants, and Children program. Proc-
ess? Really? I thought our colleagues
were saying they wanted to fight hun-
ger.

That budget last year, the one I am
holding in my hands that passed here,
you know what else it did? It did not
extend tax credits for vulnerable peo-
ple. It did not extend the earned in-
come tax credit bump up. It did not ex-
tend the child tax credit. At the same
time, they had a budget, and I suspect
they will again this year, that cuts the
top income tax rate for millionaires.
That is what they do.

We can do a lot better, Mr. Speaker.
That is what Democrats are saying. We
can make these reforms to the Tax
Code. We can make the charitable de-
duction permanent, but we can do it in
a way that doesn’t hurt other programs
for hungry people. We can help hungry
people through one mechanism without
hurting those same people through an-
other mechanism. That is why the
President said he was going to veto
this bill, not because it helps the de-
duction for charitable giving. This is a
bill that says we are going to help
some hungry people. But you Kknow
what? We are going to do something
else in our budget that actually hurts
those same hungry people even more,
much more.

Now, I am also holding in my hand
the Democratic budget that was pre-
sented last year. You know what we
do? We permanently extended this
charitable deduction—permanently—
just like this bill. But you know what
we did not do?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an
additional 2 minutes.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend.
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So I just want to be clear. In our
budget, we extended permanently this
charitable deduction to fight hunger,
the fighting hunger incentive. We did
that.

But you know what we did not do?
We did not cut the food and nutrition
program, SNAP, by 20 percent. You
know what we did not do? We did not
cut the part of the budget that funds
the Women, Infants, and Children pro-
gram so that 200,000 people would not
have the benefit of that.

You know what we did do? We cut a
lot of the corporate tax breaks. We said
we should not have a Tax Code that ac-
tually rewards American companies
that move American jobs and capital
overseas, so we would cut down on
those. In that way, we were able to pay
for them. That way, Mr. Speaker, we
were able to extend the charitable de-
duction permanently, but we were also
able to avoid cutting the Women, In-
fants, and Children program and avoid
cutting the food and nutrition pro-
grams. That is what we are saying.

Unfortunately, the bill before us
today, what they are saying is, by in-
creasing the deficit, yes, we are going
to extend this program to fight hunger;
but, on the other hand, when their
budget comes around next year, they
are actually going to pass stuff that
hurts those same people even more.

What we are saying is we don’t have
to help people by hurting people. We
can do it all if we are willing to cut
some of those corporate tax breaks, tax
expenditures, spinning the Tax Code
for major corporations that are put
there because they have good lobbyists
in Washington.

So let’s do this the right way. That’s
the way we did it in the Democratic
budget last year. That is the way we
will do it in the Democratic budget
again this year. Let’s not help people
by hurting other people or even hurt-
ing the people we are trying to help.

Mr. Speaker, I regretfully urge that
we reject this bill and do this the right
way.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. KNIGHT).

Mr. KNIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I have
gotten to sit during this debate, and
for the last hour or more I got to listen
to nobody arguing, nobody wondering
that this is a bad idea, nobody saying
that this is something we shouldn’t do.

When you walk around your dis-
trict—and me being a freshman, I get
to hear all my friends. You know, you
never ask your friend whether you are
a liberal or a conservative or a Demo-
crat or Republican. You just talk to
your friends. Friends always ask me:
Why don’t you get something done?

As a State legislator in California, it
was difficult for us to get some things
done. I was always frustrated about
that. I never liked to hear the term
“ABC”—Anywhere but California. But
the reason that term came up was be-
cause of certainty, was because busi-
nesses didn’t know what we were going
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to do from year to year. That is ex-
actly what we are talking about
today—certainty. ‘‘Certainty’ is just
not a word that we throw around. ‘‘Cer-
tainty’ is something that has mean-
ing. If we are going to extend this for,
now, 7, 8 years in a row, it is obviously
a good idea.

Going back and forth and volleying
back and forth saying that this is a
great idea, we all agree, we just want
to do it on a 1-year basis, doesn’t give
certainty, doesn’t give that reliability
that this is good policy, we all believe
in it, and we can get what we desire out
of it.

When we go back to our districts and
we go to our food pantries or we go to
places that are helping the needy and
helping the people that need it, feed
people that need to be fed, wouldn’t
you like to go back there and say:
“You know what? This is not some-
thing we are going to Kkick back and
forth next year or the next year. This
is something that is going to be on the
books. We have sheer certainty about
this”’?

So listening to this debate and listen-
ing to what is happening of these four
measures is what I draw out of this.
What I draw, what we can get today:
bipartisan, moving this forward, get-
ting certainty for these measures that
we seem to all agree upon.

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. At this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr.
CRAMER).

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman.

As I have been sitting here, I have to
admit, my thoughts have changed back
and forth. My mind has changed. My
speech has changed dramatically.

It occurred to me: I think my friends
on the other side of the aisle are asking
the wrong question. The question
should not be: What is this going to
cost the taxpayers? The question
should be: What will the cost to the
taxpayers be if we let these deductions
expire?

Then it occurred to me, in listening
to some of the speeches, that there is
not a lack of sincerity in the desire to
feed hungry people, not on their side,
and certainly not on our side. I grieve
when somebody’s sincerity is ques-
tioned in this way. But I think what
the question is is: Who do you trust to
deliver the solution to people’s needs,
to people’s hunger? What about college
education? What about women’s shel-
ters? Who is best prepared to deliver
those resources and those services?

I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, it is
charity. It is charity. The Sermon on
the Mount wasn’t communicated to the
Congress; it was communicated to the
congregation. It wasn’t delivered to the
democracy; it was delivered to the dis-
ciples. Our Tax Code ought not punish
charity; it ought to lift it up.

I think we are asking the wrong
question: Who is best prepared to de-
liver these services?
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I think the other wrong question is
we are arguing over what is not in the
bill sometimes as opposed to what is. I
wish there was more in it. I wish that
we could include life income tools and
the charitable IRA rollover. The chair-
man knows that. I hope to get to that.
But I also know that incremental
change is better than no change. Incre-
mental progress is better than no
progress. I hope we can get to com-
prehensive tax reform. I am confident
we can. But today I am asking our col-
leagues, let’s do what we can do. What
we can do is this bill that is in front of
us. I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROW-
LEY), another member of our com-
mittee.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan for yield-
ing me this time.

It is unfortunate we are here today,
once again, in a situation where I
think the overall intent sounds very
good: charitable giving, helping the
poor, helping the hungry. Quite often
that is something you hear from our
side of the aisle. In fact, all last year
we had done the food stamp challenge.
We had done a number of things to
bring focus and attention to the plight
of the hungry in the United States, and
it is a bit raw to hear my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle speak about
their solution to this issue as a tax bill
unpaid for that adds more than $14 bil-
lion back on to our national deficit and
to our debt, ultimately.

The President announced that he
would cut the deficit in half within 4
years. He has now reduced the deficit
by over a trillion dollars, from $1.4 tril-
lion to a little bit over $400 billion.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. CROWLEY. Not perfect. We still
have a ways to go. But isn’t that re-
markable? A Democratic President
that reduced the deficit, was handed a
deficit of over a trillion dollars by his
Republican predecessor, and now this
President can lay claim—and I think
rightfully so—to having reduced the
deficit, yearly deficit, by over a trillion
dollars.

Yet here are my Republican col-
leagues. Once again, they see an oppor-
tunity to add on to the deficit again
here in this particular measure by $14.3
billion. It doesn’t sound like much, but
when you add up the whole package, it
is well over $300 billion you want to
add back to the Nation’s deficit. I
think it is wrong. I think most Ameri-
cans think that is wrong. Democrat,
Republican, it matters not. We are
making progress. You are putting that
on the back of future generations. The
hungry that you pretend to be taking
care of today are going to have to try
to pay for these bills in the years to
come. I think this is wrongheaded. I
hope that my colleagues on this side do
not support this measure.

The
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
at this time, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
COSTELLO).

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, one thing that is particularly
of pride for organizations and individ-
uals in southeastern Pennsylvania is
the success of the Chester County Food
Bank and many other food banks.

Fighting food insecurity is some-
thing that you wouldn’t think is a real
problem in the more wealthier enclaves
of this country, yet there are those
who wake up every morning not know-
ing where their meal is going to come
from. Food banks provide a very valu-
able service. The Fighting Hunger In-
centive Act aims to assist our food
banks and assist organizations and in-
dividuals to help fight hunger. That is
what this bill is about. We should pass
it, and we should move on in a bipar-
tisan fashion.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

We have heard a lot of discussion
about many of these programs, maybe
most of all about food programs. But
really, let’s look at it beyond the rhet-
oric. Essentially when it comes to food
programs, what the Republicans are
doing is giving with one hand while
they take with another. And there is
much more that they take than they
would give.

The food provision here comes to $2.2
billion. They have chopped $40 billion
from food stamps; that is 20 times
more. As the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN) pointed out, when
you add in WIC and other programs,
they have cut way over $100 billion.
And they say they had to do that, in
part, because they could not afford it.

So they come forth with bills that
are going to add to the deficit, and that
shows what this is all about, because
they pass these bills adding to the def-
icit, and then they come back and they
say, Sorry, when it comes to other
needed programs, we don’t have the
money.

Indeed, not only do they give with
one hand and take with another, and
much more, but they give an empty
hand, an empty hand like this—noth-
ing in it—for the Child Tax Credit, for
the Work Opportunity Tax Credit, for
the New Markets provision that really
matters, for the EITC. And then they
say, Well, we can’t afford it, yet they
won’t close the tax loopholes. It is so
inconsistent.

I think in terms of the impact on
human beings, it is not only inad-
equate but it is impersonal.

So we come here fortified. We are de-
termined to do the right thing when it
comes to tax reform. We are going to
do the right thing when it comes to
other important issues, including fiscal
responsibility. And we are going to
make sure that there are the funds
available for needed programs because
we have paid for things.

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’” vote. That
really is standing up for the right thing
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when it comes to bipartisanship, to tax
reform, and to fiscal responsibility.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time
to close.

I guess I will just try to summarize
this debate in a couple of ways. What I
am hearing is, to paraphrase: We like
this policy. We think there is a need.
We just want to raise taxes.

Let me put it a different way. If
there was a popular spending measure
that came here to the floor that ex-
tended the same policy from last year
to this year because it was expiring, I
don’t think we would be hearing these
concerns.

In fact, with Trade Adjustment As-
sistance, something that is very pop-
ular among this committee and the
Members on the other side of the aisle,
that is exactly what happened in De-
cember. The law expired. A straight ex-
tension of the law, of spending, contin-
ued. It didn’t cost anything. Why? Be-
cause that is how the baseline treats
spending.

I didn’t hear all the hues and cries
about deficits when we extended the
Trade Adjustment Assistance law, that
spending program. So we hear all of
these cries about it.

Actually, let me take that back. We
don’t hear all these hues and cries
about the deficits when we extend
these tax provisions for 2 years. We
don’t hear these concerns when we ex-
tend current law tax provisions for 1
year. And we don’t hear these concerns
about deficits when we retroactively
extend it from last year, going forward.
We only hear these concerns when we
are giving people the certainty.

So the real actual question before us
is: Do we have to raise taxes on other
hardworking Americans just so that we
can keep them where they are for ev-
erybody else? Do we take money away
from charities and people giving dona-
tions or raise taxes on other hard-
working Americans? Or, just like Trade
Adjustment Assistance was extended
this last year, do we treat these impor-
tant provisions the same, which is:
they are in the Code; they have been in
the Code; we want them in the Code;
we agree they should be in the Code—
let’s keep them in the Code. That is the
decision here.

So the newfound concern about defi-
cits, I find, is really more of a thinly
veiled attempt to raise taxes. I think
what this baseline argument is really
all about is: Do we just want to have a
Tax Code that raises more and more
and more taxes? Do we want to put
ourselves in this position of just al-
ways raising taxes? Or do we want to
give taxpayers a break? We are not
even saying give them a break. We are
saying, just don’t raise their taxes; just
keep them where they are.

So this isn’t costing anything, in
that we are not lowering someone’s
taxes. We are just keeping their taxes
where they are, and we are preventing
them from going up. So let’s just make
it really clear.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I guess the new definition of pre-
venting tax increases from hitting
hardworking Americans is now a big
tax cut. That is basically what we are
hearing here.

We don’t buy that logic. We don’t
want to raise people’s taxes. We want
to reform the Tax Code. And we want
these kinds of provisions that are very
important, that we know will stay in
the Tax Code even with tax reform. We
want people to know that they are
there so they can plan accordingly.

We are doing 179 tomorrow. We want
farmers to be able to buy tractors be-
fore December 11 in the year. We want
people to make decisions to donate
food to charities. Maybe you are doing
well in retirement and you have got a
little bit of money out of your Indi-
vidual Retirement Account and you
would like to donate it to a charity, we
think you ought to be able to do that.
We want foundations to be able to
make donations for the greater good in
their communities. Those are the
things we are getting here and, more
importantly, we are giving them the
certainty they need to make long-term
plans so they can do more of it. That is
why we should pass this bill. That is
why I think everybody should vote for
this bill. That is why I think Demo-
crats and Republicans should vote for
this bill.

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to this bill.

I's not because | don't support providing
additional assistance to benefit charities. | do.

It's because this bill is a trick to actually cut
funding for groups like food banks and home-
less shelters in the long term.

The reason is, the cost of this bill is not paid
for, meaning the entire cost of these tax
breaks will be added to the nation’s deficit.

$14.2 billion will be added to the deficit.

This after President Obama has already
slashed the deficit by 2/ from the trillion dollar
deficits he inherited from his predecessor
George Bush.

So what will be the result of these new larg-
er deficits that my Republican colleagues are
creating today?

We all know.

Republicans will soon turn around and cry
crocodile tears about the budget and demand
deeper cuts in spending.

And that means less Federal grants towards
homeless veterans shelters, food banks, sen-
ior centers and other organizations that help
people in need.

| ask, has the Republican austerity program
benefitted charities so far?

Have the budget cuts known as sequestra-
tion benefitted local charities and nonprofits?

The answer is a resounding no.

It is the charities themselves who have said
the painful budget cuts forced on them have
put charities in a situation where more than 50
percent of nonprofits report that they are un-
able to meet demand for their services.

So why are our charities, our schools, our
communities suffering under the Republican
majority?

Because my Republican colleagues claimed
to be so concerned about deficits—many of
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which were caused by the trillion dollar Bush
tax cuts that did nothing for our economy or to
create jobs—that they have demanded steep
spending cuts without ever asking the wealthi-
est American to pay more.

Yes, my Republican colleagues have used
their so-called concerns about the deficit to
justify cutting spending to social programs that
serve children, seniors, and other vulnerable
populations—shifting the burden to already-
stressed nonprofits. This is a vicious cycle that
needs to stop and it needs to stop today.

Funny thing is we could have stopped this
process of adding to the deficit, while still ben-
efitting charities, if the Republicans simply al-
lowed a vote on a Democratic amendment to
pay for the costs of these tax cuts.

The Republicans refused to even allow a
vote in Congress.

Republicans will argue that tax cuts pay for
themselves.

But everyone who has been forced to live
under the austerity program over the past few
years know otherwise.

Republicans argue there is wasteful spend-
ing that needs to be cut in order to mandate
new spending. Sometimes they are right.

But let’s be clear there are wasteful tax pro-
grams out there that should be repealed to
pay for more beneficial tax cuts as well.

We can find common ground here.

Let's go back to the drawing board and
pass these tax cuts, but in a fiscally respon-
sible manner.

So | reluctantly oppose this bill as it will just
add to the deficit and lead to more painful
spending cuts for the charitable groups that
we are claiming to help today.

| urge a no vote on the underlying bill.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Speaker, | wish to highlight
an important bill that is being considered by
the House today—the “America Gives More
Act of 2015 (H.R. 644).” This legislation con-
tains a package of four charitable giving incen-
tives: the IRA charitable rollover; the en-
hanced deduction for donating food inventory;
the simplification of the Private Foundation Ex-
cise Tax; and the enhanced deduction for do-
nating conservation easements, the last of
which is of critical importance to Montana.

Since 2006, the enhanced tax incentive for
qualified conservation easement donations
has opened the door to voluntary, landowner-
led conservation on millions of acres across
the country. This provision allows Montanans,
particularly our ranchers and farmers, who do-
nate the development rights on their land to
deduct a larger portion of their income over
more years. It is common sense that modest
income donors with highly valued lands should
be allowed the same tax deductions they
would have been entitled to if their incomes
were larger.

These donations are extraordinary in many
ways. One of which is the time they take and
the money they cost the donor. Decisions to
give away what is often a family’s most valu-
able asset routinely take more than a year and
require hiring an attorney and an appraiser at
considerable cost. Having this incentive expire
after a year guarantees that most of the peo-
ple who would most benefit from it will never
even begin the process of considering it.

| support this bill, especially when it benefits
constituents like Dan Lilja. About 35 years ago
he moved to rural western Montana after grad-
uating from the University of Montana. He
married a local, Sally, and started Lilja Preci-
sion Barrels in Plains, Montana, in 1985.
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Dan’s interest in bench shooting inspired him
to design some of the world’s best rifle bar-
rels. Lilja barrels are used in rifles by the U.S.
Army, the U.S. Army Rangers, Navy SEALs,
Coast Guard, the FBI, the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, and Canadian Special
Forces, among others. These customers de-
mand the best and Lilja Precision Barrels de-
livers a quality product.

Dan and Sally own property in Sanders
County along the scenic Clark Fork River.
They entered into a conservation easement
with the Montana Land Reliance to protect this
property from inappropriate subdivision and to
provide critical winter and spring habitat for elk
and big horn sheep.

In a way that is both patriotic and conserva-
tion-minded, Dan and Sally have contributed
to the health and preservation of western wild-
life habitats and the security of our country.
This is just one of the many stories of how
conservation easements are preserving our
rich heritage, and | call upon the House to
support this bill for the betterment of not only
Montana, but our country.

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, because | was
traveling to attend the President’s cybersecu-
rity summit in California, | was not present
when the House voted on H.R. 644, the Fight-
ing Hunger Incentive Act of 2015.

While | support goals of the tax provisions
in this bill and recognize the value of extend-
ing them permanently, | am concerned that
H.R. 644 does not pay for them. | have long
been a supporter of improving and stream-
lining charitable donations to make it easier for
individuals to donate food, but this one-sided
approach of passing bills that offer tax reduc-
tions  without increasing revenues s
unsustainable.

H.R. 644 will add $14.2 billion to the deficit
over 10 years. By bringing this and similar tax
extender bills to the floor for votes, Repub-
licans continue to demonstrate that they are
not serious about deficit reduction. It is long
past time for Congress to have a reasonable
and informed debate on comprehensive tax
reform. These piecemeal, unbalanced ex-
tender votes are not the way to approach real
tax reform. i

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today to speak about H.R. 644,
the America Gives More Act.

The bill before us today contains provisions
that | strongly support, but it is with much frus-
tration that | will vote against today’s bill. Rath-
er than tackling comprehensive tax reform,
House Republicans are once again doing just
the opposite. It seems like Congress has
given up on comprehensive tax reform only six
weeks into the year. The American people de-
serve better.

| feel like I'm starting to sound like a broken
record on this, but we need a tax code that is
simple, fair, and provides certainty to all tax-
payers. Watching the Republicans cherry pick
a few bills while leaving countless other de-
serving, historically bipartisan bills in the dust
is not how to run this committee or this coun-
try.
ryl have been proud to support local food
banks in Los Angeles for many years. The
work that they do is truly invaluable. Countless
families in my district, and across Los Angeles
County, are able to put food on the table and
send their kids to school on a full stomach be-
cause of our local food banks.

Yet year after year we let our local charities
down by kicking the can down the road, some-
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times kicking the can backwards, when can
only muster retroactive policy. Our federal tax
code is like a spider web. If we tinker with one
provision, others provisions are affected. That
is why we must tackle comprehensive tax re-
form to provide true certainty to both tax pay-
ers and charities.

| strongly support the individual charitable
provisions before us today, but this is not how
to run a country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 101,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I have a mo-
tion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. NEALL. I am opposed to the bill in
its current form, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I reserve a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Neal moves to recommit the bill H.R.
644 to the Committee on Ways and Means
with instructions to report the same back to
the House forthwith with the following
amendment:

Add at the end the following:

SEC. 7. NO INCREASE IN DEFICIT OR DELAY OF
COMPREHENSIVE TAX REFORM.

Nothing in this Act shall result in—

(1) an increase in the deficit, or

(2) a delay or weakening of efforts to adopt
a permanent extension of the provisions of
this Act, so long as it is accomplished in a
fiscally responsible manner.

SEC. 8. SHORT-TERM EXTENSION WHILE COM-
PREHENSIVE TAX REFORM IS
UNDER CONSIDERATION.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, any temporary provision of law the
application of which is otherwise made per-
manent under this Act shall be hereby only
extended for 1 year.

SEC. 9. TAX BENEFITS DISALLOWED IN CASE OF
INVERTED CORPORATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer
which is, or is a member of an expanded af-
filiated group which includes, an applicable
inverted corporation, the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 shall be applied and adminis-
tered as if the provisions of, and amend-
ments made by, this Act (other than this
section) had never been enacted.

(b) APPLICABLE INVERTED CORPORATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘applicable inverted corpora-
tion” means any foreign corporation which—

(A) would be a surrogate foreign corpora-
tion under subsection (a)(2) of section 7874 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 if such
subsection were applied by substituting ‘80
percent’ for ‘60 percent’’, or

(B) is an inverted domestic corporation.

(2) INVERTED DOMESTIC CORPORATION.—For
purposes of this subsection, a foreign cor-
poration shall be treated as an inverted do-
mestic corporation if, pursuant to a plan (or
a series of related transactions)—

(A) the entity completes after May 8, 2014,
the direct or indirect acquisition of—
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(i) substantially all of the properties held
directly or indirectly by a domestic corpora-
tion, or

(ii) substantially all of the assets of, or
substantially all of the properties consti-
tuting a trade or business of, a domestic
partnership, and

(B) after the acquisition, either—

(i) more than 50 percent of the stock (by
vote or value) of the entity is held—

(I) in the case of an acquisition with re-
spect to a domestic corporation, by former
shareholders of the domestic corporation by
reason of holding stock in the domestic cor-
poration, or

(IT) in the case of an acquisition with re-
spect to a domestic partnership, by former
partners of the domestic partnership by rea-
son of holding a capital or profits interest in
the domestic partnership, or

(ii) the management and control of the ex-
panded affiliated group which includes the
entity occurs, directly or indirectly, pri-
marily within the United States, and such
expanded affiliated group has significant do-
mestic business activities.

(3) EXCEPTION FOR CORPORATIONS WITH SUB-
STANTIAL BUSINESS ACTIVITIES IN FOREIGN
COUNTRY OF ORGANIZATION.—A foreign cor-
poration described in paragraph (2) shall not
be treated as an inverted domestic corpora-
tion if after the acquisition the expanded af-
filiated group which includes the entity has
substantial business activities in the foreign
country in which or under the law of which
the entity is created or organized when com-
pared to the total business activities of such
expanded affiliated group. For purposes of
applying section 7874(a)(2)(B)(iii) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and the pre-
ceding sentence, the term ‘‘substantial busi-
ness activities’ shall have the meaning
given such term under Treasury regulations
in effect on May 8, 2014, except that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may issue regulations
increasing the threshold percent in any of
the tests under such regulations for deter-
mining if business activities constitute sub-
stantial business activities for purposes of
this paragraph.

(4) MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (2)(B)(ii)—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall prescribe regulations for pur-
poses of determining cases in which the man-
agement and control of an expanded affili-
ated group is to be treated as occurring, di-
rectly or indirectly, primarily within the
United States. The regulations prescribed
under the preceding sentence shall apply to
periods after May 8, 2014.

(B) EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND SENIOR MAN-
AGEMENT.—Such regulations shall provide
that the management and control of an ex-
panded affiliated group shall be treated as
occurring, directly or indirectly, primarily
within the United States if substantially all
of the executive officers and senior manage-
ment of the expanded affiliated group who
exercise day-to-day responsibility for mak-
ing decisions involving strategic, financial,
and operational policies of the expanded af-
filiated group are based or primarily located
within the United States. Individuals who in
fact exercise such day-to-day responsibilities
shall be treated as executive officers and
senior management regardless of their title.

(5) SIGNIFICANT DOMESTIC BUSINESS ACTIVI-
TIES.—For purposes of paragraph (2)(B)(ii),
an expanded affiliated group has significant
domestic business activities if at least 25
percent of—

(A) the employees of the group are based in
the United States,

(B) the employee compensation incurred
by the group is incurred with respect to em-
ployees based in the United States,
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(C) the assets of the group are located in
the United States, or

(D) the income of the group is derived in
the United States,
determined in the same manner as such de-
terminations are made for purposes of deter-
mining substantial business activities under
regulations referred to in paragraph (3) as in
effect on May 8, 2014, but applied by treating
all references in such regulations to ‘‘foreign
country’ and ‘‘relevant foreign country’ as
references to ‘‘the United States’. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury may issue regulations
decreasing the threshold percent in any of
the tests under such regulations for deter-
mining if business activities constitute sig-
nificant domestic business activities for pur-
poses of this paragraph.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘‘domestic corporation”,
“foreign corporation’, and ‘‘expanded affili-
ated group’ shall each have the same mean-
ing as when used in section 7874 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with the reading.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his motion.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to this bill in its current form.

I want to remind my colleagues that
this amendment to the bill will not kill
the bill or send it back to committee if
adopted. It will simply allow us to pro-
ceed to final passage, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Wisconsin, Chairman RYAN, spoke a
few moments ago about the notion of
goodwill and confidence. But he used a
peculiar term as a substitute. He called
it the ‘‘baseline.”

What about a baseline of some good-
will and confidence building and a
measure that acknowledged that, in
terms of procedure, this is a violation
of the confidence that we have all tried
to establish as we proceed to tax re-
form?

Some of us who have been around for
a long time and have participated in
actual tax strategy, we would offer the
following: the last time that the Tax
Code was changed in America, the
Internet had not been invented, Ronald
Reagan was the President of the United
States, and Tip O’Neill was the Speak-
er of this House.

Now, in terms of procedure, why we
object is the following: if you recall,
the gentleman from Michigan, Chair-
man Camp, waited until tax reform
last year was completely dead and then
asked us to go through the motion.
And that, in the end, is exactly what it
was, to have gone through the motion
of trying to pass some permanent ex-
tended tax bills.

Well, in New England 2 weeks ago, we
were talking about deflated footballs.
Now we are talking about deflated tax
reform expectations.

Six weeks into this Congress, and we
are doing this procedural instead of
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substantive achievement that might
lead to some tax relief, as the Presi-
dent has acknowledged, for American
corporations or tax relief for individual
and family filers?
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We are doing this with the argument
that, somehow, Democrats don’t sup-
port charitable giving? Our objection
today is based on the following: Fis-
cally, this is reckless; procedurally, it
violates the notion of goodwill in the
House; and lastly, and just as impor-
tantly, I think it pushes apart the two
parties from getting to tax reform.

Mr. Speaker, this is a positioning
amendment: How might we embarrass
the minority? Do you know what? They
are saying here, as they go forward in
this argument, that this keeps every-
thing the way it is, it extends chari-
table giving.

You have to borrow the money even-
tually to pay for this. That adds to the
deficits. Mr. Speaker, that is the argu-
ment that we are having here today.
We want to know how this is paid for.
We are not objecting to the thrust or
mission of what is being offered. Under
different circumstances, these bills
would pass without any problem with
broad support.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t have any per-
sonal quarrel with the merits of this
policy, but when it is unpaid for, it
means more borrowing. We all support
the work of public charities and pri-
vate foundations in our communities.
We support the good works of chari-
table communities, and we strive to
provide these charities with the re-
sources that they need to carry out
their mission.

Let me ask you this: Why would they
try to masquerade this notion that
somebody from  Massachusetts is
against charitable giving?

Universities, hospitals, and founda-
tions, they abound throughout my
State. Like the rest of our Caucus, I
favor charitable giving and object to
the procedure in which this is being of-
fered today. We object to the proce-
dure.

Why are we taking up this time de-
bating these bills? We should be com-
ing together on tax reform, as prom-
ised, for middle class families that
grows the economy. If the goal of Mr.
RYAN is to eventually remove all de-
ductions, preferences, and exclusions in
the Code to get to a lower rate, that
should be stated, but not to do it this
way.

We are debating bills that the admin-
istration has already said they will
veto and the Senate has given us no in-
dication they will take them up.

So to fix this moment, our motion to
recommit offers the following: a 1-year
bridge to tax reform. By the way, my
predictions of this in terms of the ex-
tenders have been far more accurate
over the years than their proposals on
the extenders.

We are suggesting here a proposal
that does not add to the deficit and ad-
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dresses the longstanding problem of
corporate inversions. By the way, why
are companies inverting? Because of
the tax system in America.

We are suggesting today that there is
a difference and a distinction to be
drawn between tax evasion and tax
avoidance. They are avoiding taxes in
some cases and evading them in the
others.

We have an opportunity to do some-
thing about this Tax Code that would
help bring that about. We pay for our
provision. It gives, I think, a measure
of comfort for the Democratic minor-
ity today to vote for this motion to re-
commit, and I urge Republican support
for this provision.

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I withdraw
my reservation of a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
ervation of the point of order is with-
drawn.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I claim the time in opposition to the
gentleman’s motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I will be very brief. My friend got a lit-
tle animated.

Mr. Speaker, there was a lot there. I
will just say this. Here is the question
before us: Do we want to give busi-
nesses and charities certainty or not?
If we would pass this motion to recom-
mit and it went into law, then we will
be right back here at the end of the
year with the same old problem. We
will be right back here. We will be
right back here in the same old prob-
lem.

They are saying, Let’s just do 1 year.
Let’s just say it takes a few months to
pass through the Senate and all of this,
then we are back here at the end of the
year saying, Oh, my gosh, all these
charities are going to be in jeopardy in
January.

Let’s get off this merry-go-round, Mr.
Speaker. It is ridiculous. We all know
this is good policy. We all know this is
the right thing to do, and we all know
that businesses and charities need the
kind of certainty that we are pro-
viding, and most of us believe that not
raising taxes is not the same as cutting
taxes.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge a
“no” vote, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum

The
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time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage of the bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 168, nays
245, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 79]

YEAS—168
Adams Gabbard Napolitano
Aguilar Gallego Neal
Ashford Garamendi Nolan
Bass Graham Norcross
Beatty Grayson Pallone
Bera Green, Al Pascrell
Beyer Green, Gene Payne
Bishop (GA) Grijsglva Pelosi
Blumer}aper Gutierrez Perlmutter
Bonamici Hahq Peters
Boyle (PA) Hastings Peterson
Brady (PA) H(?Ck' (WA) Pingree
Brown (FL) H}ggms Pocan
grosévnley (CA) g1mes Polis
ustos oyer :
Butterfield Huffman Quigley
Capps Israel Rangel
Rice (NY)
Capuano Jackson Lee Ri
o : ichmond
Cardenas Jeffries R N
oybal-Allard
Carney Johnson (GA) Ruppersberger
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B.
Castor (FL) Keating Ryan (OH) .
Sanchez, Linda
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL) T >
Chu (CA) Kennedy y
Cicilline Kildee Sanchez, Loretta
Clark (MA) Kilmer Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kind Schakowsky
Clay Kirkpatrick Schiff
Cleaver Kuster Schrader
Clyburn Langevin Scott (VA),
Cohen Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Connolly Larson (CT) Serrano
Conyers Lawrence Sewell (AL)
Cooper Levin Sherman
Costa Lewis Sinema
Courtney Lieu (CA) Sires
Crowley Lipinski Slaughter
Cuellar Loebsack Smith (WA)
Cummings Lowenthal Takai
Davis (CA) Lowey Takano
Davis, Danny Lujan Grisham Thompson (MS)
DeFazio (NM) Titus
DeGette Lujan, Ben Ray ~ Tonko
Delaney (NM) Torres
DelBene Lynch Tsongas
DeSaulnier Maloney, Van Hollen
Deutch Carolyn Vargas
Dingell Maloney, Sean Velzj,
Doyle (PA) Matsui Velazquez
Edwards McCollum Visclosky
Ellison McDermott Walz
Engel McGovern Wasserman
Esty McNerney Schultz
Farr Meeks Waters, Maxine
Fattah Meng Watson Coleman
Foster Moore Welch
Frankel (FL) Moulton Wilson (FL)
Fudge Nadler Yarmuth
NAYS—245
Abraham Calvert Duncan (TN)
Aderholt Carter (GA) Ellmers
Allen Carter (TX) Emmer
Amash Chabot Farenthold
Amodei Chaffetz Fincher
Babin Clawson (FL) Fitzpatrick
Barletta Coffman Fleischmann
Barr Cole Fleming
Barton Collins (GA) Flores
Becerra Collins (NY) Forbes
Benishek Comstock Fortenberry
Bilirakis Conaway Foxx
Bishop (MI) Cook Franks (AZ)
Bishop (UT) Costello (PA) Frelinghuysen
Black Cramer Garrett
Blackburn Crawford Gibbs
Blum Crenshaw Gibson
Bost Culberson Gohmert
Boustany Curbelo (FL) Goodlatte
Brady (TX) Davis, Rodney Gosar
Brat Denham Gowdy
Bridenstine Dent Granger
Brooks (AL) DeSantis Graves (GA)
Brooks (IN) DesJarlais Graves (LA)
Buchanan Diaz-Balart Graves (MO)
Buck Doggett Griffith
Bucshon Dold Grothman
Burgess Duffy Guinta
Byrne Duncan (SC) Guthrie

Hanna McHenry Ryan (WI)
Hardy McKinley Salmon
Harper McMorris Sanford
Harris Rodgers Scalise
Hartzler McSally Schock
Heck (NV) Meadows Schweikert
Hensarling Meehan Scott, Austin
Herrera Beutler  Messer Sensenbrenner
Hice (GA) Mica Sessions
Hill Miller (FL) Shimkus
Holding Miller (MI) Shuster
Hudson Moolenaar Simpson
Huelskamp Mooney (WV) Smith (MO)
Huizenga (MI) Mullin Smith (NE)
Hultgren Murphy (PA) Smith (NJ)
Hunter Neugebauer Smith (TX)
Hurd (TX) Newhouse Stefanik
Hurt (VA) Noem Stewart
Issa Nugent Stivers
Jenkins (KS) Nunes Stutzman
Jenkins (WV) O’Rourke Thompson (CA)
Johnson (OH) Olson Thompson (PA)
Johnson, Sam Palazzo Thornberry
Jolly Palmer Tiberi
Jones Paulsen Tipton
Jordan Perry Trott
Joyce Pittenger Turner
Katko Pitts Upton
Kelly (PA) Poe (TX) Valadao
King (IA) Poliquin Wagner
King (NY) Pompeo Walberg
Kinzinger (IL) Posey Walden
Kline Price (GA) Walker
Knight Ratcliffe Walorski
Labrador Reed Walters, Mimi
LaMalfa Reichert Weber (TX)
Lamborn Renacci Webster (FL)
Lance Ribble Wenstrup
Latta Rice (SC) Westerman
LoBiondo Rigell Westmoreland
Long Roby Whitfield
Loudermilk Rogers (AL) Williams
Love Rogers (KY) Wilson (SC)
Lucas Rohrabacher Wittman
Luetkemeyer Rokita Womack
Lummis Rooney (FL) Woodall
MacArthur Ros-Lehtinen Yoder
Marchant Roskam Yoho
Marino Ross Young (AK)
Massie Rothfus Young (IA)
McCarthy Rouzer Young (IN)
McCaul Royce Zeldin
MecClintock Russell Zinke
NOT VOTING—19
Cartwright Lee Ruiz
DeLauro Lofgren Rush
Duckworth Mulvaney Speier
Eshoo Murphy (FL) Swalwell (CA)
Hinojosa Pearce Veasey
Honda Price (NC)
Kaptur Roe (TN)
0 1659

Messrs. LOUDERMILK,
WESTERMAN, LATTA, GRIFFITH,
BILIRAKIS, and AMODEI changed

their vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Mr. COHEN and Ms. LORETTA SAN-
CHEZ of California changed their vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 279, nays
137, not voting 16, as follows:
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Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Ashford
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bera
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Boyle (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Bustos
Byrne
Calvert
Capps
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Castro (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
Delaney
DelBene
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emmer
Esty
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garamendi
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
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[Roll No. 80]

YEAS—279

Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Grayson
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hahn
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Keating
Kelly (PA)
Kilmer
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nolan
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer

Paulsen
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quigley
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (NY)
Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Ruppersberger
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Titus

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Vargas

Vela
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Walz

Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke
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NAYS—137

Adams Green, Al O’Rourke
Bass Green, Gene Pallone
Beatty Grijalva Pascrell
Becerra Gutierrez Payne
Beyer Hastings Pelosi
Blumenauer Higgins Pingree
Bonamici Himes Pocan
Brady (PA) Hoyer Polis
Brown (FL) Huffman Rangel
Butterfield Israel Ricl?mon a
Capuano Jackson Lee
Cardenas Jeffries Roybal-Allard
Carney Johnson (GA) Rush
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) )
Castor (FL) Jones Sanchez, Linda
Chu (CA) Kelly (IL) T.
Cicilline Kennedy Sanchez, Loretta
Clark (MA) Kildee Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kind Schakowsky
Clay Langevin Schiff
Cleaver Larsen (WA) Schrader
Clyburn Larson (CT) Scott (VA)
Cohen Lawrence Scott, David
Connolly Levin Serrano
Conyers Lewis Sewell (AL)
Cooper Lieu (CA) Sherman
Costa Lowenthal Sires
Courtney Lowey ) Slaughter
Crowlgy Lujan Grisham Smith (WA)
Cummings (I\{M) Takai
Davis (CA) Lujan, Ben Ray Takano
Davis, Danny (NM) Thompson (CA)
DeFazio Lynch
DeGette Maloney, %hompson (M3)

. onko
DeSaulnier Carolyn Torres
Dingell Matsui
Doggett McCollum Tsongas
Doyle (PA) McDermott Van Hollen
Edwards McGovern Veasey
Ellison McNerney Velazquez
Engel Meeks Visclosky
Farr Meng Wasserman
Fattah Moore Schultz
Foster Moulton Waters, Maxine
Frankel (FL) Nadler Watson Coleman
Fudge Napolitano Welch
Gabbard Neal Wilson (FL)
Gallego Norcross Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—16
Cartwright Kaptur Roe (TN)
DeLauro Lee Ruiz
Duckworth Lofgren Speier
Eshoo Mulvaney Swalwell (CA)
Hinojosa Pearce
Honda Price (NC)
0 1707

Mr. CARSON of Indiana changed his

vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. GARAMENDI changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay”’ to ‘‘yea.”
So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

———

O 1715

HONORING WALTER GROTZ ON HIS

90TH BIRTHDAY

(Mr. EMMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute.)

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the 90th birthday of
Walter Grotz of Delano, Minnesota.

Born on February 10, 1925, Walter is a
World War II veteran with a remark-
able life of service, both to his commu-
nity and to his country.

Shortly after graduating from Delano
High School in 1943, Walter was drafted
into the U.S. Army Air Force. When
his plane was shot down over Germany,
he spent 6 months as a prisoner of war
of the Nazis.

After surviving this brutal experi-
ence, Walter came back to Minnesota,
serving as Delano’s postmaster until
his retirement 34 years later. ‘‘Free-
dom is a very special thing,” he re-
minds Delano students through his
scholarship essay contest. ‘“You take it
for granted because it’s always been
there and always will be.” But will it?

Thank you for your service, Walter.
Happy birthday.

——————

SEND THE PRESIDENT A HOME-
LAND SECURITY APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gress has 5 legislative days left until
February 27. We have 5 days to meet
and send the President an appropria-
tions bill that he can sign to keep the
Department of Homeland Security
from shutting down.

The Republican leader in the Senate
says the House ought to act. The
Speaker says the Senate ought to act.
Somebody needs to act. Somebody
needs to act like an adult. Somebody
needs to fund the security and safety of
the American people. Their own Senate
colleagues disagree with their strategy
of holding national security hostage to
their political goals on immigration.

We face, as all of us know, very real
threats, which is why we cannot let the
Department’s funding lapse. If Repub-
licans want to debate immigration pol-
icy, then bring an immigration bill to
the floor. Don’t hold our security hos-
tage.

I ask my Republican colleagues to
end their games and instead work with
us to keep America safe.

———

NATIONAL MARRIAGE WEEK

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

Mr. HUELSKAMP. Mr. Speaker, this
week marks National Marriage Week.
This is the time for Americans to rec-
ognize, to celebrate, to honor this
time-honored institution and the crit-
ical importance of a man and a woman
committing to each other and to the
children of their loving union.

The plain and simple truth is this:
marriage is vital to our economic suc-
cess, cultural well-being, and our chil-
dren. And sadly, it is being trampled
upon as we speak. Unelected judges
from all across the country are forcing
their personal feelings and biases
against traditional marriage upon the
American people. This judicial activ-
ism has thrown the social and legal
status of marriage into chaos.

Since the question of marriage is now
before the U.S. Supreme Court, Con-
gress must act now to right this wrong.
That is why today I am reintroducing
the marriage protection amendment to
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affirm the true meaning of marriage is
between one man and one woman and
to provide a clear policy for our Na-
tion, especially for our children.
——

ANNIVERSARY OF CRASH OF
FLIGHT 3407

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the sixth anniversary of the
crash of Colgan Air Flight 3407 in west-
ern New York, which forever stole the
lives of husbands and wives, sons and
daughters, sisters and brothers.

Since that tragic day, the families
and friends of those taken banded to-
gether as a new family to give others
what their loved ones didn’t have: a
safe flight home. They descended in red
by the dozens on Capitol Hill, turning
pain into persistence, purpose, and
progress.

They saw success in the passage of
the Airline Safety and Federal Avia-
tion Administration Extension Act,
which establishes the ‘‘one level of
safety’” standard. This ensures that all
commercial airlines, regardless of size,
are held to the same high-quality
training and rest requirements.

Still, there is no rest for the brave
families. Last week, I joined them on
Capitol Hill to support reauthorization
of the Federal Aviation Administration
bill and to speak out against recent in-
dustry pushback on safety qualifica-
tions.

With heavy hearts we remember the
people of Flight 3407 and their coura-
geous families. The flying public is
safer today because of their work and
persistence.

————

AMERICAN HEART MONTH

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to remind every American
that February is Heart Month.

According to the American Heart As-
sociation, heart disease is the most
common form of mortality among both
men and women. In fact, one out of
every four deaths in this country is
cardiac-related. And yet many of these
deaths are preventable.

Small changes in diet and exercise
can have an enormous and positive im-
pact on your heart health and lifespan.
We must not forget America’s amazing
medical researchers and practitioners
who are also doing their part by pio-
neering innovative treatments that
save lives every day.

So, please remember to love your
heart this Valentine’s Day, and every
day.

e —
SUPPORT PRESIDENT’S DECISION
TO DEFER ON DEPORTATION

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

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the Presi-
dent’s decision to defer the deportation
of some of the 11 million undocu-
mented immigrants who are in this
country.

This is a decision that every Presi-
dent has made, to one degree or an-
other. We do not have the resources to
deport everybody, so he makes a deci-
sion about which ones should go and
shouldn’t. There is nothing illegal
about that, and the House should not
be holding up the Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations bill be-
cause of that policy issue.

First of all, it is a policy issue best
addressed by a policy committee, not
by holding hostage an appropriations
bill. There is an authorizing process to
go through to have that fight. Sec-
ondly, and more importantly, the
President’s decision was the right one.
There are millions upon millions of un-
documented immigrants in this coun-
try who are valuable members of our
community. They are wives and hus-
bands. They are fathers. They are
working productively and paying taxes.
Tearing apart families and commu-
nities is not something that is going to
help this country.

I think the President made the right
decision. We should support it. And we
certainly shouldn’t be shutting down
the Department of Homeland Security
in a misguided attempt to go after that
policy.

———

ENHANCE MILITARY SUPPORT FOR
THE KURDS

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

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker,
the international campaign to defeat
ISIL, depends in great part on the
strength and effectiveness of trusted
partners in the Middle East—trusted
partners such as the Kurds.

The Kurdish Peshmerga is a mod-
erate and capable force. They are show-
ing determined courage in fighting
ISIL, and they are winning a number of
strategic victories. The Kurds are also
defending the values of tolerance and
pluralism, sheltering hundreds of thou-
sands of Christians, Yazidis, and inno-
cent Muslim people who have fled
ISIL’s onslaught. They deserve robust
support.

Driven by a twisted form of Islam,
ISIL’s militants are eighth century
barbarians using 21st century weap-
onry. The recent videotaped immola-
tion of a caged Jordanian pilot is a hor-
rific reminder of their brutality. They
are now responsible for the deaths of
four American hostages, including
Kayla Mueller, a 26-year-old humani-
tarian worker who was captured while
assisting refugees in Syria.

Confronted by such acts, the United
States, Sunni Arab nations, and key al-
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lies, including Germany, France, and
Britain, should enhance military sup-
port for the Kurds.

———
HONORING THE LIFE OF AL LEWIS

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

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, I come
to the floor today to honor the life of
Al Lewis, a selfless and larger-than-life
community leader who truly embodied
the aloha spirit of my home State of
Hawaii. He was a husband, father,
friend, organizer, mentor, and so much
more to so many. If you Kknew
Waimanalo, his hometown, you also
knew ‘‘Uncle Al.”

He found his passion helping those in
need and led through servant leader-
ship, never too busy or too preoccupied
with himself to take action to better
the lives of those around him. He
helped our children—keiki—succeed by
working with youth groups like the
Waimanalo Teen Project.

In founding the Friends of
Waimanalo, he helped create a literary
program, purchased uniforms for
schoolchildren, and donated to Kailua
High School. Every single year he
brought the community together from
all parts at the Waimanalo Community
Carnival.

A respected and loyal community ad-
vocate, Al Lewis, better known as
Uncle Al, will be remembered and
missed by his friends, family, and Ha-
waii.

——
PASS THE HOMELAND SECURITY
APPROPRIATIONS BILL

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

Mr. AGUILAR. Mr. Speaker, today,
once again, we find ourselves on the
verge of a shutdown—because Congress
can’t do its job and pass funding for the
Department of Homeland Security.

Mr. Speaker, over a year ago, the
Senate passed a bipartisan comprehen-
sive immigration reform plan—a com-
monsense plan—that the House failed
to pass. The House has failed to pass
anything to address immigration re-
form, forcing the President to act.

And now, Congress is playing poli-
tics, trying to roll back the President’s
reforms and threatening to force the
American people to pay the price for
Congress’ inability to agree on funding
to protect our homeland.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot risk Amer-
ican jobs, lives, and the national secu-
rity of the United States. We need to
pass the Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill. We face many threats around
the world. We cannot play games here.

To my colleagues I ask you: Is it
more important to score political
points, or is it more important to safe-
guard our national security?

Mr. Speaker, I am urging you today
to bring a clean appropriations bill to
the floor so we can fully fund the De-
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partment of Homeland Security. I urge
my colleagues to join this effort.

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRESSIVE
CAUCUS: INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALKER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2015, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. POCAN)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise on
behalf of the Congressional Progressive
Caucus, which is having our Special
Order hour today to talk about the Na-
tion’s need for infrastructure—the fact
that we need to keep serious invest-
ments in infrastructure not only to
keep our roads and bridges and other
important parts of our country to-
gether but also to help the good, fam-
ily-supporting jobs that come along
with these important investments in
our infrastructure.

I serve on the Budget Committee,
and we were talking one day with Dr.
Elmendorf from the Congressional
Budget Office, our nonpartisan agency
that we deal with to talk about budg-
etary matters.

Specifically, I asked the question of
Dr. Elmendorf about the Recovery Act
that we passed in this country a num-
ber of years ago. Dr. Elmendorf said
that, thanks to that Recovery Act,
over 3 million jobs were saved or cre-
ated because of the investment we put
into our Nation’s infrastructure.

In my State of Wisconsin, I was at
the State legislature at the time and I
chaired our budget committee. We had
a report from the road building indus-
try and the vertical construction in-
dustry that said 54,000 jobs just in Wis-
consin were saved or created because of
the Recovery Act.

As much as that helped provide a
boost to the economy and help fill our
infrastructure needs, we still have so
many more to take care of. We have
been given a grade of D-plus by the
very engineering society that grades
our Nation’s infrastructure. We have
been told that we have 100,000 bridges
in this country, or 16 percent, old
enough that they can qualify for Medi-
care.
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As we know from recent disasters
that we have seen in different parts of
the country where bridges have fallen
and people have literally been Kkilled,
we need to reinvest in that infrastruc-
ture so that we have a country that op-
erates, that businesses can function.

Also, we need to help create those
jobs now for people who are still out of
work. As the economy is coming back,
we know that wages have been stag-
nant, and these are good, strong, fam-
ily-supporting jobs that can provide it.

The Congressional Progressive Cau-
cus will soon be putting out our
version of the budget, just as we will
among the Democrats and the Repub-
licans, but we will put out our version
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of the budget—just as the President
has—with a deep investment in our in-
frastructure needs because we know
that that investment is one of the pil-
lars of the strong economy.

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

———

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRESSIVE
CAUCUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN) is
recognized for the remainder of the
hour as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, first of all, let me thank my
colleague, Mr. POCAN, for yielding back
and giving me this opportunity to ad-
dress the people of the United States of
America.

I am new around here, and so I like
to generally listen and evaluate before
I speak, and I only try to speak when I
might have something to add of value.

If you drive through my district,
which is the 12th Congressional Dis-
trict of the State of New Jersey and in-
cludes a lot of highways, byways, and
bridges, you will see this iconic sign in
the capital of New Jersey that says,
“Trenton Makes, The World Takes.”’

It is a sign that points out the leg-
endary industrial past of our commu-
nity. However, this industrial revolu-
tion, it has passed us by, and it is a re-
minder of the employment that the
city used to have.

Yes, the city of Trenton was once the
place that you found employment. The
Trenton Iron Company produced the
wrought iron beams for the dome on
this U.S. Capitol Building where we
stand today. Trenton’s John Roebling’s
Sons Company produced wire rope that
was used to build the Brooklyn Bridge,
the now-famous George Washington
Bridge, and the Golden Gate suspension
bridge in California.

Trenton was also known for its
potterymaking, and even today, Tren-
ton pottery can be found on display in
museums around the world because of
its artistry and superior craftsman-
ship.

Trenton’s booming industry is re-
sponsible for the invention of even the
oyster crackers, pork roll, Bayer aspi-
rin, and felt-tipped markers.

Yet, today, Trenton, New Jersey, has
a 15 percent unemployment rate. The
city of Trenton’s legendary industrial
past does little for the thousands of un-
employed workers searching for work
today. The city has had a turn for the
worse since the manufacturing sector
has left and took with it great-paying
jobs.

We are not alone in that problem and
this crisis. The same can be said for
Cleveland, Ohio, or Detroit, Michigan,
or Gary, Indiana, or Philadelphia—to
name just a few—towns which were
once thriving centers of commerce
where jobs were plentiful and unem-
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ployment was rare. Today, these same
towns face an unemployment crisis
where securing work that enables a
mother or a father to support a family
is an elusive proposition.

At the same time we experience this
employment crisis, we also have a cri-
sis in our infrastructure. New Jersey
has 39,213 total miles of road. We are
small, but we have a lot of concrete,
but 35 percent of the major roads are in
deprived condition.

New Jersey has 6,566 bridges, but 36
percent of which are underfunded, con-
sidered structurally deficient, or func-
tionally obsolete. Over 200 million trips
are taken daily across deficient bridges
in the Nation, but in total, one in nine
of the Nation’s bridges are rated as
structurally deficient.

You may recall, in 2007, the I-35W
Mississippi River bridge in Min-
neapolis—which had been categorized
as structurally deficient—collapsed,
killing 13 and injuring 145 people.

Mr. Speaker, our bridges are crum-
bling, and we need to invest in building
and fixing them. The Nation’s esti-
mated 100,000 miles of levees can be
found in all 50 States and the District
of Columbia. The reliability of these
levees is unknown in many cases, and
the country has yet to establish a na-
tional levee safety program.

In 2005, New Orleans’ levees failed to
hold back the floodwaters of Hurricane
Katrina, claiming the lives of more
than 1,800 people and causing at least
$125 billion in economic damage. Public
safety remains at risk from these aging
structures, and the cost to repair or re-
habilitate these levees is roughly esti-
mated to be $100 billion by the Na-
tional Committee on Levee Safety.

Mr. Speaker, these numbers are re-
flective of what America has become. I
take a look at our communities today,
and I see the vestiges of our past.

I ask that we, as Congress, stop play-
ing games, that we get to work for real
this time, that we recognize that here
we will have the opportunity to not
only create safe infrastructure, not
only to create safe bridges, not only to
protect communities that are subject
to flooding from levees, but we will
also be able to create jobs.

There is no more meaningful social
action program than a good job, and we
know that government has a history
for creating those jobs in times of need
that help not only to build the strong
infrastructure of this great Nation, but
to put families back to work, to make
sure that they are earning a wage for
which they can take care of their chil-
dren, help provide opportunities for
their families, take care of their elder-
ly, ensure that their children have ac-
cess to quality education, and ensure
that our future is strong and stable,
based upon the fact that they have had
good, predictable, dependable, decent-
paying jobs with decent wages.

I look to our Congress, as many peo-
ple do in this country, and I know who
we really are, and I know that if we put
our foot to the pedal, that if we decide
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that we are going to put this country
back on a strong footing—metaphori-
cally, as well as literally—I know that
if we are understanding that if we build
out and support that middle-income
layer, those people, the working people
of this Nation, that we will create an
economy that will grow and prosper ev-
eryone from the very, very top to the
very, very bottom.

That is what we need to do right now
in this country, from a bipartisan per-
spective, is to introduce, to advocate
for, to debate, discuss, design, and de-
velop an infrastructure bill with bipar-
tisan support that signals to the work-
ing families and all families in this
country that, A, we want to make sure
that you are safe as you travel our
highways and cross our bridges, that
you are safe when you live near water-
ways and need to be protected with lev-
ees, and that you are given the oppor-
tunity to give back to your country, to
build it, make it the strong country
that it should be and, at the same
time, create the kind of jobs that we
need in order to grow our economy for
everybody.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for this op-
portunity to speak to the American
people today, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

———

PAYING TRIBUTE TO THE LEGACY
OF THE HONORABLE SAM JOHN-
SON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. OLSON) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, 42 years
ago today, a POW came home from
Vietnam.

This Special Order was put on by Mr.
DoLD from Illinois. He will be here
shortly.

A man I love came home that day 42
years ago. He is our colleague, SAM
JOHNSON. SAM first saw combat in
Korea, 62 hair-raising combat missions
in an F-86 Sabre. He told me he used to
race Buzz Aldrin to get to where the
bad guys were to get the first kill of
the day. That same Buzz Aldrin walked
on the moon with Neil Armstrong.

SAM shot down one MIG in Korea. He
came home and quickly became one of
our best pilots in the Air Force. He
joined the Thunderbirds, the Air
Force’s flight demonstration team. He
flew solo and slot in the F-100C Super
Sabre. He became an instructor pilot at
the Air Force’s Fighter Weapons
School, their Top Gun.

SAM saw combat again in Vietnam.
He flew the F-4 Phantom into combat.
Coming back after dropping his bombs
on North Korea, he was shot down. It
was his 25th combat mission over Viet-
nam, April 15, 1966. SAM bailed out and
fell into hell on earth. He was taken
prisoner, confined for 6 years, 9
months, and 12 days.

This was a new war for POWs. It was
a war of propaganda, so every minute
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those men were alive, they were valu-
able. Their captors used starvation,
disease, isolation, physical, and mental
torture to push these men to confess to
war crimes, to bombing hospitals and
schools with napalm. They were beaten
every single day they were held in cap-
tivity.

The Viet Cong saw a fighter in SAM
JOHNSON. They saw a man who might
start a riot, a rebellion. They called
him a ‘‘diehard,” and so—with 10 other
men—they moved him from the Hanoi
Hilton to a place they called Alcatraz,
hell within hell.

SAM was alone for over 2 years. He
stayed in a windowless concrete room,
9 feet wide, 4 feet, 9 by 4 feet. Every
summer, it got up to 110 degrees Fahr-
enheit in his cell.

His legs were shackled with irons—
both legs—every minute he was in his
cell. Ten other men went with him:
Jeremiah Denton, Jim Stockdale, Bob
Shumaker, Ronald Storz, Harry Jen-
kins, Howard Rutledge, Nels Tanner,
Jim Mulligan, George McKnight, and
George Coker.
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Ten came home. Ronald Storz died in
Alcatraz in captivity. SAM and his 10
brothers all learned to lean on each
other to survive. In Alcatraz, one day
SAM was put in a cell and beaten and
beaten and beaten to make him write a
document and sign his confession of
committing a war crime.

Jeremiah Denton heard the clamor
when SAM was thrown back into his
cell hours after he was taken off from
his cell with the Viet Cong. Admiral
Denton said: SAM, SAM, it is okay,
buddy. There was silence for a couple
moments, and then SAM said: I made
them write it, but I had to sign it. Ad-
miral Denton said: It is okay, SAM. You
are, okay. Hang on. You did a good job.

Because of what SAM and others went
through, every naval aviator, marine
aviator, Air Force pilot, Army pilot,
Navy SEAL, Marine Force Recon,
Army Green Berets attend what is
known as SERE school—S-E-R-E, sur-
vive, evade, resist, escape—POW
school.

I went to SERE for 1 week in the fall
of 1991. I was fed little amounts of food.
No sleep. The last 2 days were in the
POW camp in a small concrete room
like SAM, alone, stuffed into a small
box in the dark, loud music and a
waterboard. That training gave me a
taste of torture—my strengths and
weaknesses. SAM never had that train-
ing. He learned it with his blood and
broken bones.

I want to close by using the tap code,
the way SAM and his fellow prisoners
used to communicate without talking.
It is a 5 by b matrix, 25 letters. It omits
the K.

(Tapping on podium.)

In the Hanoi Hilton and Alcatraz,
that says: I salute you. SAM, if I was
there that day, 42 years ago when you
came home, I would say: SAM, I salute
you.
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God bless them all.
I yield back the balance of my time.

HONORING THE 42ND ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE RELEASE OF
AMERICAN POWS FROM VIET-
NAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DoLD) is recognized for the
remainder of the hour as the designee
of the majority leader.

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my good friend from Texas for
his remarks talking about SAM JOHN-
SON, one of the great American heroes
that we have the honor here of serving
with. That tap code that you just heard
was really the lifeline, the lifeline for
so many of the almost 600 POWs, the
vast majority in the Hoa Lo Prison. So
while you heard those taps, those taps
were actually the communication sys-
tem that allowed those POWs to have
some sort of contact with another
human, and, I would argue, probably
saved many lives.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to
yield to my good friend from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DOLD), my
friend, for his leadership on this issue
and for leading this special hour. I also
want to thank my friend from Texas
for honoring our colleague SAM JOHN-
SON, a true American hero who,
through his service and sacrifice, his
time in the Hanoi Hilton, his time as a
prisoner of war in Vietnam, really
showcased what it means to be a great
patriot and an American hero willing
to sacrifice for his fellow countrymen
and for the freedom that we all enjoy.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the people
of central and eastern Kentucky, I, too,
rise today to recognize the 42nd anni-
versary of the release of American pris-
oners of war from Vietnam. I would
like to honor the brave men and
women who courageously wore our Na-
tion’s cloth and made great sacrifices
in the name of freedom.

As I walk into my congressional of-
fice, I am reminded every day of all the
American servicemembers that never
returned home from past wars by the
POW flag that I proudly display out-
side of my office.

Since the beginning of the Revolu-
tionary War, Kentuckians have contin-
ued to answer our Nation’s call to serv-
ice. In fact, over 125,000 Kentuckians
courageously and unselfishly served
during the Vietnam era, and the people
of Kentucky honor those who fought
and died in Vietnam by commissioning
the Kentucky Vietnam Veterans Me-
morial, which overlooks Kentucky’s
beautiful State capitol building in
Frankfort. I would also like to recog-
nize the organizations that keep the
memories of those who have sacrificed
much for our country alive, organiza-
tions such as Task Force Omega of
Kentucky, Rolling Thunder, and the
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Kentucky Patriot Guard, who con-
stantly remind us to never forget the
servicemembers who have perished and
have not yet returned home from Viet-
nam and other wars fought on foreign
soil.

While being held captive, American
POWs found strength in each other,
and as Congressman DoLD and Con-
gressman OLSON pointed out, those
taps were the way that those men in
that prison kept each other’s spirits
alive. Through their struggle, they
found resilience; through their faith,
they found comfort; and through their
patriotism, they found hope. We are so
grateful to have these servicemembers
home. As we know all too well from re-
cent events in the Middle East, not all
prisoners of war make it back to their
family members alive, but we owe all
of them a debt of gratitude.

Unlike the veterans of World War II,
Iraq, the Persian Gulf war or Afghani-
stan, those who served in Vietnam had
a very different and unfortunate expe-
rience, many of them, when they re-
turned home. Some were advised to
change into civilian clothes and avoid
contact with protestors, and it really
hurt. They didn’t deserve it. They de-
serve better. So for all of those vet-
erans of the Vietnam war, including
those who were POWs, we welcome
them home because they deserve our
respect, and they deserve to be wel-
comed home to a grateful nation.

American servicemembers found
hope in the fact that a grateful nation
would not leave them behind and would
do everything possible to bring them
home. We, as Americans, still stand be-
hind that promise today.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Illinois for the opportunity to
honor the 42nd anniversary of the re-
lease of American POWs from Vietnam.

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Kentucky for coming
and joining us in honoring these really
incredible servicemen, each with an in-
credible story, and really as we talk
about it, actually, Mr. Speaker, I came
to the floor yesterday. Yesterday 1
came to this very spot to talk about
my uncle. My uncle is one of the Alca-
traz 11, lives not far from the Capitol
here in Washington. He was flying off
the USS Coral Sea in an F-8 Crusader
and was shot down on a low-level mis-
sion, flying about a thousand feet
above the ground.

Now, for those, Mr. Speaker, that
don’t know what an F-8 Crusader is, it
is a jet that can fly at Mach 1.72, near-
ly twice the speed of sound. When it
filled up with smoke after he was hit,
he had very little time to eject. He
ejected. His parachute opened about 35
feet above the ground, and he broke his
back on impact.

Now, this is an incredible story. Yes-
terday marked the 50th anniversary of
being shot down. That was one of the
darkest days, I would argue, certainly
in our family; but for American serv-
icemen, and certainly aviators, that is
certainly a very dark day.
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Today, February 12, marks a very dif-
ferent day, a day for us to rejoice be-
cause it was the day that marks Oper-
ation Homecoming, the day that over
600 American POWs would eventually
be released, and February 12 was the
day that those first POWs would be re-
leased from the Hoa Lo Prison.

The Hoa Lo Prison, Mr. Speaker, was
a prison that was built by the French,
and unspeakable things happened at
this prison. What is incredible to me is
not the darkness of what happened at
the Hoa Lo Prison, a prison that we
know today as the Hanoi Hilton. What
is remarkable to me is the fact that
these servicemen relied upon faith and
honor to get them through, and largely
each other.

So I just want those that may be tun-
ing in to put themselves in the place of
an American aviator, jumping on board
a jet. Put yourself, perhaps, in the
cockpit of that F-8 Crusader.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not revealing
any news when we talk about Amer-
ican servicemen and -women being a
little bit cocky if they are out there
flying. I think some might think they
are invincible. Well, the world changed
certainly for my uncle and for many on
the day of their captivity. They no
longer had their aircraft. They no
longer had their sidearm. They no
longer had their uniform. All was
stripped from them. They were issued,
in essence, a pair of pajamas and a pair
of sandals.

Little did my uncle or SAM JOHNSON
or Nels Tanner or Jim Stockdale or
Jeremiah Denton or JOHN MCCAIN or
many of the other POWs realize how
long this conflict would continue. What
they did know was that each and every
one of them, as an American fighting
man, was going to return home with
honor.

Many of you may know, Mr. Speaker,
the story of JOHN MCCAIN. His father
was very high up in the United States
Navy. The Vietnamese knew that they
had a prize when they had JOHN
McCAIN, and he was offered early re-
lease. They were going to give him a
free pass home and comfort to be back
here in the United States. The devasta-
tion that would have done to the
POWSs, the morale would have been dev-
astating, and so he turned them down.
The Vietnamese said it was going to be
very bad for you now, Mr. McCAIN, and
indeed it was. He, as well as the other
Americans in captivity, would endure
years of torture.
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The big four, Mr. Speaker, was name,
rank, serial number, and date of birth.
And these men would be tortured for
additional information. Every person—
at least everyone that I know—has
their breaking point, and certainly
American POWs are no different.

They set up a system. They set up, in
essence, a military operation, fol-
lowing rank. Jim Stockdale was the
highest-ranking officer and, therefore,
sent word out that if they were broken,
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to be able to stiffen their back up and
give no additional information next
time.

That tap code system that you heard
the gentleman from Texas talk about,

J—they eliminated the K because they
needed to have a 5 by 5 matrix. Rows
and columns—first the row, then the
column. So B is first row, second col-
umn. And really, the way they did it is,
‘“‘shave and a haircut, two bits’ is how
you started this conversation. So most
Americans know that if you give the
rap, they are going to respond with two
taps. And that is when you knew there
was an American on the other side of
the wall. If they got any sort of a dif-
ferent response, they knew that it was
most likely not an American and,
therefore, they were going to stop their
communication.

What was going on through those
walls was literally like hundreds of
woodpeckers going nonstop, day in and
day out, letting people know that it
was okay, that they had them. They
knew when someone was coming. They
could hear the keys rattling and they
knew that their comrade was going to
be taken out and tortured and beaten.
So when they got back to their cell,
that tap code would go, letting them
know that there was somebody there
for them. Incredible.

Now out of the hundreds of POWs
that went to North Vietnam and were
captured, there was a crew of the 11
greatest threats to camp security, ac-
cording to the North Vietnamese. They
became known as the Alcatraz 11. My
uncle, Bob Shumaker, was one of the
Alcatraz 11, along with Admiral
Stockdale, who was shot down in 1965.
He was the senior U.S. officer present
during the camps. And he was consid-
ered to be a big troublemaker, no ques-
tion.

Also, George Coker, who was shot
down in 1966. Jeremiah Denton, a
United States Senator from the great
State of Alabama, was shot down in
1965. Harry Jenkins was shot down also
in ’65. SAM JOHNSON, whom we talked
about, whom we have the honor of
serving with here in the United States
Congress, was shot down in 1966 on his
25th combat mission. George McKnight
was shot down in 1965. James Mulligan
was shot down in 1966. Howard Rut-
ledge was shot down in 1965. Ron Storz
of the Alcatraz 11 was the only one who
did not make it home alive.

Nels Tanner has a unique story. He
was the last of the Alcatraz 11. Nels
Tanner got his ticket to Alcatraz by
making the Vietnamese look bad.
When he was being tortured and they
were trying to get information about
who was his commanding officer, Nels
Tanner told them it was ‘“‘Ben Casey”’
and ‘‘Clark Kent.”” Well, here in Amer-
ica, everybody knows Ben Casey and
Clark Kent are not real figures. And
when word got back to the Vietnamese
that they had been made a joke of, he
got his ticket to Alcatraz.

Mr. Speaker, I want people to under-
stand Alcatraz for a minute. The rea-
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son why these 11 men went to Alcatraz
is because they were the thorn in the
side of the North Vietnamese. They
were the ones that resisted the hardest.
They were the ones that caused the
problems.

The American fighting men in the
Hoa Lo Prison, the Hanoi Hilton, they
also caused problems, but these 11 were
singled out. And they went into a cell
that was—at most generous—about 4
feet by 9. Just imagine that, 4 feet by
9. It is about yea big, at 9 feet in front
of you. The Alcatraz 11 spent, on aver-
age, about 2% years in this prison
camp. They were able to get out of
their cell for 15 minutes a day to be
able to go empty their sanitation buck-
et. They ate in their cell. And they had
a tremendous amount of time.

What can you do? The most impor-
tant muscle that they exercised was
their brain, which is why the tap code
was so important. But they used other
methods. They could cough. They could
sneeze. They could try to do different
things along those lines. They waved
their hands in front of the door so that
shadows would be indicative of those
letters and they were able to commu-
nicate.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say, my
uncle built his home in Fairfax Sta-
tion, Virginia, in his mind long before
any brick was laid. Brick by brick, he
knew exactly how many bricks it
would take. He knew exactly how
many feet of pipe it would take. He
knew exactly how much lumber. These
were the exercises. He built it, tour it
down. He built it and tour it down.
These were the exercises that these
men would go through.

At Alcatraz, SAM JOHNSON learned
French through the walls. A product of
Texas public schools, he might not
have had the opportunity to learn a
foreign language. So he used that op-
portunity in Alcatraz to learn French
from Bob Shumaker. It is not the most
ideal way to learn French, but the one
thing they did have was time.

The Vietnamese tried to strip every-
thing from these men, but there is one
thing that they couldn’t strip. They
couldn’t strip their faith. They
couldn’t strip their honor. And each
was determined that they would return
to the United States with honor. That,
I think, is just remarkable.

One of the things, as we think about
February 12, 1973, we cannot miss what
was happening back here at home.
Their spouses played a vital role and
an active role not only with the gov-
ernment but also in the Paris Peace
Accords, advocating for the release of
the American POWs.

Mr. Speaker, Vietnam was not a pop-
ular war, a war that went into living
rooms. But the one thing that the
American public was able to unite and
rally around was our American POWSs.
Bracelets were worn identifying Amer-
ican POWs and the day that they were
shot down.

I have a bracelet, Mr. Speaker, in my
office. It is sitting next to two pic-
tures—one of the day Bob Shumaker
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was shot down, February 11, 1965, and
the other is this picture right here.
This is the first time that he had an
opportunity to see his wife and his son
Grant, who was about 8 years and 3
months at the time, I think. When he
had been shot down, his son Grant was
only about 3 months old. This is the
picture of them being reunited.

I know it is not the best picture for
people to be able to view. But in 1973,
the styles were a little bit different. So
after the release, Bob Shumaker called
his wife, Lorraine, and wanted to make
sure that she dressed in the fashion of
1965. You can’t see the go-go boots, but
you can see the miniskirt. And that
was how he had remembered her, and
that is how he wanted to see her when
he got off that plane.

Mr. Speaker, 8 years and a day for
Bob Shumaker; 7 years plus for SAM
JOHNSON; b% years for JOHN MCCAIN.
Incredible stories. Torture.

I can tell you that some of America’s
finest servicemen tried to take their
own lives because they thought they
let their country down when they gave
information to the Vietnamese. But
they were pulled up by their comrades,
by the men who were next to them in
these cells.

There are a couple of others whom I
think are particularly interesting, Mr.
Speaker.

Everett Alvarez actually was the
first American POW. He was a U.S.
Navy commander and was held in cap-
tivity for 8% years.

Douglas Hegdahl was really a unique
case. Most of the POWs were aviators,
whether they were flying for the
United States Air Force or the United
States Navy. Doug Hegdahl was a guy
who was in the Navy but happened to
be on a ship. He came up and happened
to be standing on the deck. The ship
zigged when he thought it would zag,
and over the side he went. When he was
picked up by the Vietnamese in civil-
ian clothes, they thought he was a
member of the Central Intelligence
Agency. They put him in the Hoa Lo
Prison, and he started to just get
along.

One of the things with that tap code
that they tried to do each and every
day was they would communicate who
was newly in the prison. And when you
think about trying to memorize the
names of all the POWs—because if, for
some reason, somebody were to be re-
leased or to escape, they wanted to
make sure that the United States had
the opportunity to know exactly who
was in captivity. It was absolutely crit-
ical for them, critical for their families
to be able to know that they were still
alive.

Well, there were a couple of folks,
Mr. Speaker, who were released early. 1
would say that was not necessarily the
tack that many of the other POWs
would have taken. Doug Hegdahl did
not want to be released but was or-
dered to go because he had a photo-
graphic memory and knew every single
POW, knew their hometown, their
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phone number. When he got back to
the United States, he took his time to
go to all of these places to visit the
families of the POWs, to let them know
that their son, that their husband, that
their brother was still alive. He had
memorized their addresses and phone
numbers. He is really a remarkable
man.

Bud Day, Mr. Speaker, another pilot
that was shot down, sustained signifi-
cant injuries while flying his F-100F.
JOHN MCCAIN credits him for really
saving his life. While in captivity, he
was in really tough shape. Bud Day was
awarded the Congressional Medal of
Honor, as was Jim Stockdale.

Each and every one of these men—
certainly the Alcatraz 11—were highly
decorated for their efforts. But I think
the thing that was most important to
them was being able to return home
with honor.

We look at today, Mr. Speaker—Feb-
ruary 12, 2015—as a celebration hon-
oring the legacy that these American
fighting men have given us all, an in-
credible faith and a dedication to make
sure that each and every one of them
was going to return with honor.

There was a ceremony that happened
on February 12 as they were discharged
and marched out of the Hoa Lo Prison.
They were determined to march in
rank, as an American fighting force,
and then were discharged one by one.
The first one shot down would be the
first one released. So that was Everett
Alvarez. The second one was Bob
Shumaker.

They didn’t believe that this day had
finally come. They saw that C-141 come
into Hanoi and really didn’t start the
real celebration until the 141 had lifted
off of that tarmac and the first group
of American POWs were on their way
home.

Mr. Speaker, I am in awe every time
I read stories of these men who did in-
credible things to endure and to over-
come. It is an honor to be able to serve
with one in this body, but it is also an
honor to be able to stand here today on
the day of Operation Homecoming and
its 42nd anniversary and to say that
America will never forget, America
will always remember, that we stood
by you then, and we look to stand by
all of our men and women in uniform.
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We are in the midst of a conflict
right now in the midst of a war on ter-
ror. We must make sure that we give
our men and women that we have
asked to go out and defend us the tools
necessary to protect our country and
to do the job that we have asked them
to do. I hope, Madam Speaker, that no
one has to endure what these men en-
dured in Hanoi.

I want to thank my colleagues who
join me here today, but I also wanted
to take this opportunity for those that
may be tuning in to let the POWs from
the Vietnam conflict know how much
they mean not only to me, but to our
country. We thank you, and we love
you.
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Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

HONORING THE NAACP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MiM1 WALTERS of California). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) for
30 minutes.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman for the recitation. It was very
touching, very moving, and I just want
to commend him for keeping the mem-
ory alive. Thank you so much.

Madam Speaker, I am honored to-
night to thank the leadership and to
thank the Members of Congress who
have been supportive of this resolution
that we bring to the floor for a discus-
sion. This is a resolution that honors
the NAACP.

This resolution is not new to the
Congress of the United States of Amer-
ica because, in 2006, it actually passed
the House of Representatives by a
voice vote and then, in 2007, it passed
the House of Representatives by a vote
of 410-0; in 2008, 403-0; 2009, 424-0; and
2010, 421-0.

I thank the leadership and the Mem-
bers of this body for the support it has
shown to the NAACP with the passage
of this resolution through the years.

I am honored to be a member of the
NAACP. I take great pride in my mem-
bership. I have a life membership in the
NAACP. I have been fortunate enough
to serve on the board of the Houston
branch of the NAACP. I served for
nearly a decade as president of the
Houston branch of the NAACP, and I
have been the beneficiary of the
NAACP’s works. The NAACP has made
America the beautiful a more beautiful
America.

Tonight, Madam Speaker, I would
like to continue this discussion of the
NAACP. I would like to say just a few
words first about the founding of the
NAACP. It was founded on this day 106
years ago—106 years ago—when ap-
proximately 60 people answered what
was called the call.

It was a clarion call for persons to
come together to talk about and dis-
cuss a means by which lynching could
be dealt with. Of the 60 people, about
seven were African Americans. The
NAACP is not now and never has been
an organization that has been sup-
ported by only African Americans or
what some might call a Black organi-
zation. It has always been an inte-
grated organization.

After having been founded in 1909,
February 12, 106 years ago, the NAACP
did embark upon a campaign to end
lynching in the United States of Amer-
ica, a sad chapter in our history, but
one that we must never forget because
we never want to see these things hap-
pen again.

As things are doing well now in this
area of lynching—we don’t have
lynchings in the United States of
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America, generally speaking, we under-
stand the adage—the premise—that if
you don’t remember your history,
there is a possibility that it can be re-
peated.

For this reason, we talk about these
things. They are a sad chapter in our
history, but it is a chapter that we dare
not forget. The NAACP, in embarking
on this campaign to end lynching, pub-
lished a publication in 1919 that was
styled ‘30 Years of Lynching in the
United States.”

It is interesting to note that lynch-
ing was so prevalent in the United
States that the great Billie Holiday—
the great Billie Holiday—sang a song,
she was known for this song, styled
“Strange Fruit.”

This was a song that she could only
sing in certain places because this was
one of the first songs that dealt with
the protest movement around this no-
tion of civil rights and human rights
for African Americans. This song was
first presented in New York at a night-
club, the Cafe Society.

When she first presented the song,
she had much fear and much consterna-
tion because she wasn’t sure how it
would be received. After she finished
singing the song, there was a silence.
For a moment, she thought that it
would not be well received.

Then one person, as is the case with
many movements, one person started
to applaud and, after that, one person,
then another and another. Then she re-
ceived a very loud ovation for this
song.

I am going to share the words to the
song with us tonight because this song
is probably one of her signature songs,
but it is also a song that predated ‘“We
Shall Overcome,” which was a part of
the civil rights movement, the contem-
porary civil rights movement.

These are the words to the song, and
you will have some appreciation for
why I am mentioning it to you. The
words are:

Southern trees bear a strange fruit,

Blood on the leaves and blood at the root,

Black bodies swinging in the Southern
breeze,

Strange fruit hanging from the poplar trees.

Of course, we know that this song is
referring to the lynchings that were
taking place. In fact, between 1882 and
1968, according to Tuskegee Institute,
there were 3,446 African Americans
lynched in the United States of Amer-
ica—a sad chapter in our history.

This is why the NAACP came into
being. In part, it was established to en-
sure political, educational, social, and
economic equality for all persons—for
all persons—not just African Ameri-
cans, not just Blacks, not just as we
were known at that time, Negroes, but
for all persons; and it was established
as well to eliminate racial hatred and
racial discrimination—all noble chal-
lenges and challenges that we would
easily embrace today.

At that time, when the NAACP was
founded, because of lynchings that
were taking place and because of a de-
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sire to make sure that all persons were
treated fairly and equally, it was a dif-
ficult thing to do.

The NAACP, I am proud to say, has a
history of being on the right side of
right. It is consistently on the right
side of right. The NAACP was on the
right side of right in 1948 and 1953 when
it filed and won the lawsuits Shelley v.
Kraemer and Barrows v. Jackson.
These lawsuits dealt with restrictive
covenants.

There was a time in this country
when persons could restrict the sale of
property to people simply because of
who they were, the hue of their skin,
restrict the sale of property to people
because of the way they looked.

These two lawsuits were taken to the
Supreme Court of the United States of
America and were won. If the truth be
told, we sleep where we sleep and we
live where we live because of the
NAACP, because the NAACP was on
the right side of right.

What is interesting about this propo-
sition of being on the right side of
right, Madam Speaker, is the notion
that when you are what I call—what
some others would call a Monday
morning quarterback, but what I call a
hindsight quarterback—a hindsight
quarterback, that is my phrase—when
you are a hindsight quarterback, it is
easy to be on the right side of right be-
cause others have had to suffer the
slings and arrows associated with being
on the right side of right at the right
time, in the right place, in the right
space. The NAACP has dared to be on
the right side of right when it was very
difficult to be there.

In 1948 and 1953, when Shelley V.
Kraemer and Barrows v. Jackson were
litigated, it was not easy to be on the
right side of right, to talk about inte-
grating neighborhoods, to talk about
selling property to anybody if they
could pay the price of the cost of the
property.

Being on the right side of right
means something in the country that
we know and love. It means something
in a country that stands for the propo-
sition of liberty and justice for all, a
country that stands for the notion that
government should be of the people, by
the people, and for the people.

It means something to be on the
right side of right; hence it means
something to have an organization like
the NAACP that will step forward
using litigation when necessary, pro-
tests when needed, but always a peace-
ful means to a just end. The NAACP
has been there and has always been
consistently on the right side of right.

The NAACP was on the right side of
right in 1954 when it won the lawsuit
Brown v. Board of Education. I would
daresay that we eat where we eat be-
cause of the NAACP and we go to the
schools that we go to because of the
NAACP.

The NAACP took that lawsuit to the
Supreme Court under the leadership of
the Honorable Thurgood Marshall with
the aid and assistance of the honorable
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Charles Hamilton Houston and won
that lawsuit, placing the NAACP again
on the right side of right, overturning
decades of injustice with one single
lawsuit. The NAACP made a difference
in the lives of all Americans.

The truth be told, if we did not have
the NAACP, we would have to create it
because you need an organization like
the NAACP. You need an organization
that is willing to take a bold stand in
difficult times, an organization that
understands that it is not easy to be on
the right side of right, but that under-
stands also that a great country has to
move forward, and to do so, it must be
on the right side of right.

Let me pause for just a moment be-
cause we have had a great sage come
into the Chamber tonight. He is, of
course, the sage from New York. We
know him as the Honorable CHARLIE
RANGEL.

I know him as a friend to all of hu-
manity, a person who has consistently
been on the right side of right, a person
who speaks with clarity, with force,
sincerity, and he actually calls them as
he sees them, without any fear and
without any belief that there are con-
sequences that can be of great harm to
him, such that he should not speak
truth to power.

Tonight, I am honored to ask my
dear friend if he would join me and give
his commentary on the NAACP.

I will now yield to the gentleman
from New York City, the Honorable
CHARLES RANGEL.

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

Mr. RANGEL. Let me thank my
friend and colleague for giving me an
opportunity to thank an organization
that, unfortunately, so many Ameri-
cans, Black and White, have taken for
granted.

Earlier today, I was sitting on the
floor next to one of my Republican
friends from the South, and we were
talking about Selma. He had recently
seen the motion picture, and he was
shocked that something like this could
have happened.

Me being an oldtimer, I was surprised
that he did not know that those things
had gone on, but it was the graphics in
the motion picture and the change in
attitude that people have.

[ 1830

And it reminded me that this hap-
pened in my lifetime, to see somebody
from the same culture, the same back-
ground, now seeing things obscene that
should never happen in our great coun-
try.

Now, if people could have stood up 60
years ago and subjected themselves as
some people did in Selma and put their
life on the line in the early sixties, as
JOHN LEWIS and so many others did—
because I would like to remind every-
body I did the march too, but it was
after Bloody Sunday. I was not think-
ing about putting my life on the line.
And putting my feet on the line for 54
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miles was an ordeal for me, because I
didn’t fully understand the concept and
the threat to human life that was tak-
ing place in the sixties.

Imagine what it was when the
NAACP was formed. Imagine the
threat that Blacks and Whites had
formed this organization to bring us
together during the time that slavery
had just been over and this organiza-
tion has continued. I cannot begin to
tell you, Congressman, at my age, the
number of civil rights organizations
and political organizations and reli-
gious organizations that I have worked
through in my lifetime.

But no matter what the internal de-
bate is, no matter what state our Na-
tion is in, the NAACP has managed,
during very rough economic times and
hard political times, to keep going step
by step and never falling back. And
when the whole country and parts of
the world were rejoicing over the Vot-
ing Rights Act and the Civil Rights
Act—and we see what recently hap-
pened to the Supreme Court. Why was
nobody surprised that, once again, in
front of the Supreme Court, organizing
the entire Nation to do the right thing
was the National Association of Col-
ored People?

And so I just wish that, without so-
licitation, we can find some way to
thank those faceless people who never
get their names and pictures in the
newspaper, go out to the meeting, ac-
tive in voter registration, and when-
ever anybody in any community wants
to go there for a rally, the first thing
they do is call the local branch of the
NAACP to make certain that someone
would show up. Because the NAACP
doesn’t do these things for press con-
ferences. They don’t do it because they
want their names in the newspaper.
They have too much credibility and
have done too much work and have suf-
fered too much to risk their reputation
for something like that.

So I am so grateful and appreciative
that you would focus in the well of the
Congress, and certainly we all admit
that notwithstanding what Dr. Martin
Luther King and so many others that
we don’t know their names have done
to bring some sense of equality in our
great Nation, that the NAACP was
there 100 years ago doing the same
thing and then hoping and praying that
they can improve the quality of life for
all of us. And guess what? They are
still doing it.

Thank you for your commitment.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Thank you
very much, Mr. RANGEL, for your very
eloquent recitation. Once again, you
have risen, you have stepped up to the
plate, and we are most appreciative
that you took a moment to come over
and be with us. Thank you very much.

If I may now, we have another Mem-
ber of the Congress with us from the
18th Congressional District in the
State of Texas. She is a voice for the
voiceless, a very powerful voice, not
only in Congress, but across the length
and breadth of the country when it
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comes to human rights, human dignity,
and human decency.

I am honored to have my colleague
with me tonight, the Honorable SHEILA
JACKSON LEE, who is adjacent to me,
the Ninth Congressional District in
Houston, Texas. The Honorable SHEILA
JACKSON LEE.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Congressman,
thank you so very much. And, again,
my greatest appreciation for your an-
nual tribute to the NAACP. We are re-
minded of its great history. You are
the carrier of this dream and this cele-
bration. We are appreciative that you
have come to this Congress and done
many things, but you brought us to a
moment every year to be able to honor
this storied organization 106 years old.
So let me thank my good friend Con-
gressman GREEN, my next-door neigh-
bor in Houston, and a friend of many of
the same friends.

We know the work of the NAACP
local chapter in Houston, Texas. Now,
the leading President is, as I call him,
Dean James Douglas. Many presidents
before, of course, have ably served our
local chapter, but we come today to ac-
knowledge the grandness of the
NAACP. And as my colleague, Con-
gressman RANGEL, just mentioned, it is
an organization that is everywhere in
all ways.

It is well to note that many of the
successes that we have had in freedom,
justice, and liberty have come about
through the NAACP. President Truman
was the first President in 1948 to speak
to the NAACP. But it was not just an
oration, if you will. The NAACP seeks
to work, collaborate, and get things
done. It was that close relationship
with President Truman that generated
a commission that in the late 1940s,
after World War II, where soldiers came
home to a second-class citizenship.

Soldiers who left the hills and valleys
of America, the farms, and the urban
centers of America, African Americans,
colored boys, who went into World War
II came out as a second-class citizen.
You will hear stories of soldiers coming
back home being forced off trains or in
the back of the train or the back of the
bus, not being offered food at a train
station, even with the uniform on.

So heroes that had fought in the war
and managed to survive and come
home still came to a segregated Amer-
ica. It was in that backdrop that Presi-
dent Truman spoke to the NAACP, and
they called for a commission to address
the question of civil rights in America.
Out of that came the—because it was
in the realm of World War II, out of
that came an important announcement
that really, I think, was the prede-
cessor to desegregating America. That,
of course, was the executive order that
desegregated the United States mili-
tary. That is the clout of the NAACP.

Through the years—through the
yvears—the NAACP certainly has a long
history, starting in its early birth. But
I want to carry it forward into the
1950s and into the utilization of
Thurgood Marshall. Now it is called
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the NAACP Legal Defense Fund that
separated it out, but it was these law-
yers of the NAACP that rose to defend
those in the civil rights movement who
were the foot soldiers and the actors of
the civil rights movement, meaning
acting on the issue, the activists. And
they had the cerebral opportunity, if
you will, the cerebral leaders, the law-
yers, that came together to provide
them the legal armor that they needed.
Certainly we know that Thurgood Mar-
shall had a very fond expression and
appreciation for the NAACP.

So we come through these years in
the 1950s and the 1960s. And the kind of
continued support that the NAACP
provided in lasting and embracing—
lasting and embracing—so it embraced
the Southern Christian Leadership
Conference, which I had the privilege
of working for. It embraced various
other organizations. It embraced the
various faiths in our community, and
it embraced any organization that was
moving toward justice, as Dr. King
said, bending that arc toward justice.
The NAACP was there with its many
chapters, and it was there with pro-
viding the education of so many of
these individuals that were, in fact, I
call them, foot soldiers in every hamlet
of America.

Now we come, if I may cite him, in
the civil rights movement, again join-
ing with those marching across the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge, being a mighty
vehicle, if I might, a lobbyist. I under-
stand Congressman Clarence Mitchell
was called the 101st Senator. He was a
lobbyist for the NAACP. He was on the
cutting edge of every single civil rights
legislation for a period of, I believe, 40
years. I may be exaggerating the time-
frame, but he was there for the 64 Civil
Rights Act, there for the ’65 Voting
Rights Act. Clarence Mitchell of the
NAACP was an advocate, not a lob-
byist, on behalf of the NAACP, and met
and stood, if you will, to debate not on
the floor of the Senate with the Strom
Thurmonds and others who had a dif-
ferent opinion about desegregation of
this country.

Let me take note of the fact that
today I had the privilege of seeing an
unveiling of a stamp in honor of Robert
Robinson Taylor, the great-grandfather
of Valerie Jarrett. And what I would
say is that even his success in the
backdrop of being the first graduate of
MIT, African American graduate, you
can be assured that the NAACP was
moving along to add to the civil rights
aspect of the great outstanding success
and leadership that this gentleman,
Mr. Taylor, has shown.

So the NAACP has been there to
make a pathway. The NAACP has been
there to embrace. The NAACP has been
there to collaborate. The NAACP has
been there to stand with you when you
need them to stand with you.

I close by indicating that we have
had a challenging year of addressing
issues of criminal justice reform, and I
am very grateful that the NAACP has
also taken up this issue and will be a
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partner on this issue of criminal jus-
tice reform, working with many of us
as we commit to America—not just Af-
rican Americans—that we will answer
the question dealing with justice,
equality, and liberty.

I pay tribute, finally, Mr. GREEN, to
the leader of ACT-SO, who lost her life,
in the local chapter of the NAACP. I
want to honor her and thank her for
the years that I knew her and her serv-
ice to young people in the ACT-SO pro-
gram in Houston, Texas. To her family,
I want to thank her so much for the
work that she did and the lives that
she touched.

That is the NAACP. Tonight, I say,
“I am the NAACP.” Congratulations
for 106 years.

Thank you, Mr. GREEN, for yielding.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Thank you
very much. I applaud you for your very
kind words about the NAACP, and I
also compliment you for giving us ad-
ditional examples of the NAACP being
on the right side of right—the right
side of right.

With the history that it has for being
on the right side of right, one can
imagine 100 years from now, when
someone looks through the vista of
time back upon this time, when the
NAACP is the champion right now for
voting rights, who will be on the right
side of right when we look back?

I think that is important for us to
consider because we never want to be
on the wrong side of history, but we are
in a situation right now where it will
take some courage for some people to
be on the right side of right as we tack-
le this question of voting rights, voting
rights that have been diminished by
the evisceration of section 4 of the Vot-
ing Rights Act, which emasculated sec-
tion 5 of the Voting Rights Act, which
means that there is no coverage. We
have to now find a way to reinstate
section 4 of the Voting Rights Act.

Who will be on the right side of
right? Who will be with the NAACP?
When we look back 100 years from now
and we examine these circumstances
and we understand that it was not easy
to be on the right side of right, who
will be there so that we can accom-
plish, again, what the NAACP has
fought for for many decades in this
country?

I thank you, again, Madam Speaker.
I thank the leadership for this oppor-
tunity. Our time has expired, but our
energies are still with us, and we will
continue to be a part of this great au-
gust organization known as the
NAACP, as it continues to be on the
right side of right.

I yield back the balance of my time.

——————

HONORING THE SERVICE OF THE
MEN OF THE VIETNAM WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DENHAM) for 30 minutes.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Madam
Speaker.
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Forty years ago today, the first
flight carrying U.S. prisoners of war
out of North Vietnam lifted off from
Hanoi to take the first 40 U.S. service-
men to freedom.

These men, some of whom had been
held for 8 years in a brutal captivity,
were just a small cohort of more than
683 Americans known to have been held
in North Vietnamese prisons and the
first of 591 POWs returned to American
soil after the Paris Peace Accords
through Operation Homecoming.
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Sadly, 92 Americans died in cap-
tivity, and to this day, more than 1,000
Americans who served in Indochina
during the Vietnam war era are still
unaccounted for.

Today, we are here to honor both the
men who survived and those who never
returned. Their extraordinary courage,
endurance, and sacrifice should be an
example for everyone in this Chamber
and across the country.

I would, in particular, like to recall
the service of my good friend Senator
JOHN MCcCAIN and of our colleague here
in the House, SAM JOHNSON, who spent
nearly 7 years as a prisoner of war—
many of them locked in solitary con-
finement.

The treatment that Congressman
SAM JOHNSON and Senator MCCAIN
faced inside the prisons was designed to
break those held. To force them to give
military information or to serve as
propaganda tools for the North Viet-
namese regime, physical and emotional
torture were used to compel coopera-
tion. The denial of food and sleep depri-
vation were regular, beatings with bars
and whips were common, and the bind-
ing of POWs with ropes and then dis-
locating their arms and legs was a fa-
vorite tactic.

The names of the places that they
were held have entered the lexicon—
the Hanoi Hilton, the Alcatraz, and the
Dogpatch—all names that conjure up
images of cramped cells, isolation,
filth, and savage pain.

Madam Speaker, it is worth remem-
bering that the North Vietnamese, in
order to justify their treatment of the
American captives, declared all of their
prisoners to be war criminals and de-
nied them all protections of the Geneva
Convention.

What is most remarkable is these
men never broke. They kept faith with
their country and with each other de-
spite the extraordinary costs to them-
selves.

When asked what kept them going,
many responded their faith in God and
their fellow prisoners. Commander
Paul Galanti stated:

What held me together was faith—four of
’em: faith in God, faith in my fellow POWs—
many of whom I'd never met, although I felt
closer to them than my own family—faith in
my fellow military forces and leaders whom
I knew wouldn’t let us down, and, finally,
faith in the USA.

Madam Speaker, these stories and
the others shared by my colleagues
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here tonight should remind us of the
terrible price paid by those who serve
our country and of the debt we owe to
each of them. We must also continue to
make every effort to recover the 1,636
missing in action from the Vietnam
war.

I would like to thank Mr. DoLD for
speaking earlier tonight on this topic.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. PEARCE (at the request of Mr.
McCARTHY) for today and the balance
of the week on account of a family
medical emergency.

Mr. HONDA (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for the afternoon of today until
February 13 on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr. SWALWELL of California (at the
request of Ms. PELOSI) for today start-
ing at 1:30 p.m. and the balance of the
week on account of traveling with the
President and participating in a forum
on cybersecurity.

————

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE
RULES

AMENDMENT TO THE RULES OF THE COMMITTEE
ON AGRICULTURE FOR THE 114TH CONGRESS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC, February 12, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am pleased to submit
for printing in the Congressional Record,
pursuant to Rule XI, clause 2(a) of the Rules
of the House, a copy of the Rules of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, which were adopted
at the organizational meeting of the Com-
mittee on January 22, 2015, and revised at the
business meeting of the Committee today,
February 12, 2015.

Appendix A of the Committee Rules will
include excerpts from the Rules of the House
relevant to the operation of the Committee.
Appendix B will include relevant excerpts
from the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
In the interests of minimizing printing costs,
Appendices A and B are omitted from this
submission.

Sincerely,
K. MICHAEL CONAWAY,
Chairman.
(As adopted January 22, 2015, and revised
February 12, 2015)

RULE I.—GENERAL PROVISIONS

(a) Applicability of House Rules.—(1) The
Rules of the House shall govern the proce-
dure of the Committee and its subcommit-
tees, and the Rules of the Committee on Ag-
riculture so far as applicable shall be inter-
preted in accordance with the Rules of the
House, except that a motion to recess from
day to day, and a motion to dispense with
the first reading (in full) of a bill or resolu-
tion, if printed copies are available, are non-
debatable privileged motions in the Com-
mittee and its subcommittees. (See Appendix
A for the applicable Rules of the U.S. House
of Representatives.)

(2) As provided in clause 1(a)(2) of House
Rule XI, each Subcommittee is part of the
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Committee and is subject to the authority
and direction of the Committee and its Rules
so far as applicable. (See also Committee
Rules III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII and XI, infra.)

(b) Authority to Conduct Investigations.—
The Committee and its subcommittees, after
consultation with the Chairman of the Com-
mittee, may conduct such investigations and
studies as they may consider necessary or
appropriate in the exercise of their respon-
sibilities under Rule X of the Rules of the
House and in accordance with clause 2(m) of
House Rule XI.

(c) Authority to Print.—The Committee is
authorized by the Rules of the House to have
printed and bound testimony and other data
presented at hearings held by the Committee
and its subcommittees. All costs of steno-
graphic services and transcripts in connec-
tion with any meeting or hearing of the
Committee and its subcommittees shall be
paid from applicable accounts of the House
described in clause 1(i)(1) of House Rule X in
accordance with clause 1(c) of House Rule XI.
(See also paragraphs (d), (e) and (f) of Com-
mittee Rule IX.)

(d) Vice Chairman.—The Member of the
majority party on the Committee or Sub-
committee designated by the Chairman of
the full Committee shall be the vice chair-
man of the Committee or Subcommittee in
accordance with clause 2(d) of House Rule
XI.

(e) Presiding Member.—If the Chairman of
the Committee or Subcommittee is not
present at any Committee or Subcommittee
meeting or hearing, the vice chairman shall
preside. If the Chairman and vice chairman
of the Committee or Subcommittee are not
present at a Committee or Subcommittee
meeting or hearing the ranking Member of
the majority party who is present shall pre-
side in accordance with clause 2(d), House
Rule XI.

(f) Publication of Rules.—The Committee’s
Rules shall be publicly available in elec-
tronic form and published in the Congres-
sional Record not later than 30 days after the
Chair is elected in each odd-numbered year
as provided in clause 2(a) of House Rule XI.

(g) Joint Committee Reports of Investiga-
tion or Study.—A report of an investigation
or study conducted jointly by more than one
committee may be filed jointly, provided
that each of the committees complies inde-
pendently with all requirements for approval
and filing of the report.

RULE II.—COMMITTEE BUSINESS MEETINGS—

REGULAR, ADDITIONAL AND SPECIAL

(a) Regular Meetings.—Regular meetings
of the Committee, in accordance with clause
2(b) of House Rule XI, shall be held on the
first Wednesday of every month to transact
its business if notice is given pursuant to
clause 2(g)(3) of House Rule XI. The Chair-
man shall provide each Member of the Com-
mittee, as far in advance of the day of the
regular meeting as practicable, a written
agenda of such meeting. Items may be placed
on the agenda by the Chairman or a majority
of the Committee. (See paragraph (f) of Com-
mittee Rule XI for provisions that apply to
meetings of subcommittees.)

(b) Additional Meetings.—(1) The Chair-
man may call and convene, as he or she con-
siders necessary, which may not commence
earlier than the third day on which Members
have notice thereof after consultation with
the Ranking Minority Member of the Com-
mittee or after concurrence with the Rank-
ing Minority Member, additional meetings of
the Committee for the consideration of any
bill or resolution pending before the Com-
mittee or for the conduct of other Com-
mittee business. The Committee shall meet
for such additional meetings pursuant to the
notice from the Chairman.
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(2) A hearing or meeting may begin sooner
than specified in clause (1) (in which case the
chair shall make the announcement specified
at the earliest possible time) if the Com-
mittee so determines by majority vote in the
presence of the number of Members required
under the Rules of the Committee for the
transaction of business.

(3) At least 24 hours prior to the com-
mencement of a meeting for the markup of a
measure or matter the Chair shall cause the
text of such measure or matter to be made
publicly available in electronic form.

(c) Special Meetings.—If at least three
Members of the Committee desire that a spe-
cial meeting of the Committee be called by
the Chairman, those Members may file in the
offices of the Committee their written re-
quest to the Chairman for such special meet-
ing. Such request shall specify the measure
or matters to be considered. Immediately
upon the filing of the request, the Majority
Staff Director (serving as the clerk of the
Committee for such purpose) shall notify the
Chairman of the filing of the request. If,
within 3 calendar days after the filing of the
request, the Chairman does not call the re-
quested special meeting to be held within 7
calendar days after the filing of the request,
a majority of the Members of the Committee
may file in the offices of the Committee
their written notice that a special meeting
of the Committee will be held, specifying the
date and hour thereof, and the measures or
matter to be considered at that special meet-
ing in accordance with clause 2(c)(2) of House
Rule XI. The Committee shall meet on that
date and hour. Immediately upon the filing
of the notice, the Majority Staff Director
(serving as the clerk) of the Committee shall
notify all Members of the Committee that
such meeting will be held and inform them of
its date and hour and the measure or matter
to be considered, and only the measure or
matter specified in that notice may be con-
sidered at that special meeting.

RULE III.—OPEN MEETINGS AND HEARINGS;
BROADCASTING

(a) Open Meetings and Hearings.—Each
meeting for the transaction of business, in-
cluding the markup of legislation, and each
hearing by the Committee or a Sub-
committee shall be open to the public unless
closed in accordance with clause 2(g) of
House Rule XI. (See Appendix A.)

(b) Broadcasting and Photography.—When-
ever a Committee or Subcommittee meeting
for the transaction of business, including the
markup of legislation, or a hearing is open to
the public, that meeting or hearing shall:

(1) To the maximum extent practicable the
Committee shall provide audio and video
coverage of each hearing or meeting for the
transaction of business in a manner that al-
lows the public to easily listen to and view
the proceedings and shall maintain the re-
cordings of such coverage in a manner that
is easily accessible to the public.

(2) Be open to coverage by television,
radio, and still photography in accordance
with clause 4 of House Rule XI (See Appendix
A). When such radio coverage is conducted in
the Committee or Subcommittee, written
notice to that effect shall be placed on the
desk of each Member. The Chairman of the
Committee or Subcommittee, shall not limit
the number of television or still cameras
permitted in a hearing or meeting room to
fewer than two representatives from each
medium (except for legitimate space or safe-
ty considerations, in which case pool cov-
erage shall be authorized).

(c) Closed Meetings—Attendees.—No per-
son other than Members of the Committee or
Subcommittee and such congressional staff
and departmental representatives as the
Committee or Subcommittee may authorize
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shall be present at any business or markup
session that has been closed to the public as
provided in clause 2(g)(1) of House Rule XI.

(d) Addressing the Committee.—A Com-
mittee Member may address the Committee
or a Subcommittee on any bill, motion, or
other matter under consideration (See Com-
mittee Rule VIII (e) relating to questioning
a witness at a hearing). The time a Member
may address the Committee or Sub-
committee for any such purpose shall be lim-
ited to 5 minutes, except that this time limit
may be waived by unanimous consent. A
Member shall also be limited in his or her re-
marks to the subject matter under consider-
ation, unless the Member receives unani-
mous consent to extend his or her remarks
beyond such subject.

(e) Meetings to Begin Promptly.—Subject
to the presence of a quorum, each meeting or
hearing of the Committee and its sub-
committees shall begin promptly at the time
so stipulated in the public announcement of
the meeting or hearing.

(f) Prohibition on Proxy Voting.—No vote
by any Member of the Committee or Sub-
committee with respect to any measure or
matter may be cast by proxy.

(g) Location of Persons at Meetings.—No
person other than the Committee or Sub-
committee Members and Committee or Sub-
committee staff may be seated in the ros-
trum area during a meeting of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee unless by unani-
mous consent of Committee or Sub-
committee.

(h) Consideration of Amendments and Mo-
tions.—A Member, upon request, shall be rec-
ognized by the Chairman to address the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee at a meeting for a
period limited to 5 minutes on behalf of an
amendment or motion offered by the Mem-
ber or another Member, or upon any other
matter under consideration, unless the Mem-
ber receives unanimous consent to extend
the time limit. Every amendment or motion
made in Committee or Subcommittee shall,
upon the demand of any Member present, be
reduced to writing, and a copy thereof shall
be made available to all Members present.
Such amendment or motion shall not be
pending before the Committee or Sub-
committee or voted on until the require-
ments of this paragraph have been met.

(i) Demanding Record Vote.—

(1) A record vote of the Committee or Sub-
committee on a question or action shall be
ordered on a demand by one-fifth of the
Members present.

(2) The Chairman of the Committee or Sub-
committee may postpone further pro-
ceedings when a record vote is ordered on the
question of approving a measure or matter
or on adopting an amendment. If the Chair-
man postpones further proceedings:

(A) the Chairman may resume such post-
poned proceedings, after giving Members
adequate notice, at a time chosen in con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber; and

(B) notwithstanding any intervening order
for the previous question, the underlying
proposition on which proceedings were post-
poned shall remain subject to further debate
or amendment to the same extent as when
the question was postponed.

(j) Submission of Motions or Amendments
In Advance of Business Meetings.—The Com-
mittee and Subcommittee Chairman may re-
quest and Committee and Subcommittee
Members should, insofar as practicable, co-
operate in providing copies of proposed
amendments or motions to the Chairman
and the Ranking Minority Member of the
Committee or the Subcommittee twenty-
four hours before a Committee or Sub-
committee business meeting.

(k) Points of Order.—No point of order
against the hearing or meeting procedures of
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the Committee or Subcommaittee shall be en-
tertained unless it is made in a timely fash-
ion.

(1) Limitation on Committee Sittings.—
The Committee or subcommittees may not
sit during a joint session of the House and
Senate or during a recess when a joint meet-
ing of the House and Senate is in progress.

(m) Prohibition of Wireless Telephones.—
Use of wireless phones during a Committee
or Subcommittee hearing or meeting is pro-
hibited.

RULE IV.—QUORUMS

(a) Working Quorum.—One-third of the
Members of the Committee or a Sub-
committee shall constitute a quorum for
taking any action, other than as noted in
paragraphs (b) and (c).

(b) Majority Quorum.—A majority of the
Members of the Committee or Subcommittee
shall constitute a quorum for:

(1) the reporting of a bill, resolution or
other measure (See clause 2(h)(1) of House
Rules XI, and Committee Rule IX);

(2) the closing of a meeting or hearing to
the public pursuant to clauses 2(g), 2(k)(5)
and 2(k)(7) of the Rule XI of the Rules of the
House;

(3) the authorizing of a subpoena as pro-
vided in clause 2(m)(3), of House Rule XI (See
also Committee Rule VII.); and

(4) as where required by a Rule of the
House.

(¢) Quorum for Taking Testimony.—Two
Members of the Committee or Subcommittee
shall constitute a quorum for the purpose of
taking testimony and receiving evidence.

RULE V.—RECORDS

(a) Maintenance of Records.—The Com-
mittee shall keep a complete record of all
Committee and Subcommittee action which
shall include:

(1) in the case of any meeting or hearing
transcripts, a substantially verbatim ac-
count of remarks actually made during the
proceedings, subject only to technical, gram-
matical and typographical corrections au-
thorized by the person making the remarks
involved, and

(2) written minutes shall include a record
of all Committee and Subcommittee action
and a record of all votes on any question and
a tally on all record votes.

The result of each such record vote shall be
made available by the Committee for inspec-
tion by the public at reasonable times in the
offices of the Committee and by telephone
request and also made publicly available in
electronic form within 48 hours of such
record vote. Not later than 24 hours after
adoption of an amendment to a measure or
matter, the chair of the Committee shall
cause the text of such amendment adopted
thereto to be made publicly available in elec-
tronic form. Information so available for
public inspection shall include a description
of the amendment, motion, order or other
proposition and the name of each Member
voting for and each Member voting against
such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition, and the names of those Members
present but not voting.

(b) Access to and Correction of Records.—
Any public witness, or person authorized by
such witness, during Committee office hours
in the Committee offices and within 10 cal-
endar days of the close of hearings, may ob-
tain a transcript copy of that public
witness’s testimony and make such tech-
nical, grammatical and typographical cor-
rections as authorized by the person making
the remarks involved as will not alter the
nature of testimony given. There shall be
prompt return of such corrected copy of the
transcript to the Committee. Members of the
Committee or Subcommittee shall receive
copies of transcripts for their prompt review
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and correction and prompt return to the
Committee. The Committee or Sub-
committee may order the printing of a hear-
ing record without the corrections of any
Member or witness if it determines that such
Member or witness has been afforded a rea-
sonable time in which to make such correc-
tions and further delay would seriously im-
pede the consideration of the legislative ac-
tion that is subject of the hearing. The
record of a hearing shall be closed 10 cal-
endar days after the last oral testimony, un-
less the Committee or Subcommittee deter-
mines otherwise. Any person requesting to
file a statement for the record of a hearing
must so request before the hearing concludes
and must file the statement before the
record is closed unless the Committee or
Subcommittee determines otherwise. The
Committee or Subcommittee may reject any
statement in light of its length or its tend-
ency to defame, degrade, or incriminate any
person.

(c) Property of the House.—All Committee
and Subcommittee records (including hear-
ings data, charts, and files) shall be kept sep-
arate and distinct from the congressional of-
fice records of the Members serving as Chair-
man and such records shall be the property
of the House and all Members of the House
shall have access thereto. The Majority Staff
Director shall promptly notify the Chairman
and the Ranking Minority Member of any re-
quest for access to such records.

(d) Availability of Archived Records.—The
records of the Committee at the National Ar-
chives and Records Administration shall be
made available for public use in accordance
with House Rule VII. The Chairman shall no-
tify the Ranking Minority Member of the
Committee of the need for a Committee
order pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or clause 4(b)
of such House Rule, to withhold a record oth-
erwise available.

(e) Special Rules for Certain Records and
Proceedings.—A stenographic record of a
business meeting of the Committee or Sub-
committee may be kept and thereafter may
be published if the Chairman of the Com-
mittee, after consultation with the Ranking
Minority Member, determines there is need
for such a record. The proceedings of the
Committee or Subcommittee in a closed
meeting, evidence or testimony in such
meeting, shall not be divulged unless other-
wise determined by a majority of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee.

(f) Electronic Availability of Committee
Publications.—To the maximum extent fea-
sible, the Committee shall make its publica-
tions available in electronic form.

RULE VI.—POWER TO SIT AND ACT.

For the purpose of carrying out any of its
function and duties under House Rules X and
X1, the Committee and each of its sub-
committees is authorized to sit and act at
such times and places within the United
States whether the House is in session, has
recessed, or has adjourned and to hold such
hearings.

RULE VII.—SUBPOENAS AND OATHS.

(a) Issuance of Subpoenas.—In accordance
with clause House Rule XI, clause 2(m), a
subpoena may be authorized and issued by a
majority of the Committee or by the Chair-
man in consultation with the Ranking Mi-
nority Member. Such consultation shall
occur at least 48 hours in advance of a sub-
poena being issued under such authority. Au-
thorized subpoenas shall be signed by the
Chairman of the Committee or by any Mem-
ber designated by the Committee.

(b) Oaths.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee, or any member of the Committee
designated by the Chairman, may administer
oaths to any witnesses.
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RULE VIII.—HEARING PROCEDURES

(a) Power to Hear.—For the purpose of car-
rying out any of its functions and duties
under House Rule X and XI, the Committee
and its subcommittees are authorized to sit
and hold hearings at any time or place with-
in the United States whether the House is in
session, has recessed, or has adjourned. (See
Committee Rule VI and paragraph (f) of
Committee Rule XI for provisions relating to
Subcommittee hearings and meetings.)

(b) Announcement.—The Chairman of the
Committee shall after consultation with the
Ranking Minority Member of the Com-
mittee, make a public announcement of the
date, place and subject matter of any Com-
mittee hearing at least 1 week before the
commencement of the hearing. The Chair-
man of a Subcommittee shall schedule a
hearing only after consultation with the
Chairman of the Committee and after con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber of the Subcommittee, and the Chairmen
of the other subcommittees after such con-
sultation with the Committee Chairman, and
shall request the Majority Staff Director to
make a public announcement of the date,
place, and subject matter of such hearing at
least 1 week before the hearing. If the Chair-
man of the Committee or the Subcommittee,
with concurrence of the Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee or Subcommittee,
determines there is good cause to begin the
hearing sooner, or if the Committee or Sub-
committee so determines by majority vote, a
quorum being present for the transaction of
business, the Chairman of the Committee or
Subcommittee, as appropriate, shall request
the Majority Staff Director to make such
public announcement at the earliest possible
date. The clerk of the Committee shall
promptly notify the Daily Digest Clerk of
the Congressional Record, and shall prompt-
ly enter the appropriate information into the
Committee scheduling service of the House
Information Systems as soon as possible
after such public announcement is made.

(c) Scheduling of Witnesses.—Except as
otherwise provided in this rule, the sched-
uling of witnesses and determination of the
time allowed for the presentation of testi-
mony at hearings shall be at the discretion
of the Chairman of the Committee or Sub-
committee, unless a majority of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee determines other-
wise.

(d) Written Statement; Oral Testimony.—
(1) BEach witness who is to appear before the
Committee or a Subcommittee, shall insofar
as practicable file with the Majority Staff
Director of the Committee, at least 2 work-
ing days before the day of his or her appear-
ance, a written statement of proposed testi-
mony. Witnesses shall provide sufficient cop-
ies of their statement for distribution to
Committee or Subcommittee Members, staff,
and the news media. Insofar as practicable,
the Committee or Subcommittee staff shall
distribute such written statements to all
Members of the Committee or Subcommittee
as soon as they are received as well as any
official reports from departments and agen-
cies on such subject matter. All witnesses
may be limited in their oral presentations to
brief summaries of their statements within
the time allotted to them, at the discretion
of the Chairman of the Committee or Sub-
committee, in light of the nature of the tes-
timony and the length of time available.

(2) As noted in paragraph (b) of Committee
Rule VII, the Chairman of the Committee or
any Member designated by the Chairman,
may administer an oath to any witness.

(3) To the greatest extent practicable, each
witness appearing in a non-governmental ca-
pacity shall include with the written state-
ment of proposed testimony:
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(i) a curriculum vitae;

(ii) disclosure of the amount and source (by
agency and program) of any Federal grant
(or subgrant thereof) or contract (or sub-
contract thereof) received during the current
calendar year or either of the 2 preceding
calendar years by the witness or by an entity
represented by the witness; and

(iii) disclosure of the amount and country
of origin of any payment or contract related
to the subject matter of the hearing origi-
nating with a foreign government received
during the current calendar year or either of
the 2 preceding calendar years by the witness
or by an entity represented by the witness.

Such statements, with appropriate
redactions to protect the privacy of wit-
nesses, shall be made publicly available in
electronic form not later than 1 day after the
witness appears.

(e) Questioning of Witnesses.—Committee
or Subcommittee Members may question
witnesses only when they have been recog-
nized by the Chairman of the Committee or
Subcommittee for that purpose. Each Mem-
ber so recognized shall be limited to ques-
tioning a witness for 5 minutes until such
time as each Member of the Committee or
Subcommittee who so desires has had an op-
portunity to question the witness for 5 min-
utes; and thereafter the Chairman of the
Committee or Subcommittee may limit the
time of a further round of questioning after
giving due consideration to the importance
of the subject matter and the length of time
available. All questions put to witnesses
shall be germane to the measure or matter
under consideration. Unless a majority of
the Committee or Subcommittee determines
otherwise, no Committee or Subcommittee
staff shall interrogate witnesses.

(f) Extended Questioning for Designated
Members.—Notwithstanding paragraph (e),
the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member
may designate an equal number of Members
from each party to question a witness for a
period not longer than 60 minutes.

(g) Witnesses for the Minority.—When any
hearing is conducted by the Committee or
any Subcommittee upon any measure or
matter, the minority party Members on the
Committee or Subcommittee shall be enti-
tled, upon request to the Chairman by a ma-
jority of those minority Members before the
completion of such hearing, to call witnesses
selected by the minority to testify with re-
spect to that measure or matter during at
least 1 day of hearing thereon as provided in
clause 2(j)(1) of House Rule XI.

(h) Summary of Subject Matter.—Upon an-
nouncement of a hearing, to the extent prac-
ticable, the Committee shall make available
immediately to all Members of the Com-
mittee a concise summary of the subject
matter (including legislative reports and
other material) under consideration. In addi-
tion, upon announcement of a hearing and
subsequently as they are received, the Chair-
man of the Committee or Subcommittee
shall, to the extent practicable, make avail-
able to the Members of the Committee any
official reports from departments and agen-
cies on such matter. (See Committee Rule
XI(H).)

(i) Open Hearings.—Each hearing con-
ducted by the Committee or Subcommittee
shall be open to the public, including radio,
television and still photography coverage,
except as provided in clause 4 of House Rule
XTI (see also Committee Rule III(b).). In any
event, no Member of the House may be ex-
cluded from nonparticipatory attendance at
any hearing unless the House by majority
vote shall authorize the Committee or Sub-
committee, for purposes of a particular se-
ries of hearings on a particular bill or resolu-
tion or on a particular subject of investiga-
tion, to close its hearings to Members by
means of the above procedure.
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(j) Hearings and Reports.—(1)(i) The Chair-
man of the Committee or Subcommittee at a
hearing shall announce in an opening state-
ment the subject of the investigation. A copy
of the Committee Rules (and the applicable
provisions of clause 2 of House Rule XI, re-
garding hearing procedures, an excerpt of
which appears in Appendix A thereto) shall
be made available to each witness upon re-
quest. Witnesses at hearings may be accom-
panied by their own counsel for the purpose
of advising them concerning their constitu-
tional rights. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee may punish
breaches of order and decorum, and of profes-
sional ethics on the part of counsel, by cen-
sure and exclusion from the hearings; but
only the full Committee may cite the of-
fender to the House for contempt.

(ii) Whenever it is asserted by a Member of
the Committee that the evidence or testi-
mony at a hearing may tend to defame, de-
grade, or incriminate any person, or it is as-
serted by a witness that the evidence or tes-
timony that the witness would give at a
hearing may tend to defame, degrade, or in-
criminate the witness, such testimony or
evidence shall be presented in executive ses-
sion, notwithstanding the provisions of para-
graph (i) of this rule, if by a majority of
those present, there being in attendance the
requisite number required under the Rules of
the Committee to be present for the purpose
of taking testimony, the Committee or Sub-
committee determines that such evidence or
testimony may tend to defame, degrade, or
incriminate any person. The Committee or
Subcommittee shall afford a person an op-
portunity voluntarily to appear as a witness;
and the Committee or Subcommittee shall
receive and shall dispose of requests from
such person to subpoena additional wit-
nesses.

(iii) No evidence or testimony taken in ex-
ecutive session may be released or used in
public sessions without the consent of the
Committee or Subcommittee. In the discre-
tion of the Committee or Subcommittee,
witnesses may submit brief and pertinent
statements in writing for inclusion in the
record. The Committee or Subcommittee is
the sole judge of the pertinency of testimony
and evidence adduced at its hearings. A wit-
ness may obtain a transcript copy of his or
her testimony given at a public session or, if
given at an executive session, when author-
ized by the Committee or Subcommittee.
(See paragraph (c) of Committee Rule V.)

(2) A proposed investigative or oversight
report shall be considered as read if it has
been available to the Members of the Com-
mittee for at least 24 hours (excluding Satur-
days, Sundays, or legal holidays except when
the House is in session on such day) in ad-
vance of their consideration.

RULE IX.—THE REPORTING OF BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

(a) Filing of Reports.—The Chairman shall
report or cause to be reported promptly to
the House any bill, resolution, or other
measure approved by the Committee and
shall take or cause to be taken all necessary
steps to bring such bill, resolution, or other
measure to a vote. No bill, resolution, or
measure shall be reported from the Com-
mittee unless a majority of Committee is ac-
tually present. A Committee report on any
bill, resolution, or other measure approved
by the Committee shall be filed within 7 cal-
endar days (not counting days on which the
House is not in session) after the day on
which there has been filed with the Majority
Staff Director of the Committee a written
request, signed by a majority of the Com-
mittee, for the reporting of that bill or reso-
lution. The Majority Staff Director of the
Committee shall notify the Chairman imme-
diately when such a request is filed.

February 12, 2015

(b) Content of Reports.—Each Committee
report on any bill or resolution approved by
the Committee shall include as separately
identified sections:

(1) a statement of the intent or purpose of
the bill or resolution;

(2) a statement describing the need for
such bill or resolution;

(3) a statement of Committee and Sub-
committee consideration of the measure in-
cluding a summary of amendments and mo-
tions offered and the actions taken thereon;

(4) the results of the each record vote on
any amendment in the Committee and Sub-
committee and on the motion to report the
measure or matter, including the names of
those Members and the total voting for and
the names of those Members and the total
voting against such amendment or motion
(See clause 3(b) of House Rule XIII);

(5) the oversight findings and recommenda-
tions of the Committee with respect to the
subject matter of the bill or resolution as re-
quired pursuant to clause 3(c)(1) of House
Rule XIII and clause 2(b)(1) of House Rule X;

(6) the detailed statement described in
House Rule XIII clause 3(c)(2) and section
308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
if the bill or resolution provides new budget
authority (other than continuing appropria-
tions), new spending authority described in
section 401(c)(2) of such Act, new credit au-
thority, or an increase or decrease in reve-
nues or tax expenditures, except that the es-
timates with respect to new budget author-
ity shall include, when practicable, a com-
parison of the total estimated funding level
for the relevant program (or programs) to
the appropriate levels under current law;

(7) the estimate of costs and comparison of
such estimates, if any, prepared by the Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office in
connection with such bill or resolution pur-
suant to section 402 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 if submitted in timely
fashion to the Committee;

(8) a statement of general performance
goals and objectives, including outcome-re-
lated goals and objectives, for which the
measure authorizes funding;

(9) an estimate by the Committee of the
costs that would be incurred in carrying out
such bill or joint resolution in the fiscal year
in which it is reported and for its authorized
duration or for each of the 5 fiscal years fol-
lowing the fiscal year of reporting, which-
ever period is less (see House Rule XIII,
clause 3(d)(2), (3) and (h)(2), (3)), together
with—() a comparison of these estimates
with those made and submitted to the Com-
mittee by any Government agency when
practicable, and (ii) a comparison of the
total estimated funding level for the rel-
evant program (or programs) with appro-
priate levels under current law (The provi-
sions of this clause do not apply if a cost es-
timate and comparison prepared by the Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office
under section 403 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974 has been timely submitted
prior to the filing of the report and included
in the report);

(10) a list of congressional earmarks, lim-
ited tax benefits, and limited tariff benefits
in the bill or in the report (and the name of
any Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner who submitted a request to the Com-
mittee for each respective item included in
such list) or a statement that the propo-
sition contains no congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits;

(11) the changes in existing law (if any)
shown in accordance with clause 3 of House
Rule XIIT;

(12) the determination required pursuant
to section 5(b) of Public Law 92-463, if the
legislation reported establishes or authorizes
the establishment of an advisory committee;
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(13) the information on Federal and inter-
governmental mandates required by section
423(c) and (d) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, as added by the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act of 1995 (P.L. 104-4);

(14) a statement regarding the applica-
bility of section 102(b)(3) of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act, Public Law 104-1;

(15) a statement indicating whether any
provision of the measure establishes or reau-
thorizes a program of the Federal Govern-
ment known to be duplicative of another
Federal program. The Statement shall at a
minimum explain whether—

(A) any such program was included in any
report from the Government Accountability
Office to Congress pursuant to section 21 of
Public Law 111-139; or

(B) the most recent catalog of Federal Do-
mestic Assistance, published pursuant to the
Federal Program Information Act (Public
Law 95-220, as amended by Public Law 98-
169), identified other programs related to the
program established or reauthorized by the
measure; and

(16) a statement estimating the number of
directed rule makings required by the meas-
ure.

(c) Supplemental, Minority, Additional, or
Dissenting Views.—If, at the time of ap-
proval of any measure or matter by the Com-
mittee, any Member of the Committee gives
notice of intention to file supplemental, mi-
nority, additional, or dissenting views, all
Members shall be entitled to not less than 2
subsequent calendar days (excluding Satur-
days, Sundays, and legal holidays except
when the House is in session on such date) in
which to file such writing and signed views,
with the Majority Staff Director of the Com-
mittee. When time guaranteed by this para-
graph has expired (or if sooner, when all sep-
arate views have been received), the Com-
mittee may arrange to file its report with
the Clerk of the House not later than 1 hour
after the expiration of such time. All such
views (in accordance with House Rule XI,
clause 2(1) and House Rule XIII, clause
3(a)(1)), as filed by one or more Members of
the Committee, shall be included within and
made a part of the report filed by the Com-
mittee with respect to that bill or resolu-
tion.

(d) Printing of Reports.—The report of the
Committee on the measure or matter noted
in paragraph (a) above shall be printed in a
single volume, which shall:

(1) include all supplemental, minority, ad-
ditional, or dissenting views that have been
submitted by the time of the filing of the re-
port; and

(2) bear on its cover a recital that any such
supplemental, minority, additional, or dis-
senting views (and any material submitted
under House Rule XII, clause 3(a)(1)) are in-
cluded as part of the report.

(e) Immediate Printing; Supplemental Re-
ports.—Nothing in this rule shall preclude—

(1) the immediate filing or printing of a
Committee report unless timely request for
the opportunity to file supplemental, minor-
ity, additional, or dissenting views has been
made as provided by paragraph (c); or

(2) the filing by the Committee of any sup-
plemental report on any bill or resolution
that may be required for the correction of
any technical error in a previous report
made by the Committee on that bill or reso-
lution.

(f) Availability of Printed Hearing
Records.—If hearings have been held on any
reported bill or resolution, the Committee
shall make every reasonable effort to have
the record of such hearings printed and
available for distribution to the Members of
the House prior to the consideration of such
bill or resolution by the House. Each printed
hearing of the Committee or any of its sub-
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committees shall include a record of the at-
tendance of the Members.

(g) Committee Prints.—All Committee or
Subcommittee prints or other Committee or
Subcommittee documents, other than re-
ports or prints of bills, that are prepared for
public distribution shall be approved by the
Chairman of the Committee or the Com-
mittee prior to public distribution.

(h) Post Adjournment Filing of Committee
Reports.—(1) After an adjournment of the
last regular session of a Congress sine die, an
investigative or oversight report approved by
the Committee may be filed with the Clerk
at any time, provided that if a Member gives
notice at the time of approval of intention to
file supplemental, minority, additional, or
dissenting views, that Member shall be enti-
tled to not less than 7 calendar days in which
to submit such views for inclusion with the
report.

(2) After an adjournment of the last reg-
ular session of a Congress sine die, the Chair-
man of the Committee may file at any time
with the Clerk the Committee’s activity re-
port for that Congress pursuant to clause
1(d)(1) of Rule XI of the Rules of the House
without the approval of the Committee, pro-
vided that a copy of the report has been
available to each Member of the Committee
for at least 7 calendar days and the report in-
cludes any supplemental, minority, addi-
tional, or dissenting views submitted by a
Member of the Committee.

(i) Conference.—The Chairman is directed
to offer a motion under clause 1 of Rule XXII
of the Rules of the House whenever the
Chairman considers it appropriate.

RULE X.—OTHER COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES

(a) Oversight Plan.—Not later than Feb-
ruary 15 of the first session of a Congress,
the Chairman shall convene the Committee
in a meeting that is open to the public and
with a quorum present to adopt its oversight
plans for that Congress. Such plans shall be
submitted simultaneously to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform and to
the Committee on House Administration. In
developing such plans the Committee shall,
to the maximum extent feasible—

(1) consult with other committees of the
House that have jurisdiction over the same
or related laws, programs, or agencies within
its jurisdiction, with the objective of ensur-
ing that such laws, programs, or agencies are
reviewed in the same Congress and that
there is a maximum of coordination between
such committees in the conduct of such re-
views; and such plans shall include an expla-
nation of what steps have been and will be
taken to ensure such coordination and co-
operation;

(2) review specific problems with Federal
rules, regulations, statutes, and court deci-
sions that are ambiguous, arbitrary, or non-
sensical, or that impose severe financial bur-
dens on individuals;

(3) give priority consideration to including
in its plans the review of those laws, pro-
grams, or agencies operating under perma-
nent budget authority or permanent statu-
tory authority;

(4) have a view toward ensuring that all
significant laws, programs, or agencies with-
in its jurisdiction are subject to review at
least once every 10 years; and

(5) include proposals to cut or eliminate
programs, including mandatory spending
programs, that are inefficient, duplicative,
outdated, or more appropriately adminis-
tered by State or local governments.

The Committee and its appropriate sub-
committees shall review and study, on a con-
tinuing basis, the impact or probable impact
of tax policies affecting subjects within its
jurisdiction as provided in clause 2(d) of
House Rule X. The Committee shall include
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in the report filed pursuant to clause 1(d) of
House Rule XI a summary of the oversight
plans submitted by the Committee under
clause 2(d) of House Rule X, a summary of
actions taken and recommendations made
with respect to each such plan, and a sum-
mary of any additional oversight activities
undertaken by the Committee and any rec-
ommendations made or actions taken there-
on.

(b) Annual Appropriations.—The Com-
mittee shall, in its consideration of all bills
and joint resolutions of a public character
within its jurisdiction, ensure that appro-
priations for continuing programs and ac-
tivities of the Federal government and the
District of Columbia government will be
made annually to the maximum extent fea-
sible and consistent with the nature, require-
ments, and objectives of the programs and
activities involved. The Committee shall re-
view, from time to time, each continuing
program within its jurisdiction for which ap-
propriations are not made annually in order
to ascertain whether such program could be
modified so that appropriations therefor
would be made annually.

(c) Budget Act Compliance: Views and Es-
timates (See Appendix B).—Not later than 6
weeks after the President submits his budget
under section 1105(a) of title 31, United
States Code, or at such time as the Com-
mittee on the Budget may request, the Com-
mittee shall, submit to the Committee on
the Budget (1) its views and estimates with
respect to all matters to be set forth in the
concurrent resolution on the budget for the
ensuing fiscal year (under section 301 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974—see Appen-
dix B) that are within its jurisdiction or
functions; and (2) an estimate of the total
amounts of new budget authority, and budg-
et outlays resulting therefrom, to be pro-
vided or authorized in all bills and resolu-
tions within its jurisdiction that it intends
to be effective during that fiscal year.

(d) Budget Act Compliance: Recommended
Changes.—Whenever the Committee is di-
rected in a concurrent resolution on the
budget to determine and recommend changes
in laws, bills, or resolutions under the rec-
onciliation process, it shall promptly make
such determination and recommendations,
and report a reconciliation bill or resolution
(or both) to the House or submit such rec-
ommendations to the Committee on the
Budget, in accordance with the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (See Appendix B).

(e) Conference Committees.—Whenever in
the legislative process it becomes necessary
to appoint conferees, the Chairman shall,
after consultation with the Ranking Minor-
ity Member, determine the number of con-
ferees the Chairman deems most suitable and
then recommend to the Speaker as con-
ferees, in keeping with the number to be ap-
pointed by the Speaker as provided in House
Rule I, clause 11, the names of those Mem-
bers of the Committee of not less than a ma-
jority who generally supported the House po-
sition and who were primarily responsible
for the legislation. The Chairman shall, to
the fullest extent feasible, include those
Members of the Committee who were the
principal proponents of the major provisions
of the bill as it passed the House and such
other Committee Members of the majority
party as the Chairman may designate in con-
sultation with the Members of the majority
party. Such recommendations shall provide a
ratio of majority party Members to minority
party Members no less favorable to the ma-
jority party than the ratio of majority party
Members to minority party Members on the
Committee. In making recommendations of
Minority Party Members as conferees, the
Chairman shall consult with the Ranking
Minority Member of the Committee.
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(f) Hearing on Waste, Fraud, and Abuse.—
(1) The Committee, or a Subcommittee, shall
hold at least one hearing during each 120-day
period following the establishment of the
Committee on the topic of waste, fraud,
abuse, or mismanagement in Government
programs which the Committee may author-
ize.

(2) A hearing described in subparagraph (1)
shall include a focus on the most egregious
instances of waste, fraud, abuse, or mis-
management as documented by any report
the Committee has received from a Federal
Office of the Inspector General or the Comp-
troller General of the United States.

(g) Hearing on Agency Financial State-
ments.—The Committee or a Subcommittee,
shall hold at least one hearing in any session
in which the Committee has received dis-
claimers of agency financial statements
from auditors of any Federal agency that the
Committee may authorize to hear testimony
on such disclaimers from representatives of
any such agency.

(h) Hearing on GAO High-Risk-List.—The
Committee or a Subcommittee, shall hold at
least one hearing on issues raised by reports
issued by the Comptroller General of the
United States indicating that Federal pro-
grams or operations that the Committee
may authorize are at high risk for waste,
fraud, and mismanagement, known as the
‘high-risk-list’ or the ‘high-risk series’.

(i) Activities Report.—(1) Not later than
January 2 of each odd-numbered year, the
Committee shall submit to the House a re-
port on the activities of the Committee.
After adjournment sine die of the last reg-
ular session of a Congress, or after December
15 of an even-numbered year, whichever oc-
curs first, the Chair may file the report, a
copy of which shall be made available to
each Member of the Committee for at least 7
calendar days, with the Clerk of the House at
any time.

(2) Such report shall include separate sec-
tions summarizing the legislative and over-
sight activities of the Committee during
that Congress.

(3) The oversight section of such report
shall include a summary of the oversight
plans submitted by the Committee pursuant
to clause 2(d) of House Rule X, a summary of
the actions taken and recommendations
made with respect to each such plan, and a
summary of any additional oversight activi-
ties undertaken by the Committee, and any
recommendations made or actions taken
with respect thereto.

RULE XI.—SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) Number and Composition.—There shall
be such subcommittees as specified in para-
graph (c) of this rule. Each of such sub-
committees shall be composed of the number
of Members set forth in paragraph (c) of this
rule, including ex officio Members.! The
Chairman may create additional subcommit-
tees of an ad hoc nature as the Chairman de-
termines to be appropriate subject to any
limitations provided for in the House Rules.

(b) Ratios.—On each Subcommittee, there
shall be a ratio of majority party Members
to minority party Members which shall be
consistent with the ratio on the full Com-
mittee. In calculating the ratio of majority
party Members to minority party Members,
there shall be included the ex officio Mem-
bers of the subcommittees and ratios below
reflect that fact.

(c) Jurisdiction.—Each Subcommittee
shall have the following general jurisdiction
and number of Members:

General Farm Commodities and Risk Man-
agement (22 members, 13 majority and 9 mi-
nority)—Policies, statutes, and markets re-
lating to commodities including barley, cot-
ton, cottonseed, corn, grain sorghum, honey,
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mohair, oats, other oilseeds, peanuts, pulse
crops, rice, soybeans, sugar, wheat, and wool;
the Commodity Credit Corporation; risk
management policies and statutes, including
Federal Crop Insurance; producer data and
privacy issues.

Commodity Exchanges, Energy, and Credit
(15 members, 9 majority and 6 minority)—
Policies, statutes, and markets relating to
commodity exchanges; agricultural credit;
rural development; energy; rural electrifica-
tion.

Conservation and Forestry (15 members, 9
majority and 6 minority)—Policies and stat-
utes relating to resource conservation, for-
estry, and all forests under the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Agriculture.

Nutrition (22 members, 13 majority and 9
minority)—Policies and statutes relating to
nutrition, including the Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program and domestic com-
modity distribution and consumer initia-
tives.

Biotechnology, Horticulture, and Research
(15 members, 9 majority and 6 minority)—
Policies, statutes, and markets relating to
horticulture, including fruits, vegetables,
nuts, and ornamentals; bees; and organic ag-
riculture; policies and statutes relating to
marketing and promotion orders; pest and
disease management; bioterrorism; adultera-
tion and quarantine matters; research, edu-
cation, and extension; and biotechnology.

Livestock and Foreign Agriculture (15
members, 9 majority and 6 minority)—Poli-
cies, statutes, and markets relating to all
livestock, poultry, dairy, and seafood, in-
cluding all products thereof; the inspection,
marketing, and promotion of such commod-
ities and products; aquaculture; animal wel-
fare; grazing; foreign agricultural assistance
and trade promotion.

(d) Referral of Legislation.—

(I)(a) In General.—All bills, resolutions,
and other matters referred to the Committee
shall be referred to all subcommittees of ap-
propriate jurisdiction within 2 weeks after
being referred to the Committee. After con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber, the Chairman may determine that the
Committee will consider certain bills, reso-
lutions, or other matters.

(b) Trade Matters.—Unless action is other-
wise taken under subparagraph (3), bills, res-
olutions, and other matters referred to the
Committee relating to foreign agriculture,
foreign food or commodity assistance, and
foreign trade and marketing issues will be
considered by the Committee.

(2) The Chairman, by a majority vote of
the Committee, may discharge a Sub-
committee from further consideration of any
bill, resolution, or other matter referred to
the Subcommittee and have such bill, resolu-
tion or other matter considered by the Com-
mittee. The Committee having referred a
bill, resolution, or other matter to a Sub-
committee in accordance with this rule may
discharge such Subcommittee from further
consideration thereof at any time by a vote
of the majority Members of the Committee
for the Committee’s direct consideration or
for reference to another Subcommittee.

(3) Unless the Committee, a quorum being
present, decides otherwise by a majority
vote, the Chairman may refer bills, resolu-
tions, legislation or other matters not spe-
cifically within the jurisdiction of a Sub-
committee, or that is within the jurisdiction
of more than one Subcommittee, jointly or
exclusively as the Chairman deems appro-
priate, including concurrently to the sub-
committees with jurisdiction, sequentially
to the subcommittees with jurisdiction (sub-
ject to any time limits deemed appropriate),
divided by subject matter among the sub-
committees with jurisdiction, or to an ad
hoc subcommittee appointed by the Chair-
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man for the purpose of considering the mat-
ter and reporting to the Committee thereon,
or make such other provisions deemed appro-
priate.

(e) Participation and Service of Committee
Members on Subcommittees.—(1) The Chair-
man and the Ranking Minority Member shall
serve as ex officio Members of all sub-
committees and shall have the right to vote
on all matters before the subcommittees.
The Chairman and the Ranking Minority
Member may not be counted for the purpose
of establishing a quorum.

(2) Any Member of the Committee who is
not a Member of the Subcommittee may
have the privilege of sitting and
nonparticipatory attendance at Sub-
committee hearings or meetings in accord-
ance with clause 2(g)(2) of House Rule XI.
Such Member may not:

(i) vote on any matter;

(ii) be counted for the purpose of a estab-
lishing a quorum;

(iii) participate in questioning a witness
under the 5-Minute Rule, unless permitted to
do so by the Subcommittee Chairman in con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber or a majority of the Subcommittee, a
quorum being present;

(iv) raise points of order; or

(v) offer amendments or motions.

(f) Subcommittee Hearings and Meetings.—
(1) Each Subcommittee is authorized to
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and
make recommendations to the Committee on
all matters referred to it or under its juris-
diction after consultation by the Sub-
committee Chairmen with the Committee
Chairman. (See Committee Rule VIII.)

(2) After consultation with the Committee
Chairman, Subcommittee Chairmen shall set
dates for hearings and meetings of their sub-
committees and shall request the Majority
Staff Director to make any announcement
relating thereto. (See Committee Rule
VIII(b).) In setting the dates, the Committee
Chairman and Subcommittee Chairman shall
consult with other Subcommittee Chairmen
and relevant Committee and Subcommittee
Ranking Minority Members in an effort to
avoid simultaneously scheduling Committee
and Subcommittee meetings or hearings to
the extent practicable.

(3) Notice of all Subcommittee meetings
shall be provided to the Chairman and the
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee
by the Majority Staff Director.

(4) Subcommittees may hold meetings or
hearings outside of the House if the Chair-
man of the Committee and other Sub-
committee Chairmen and the Ranking Mi-
nority Member of the Subcommittee is con-
sulted in advance to ensure that there is no
scheduling problem. However, the majority
of the Committee may authorize such meet-
ing or hearing.

(5) The provisions regarding notice and the
agenda of Committee meetings under Com-
mittee Rule II(a) and special or additional
meetings under Committee Rule II(b) shall
apply to Subcommittee meetings.

(6) If a vacancy occurs in a Subcommittee
chairmanship, the Chairman may set the
dates for hearings and meetings of the Sub-
committee during the period of vacancy. The
Chairman may also appoint an acting Sub-
committee Chairman until the vacancy is
filled.

(g) Subcommittee Action.—(1) Any bill,
resolution, recommendation, or other matter
forwarded to the Committee by a Sub-
committee shall be promptly forwarded by
the Subcommittee Chairman or any Sub-
committee Member authorized to do so by
the Subcommittee.

(2) Upon receipt of such recommendation,
the Majority Staff Director of the Com-
mittee shall promptly advise all Members of
the Committee of the Subcommittee action.
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(3) The Committee shall not consider any
matters recommended by subcommittees
until 2 calendar days have elapsed from the
date of action, unless the Chairman or a ma-
jority of the Committee determines other-
wise.

(h) Subcommittee Investigations.—No in-
vestigation shall be initiated by a Sub-
committee without the prior consultation
with the Chairman of the Committee or a
majority of the Committee.

RULE XII.—COMMITTEE BUDGET, STAFF, AND

TRAVEL

(a) Committee Budget.—The Chairman, in
consultation with the majority Members of
the Committee, and the minority Members
of the Committee, shall prepare a prelimi-
nary budget for each session of the Congress.
Such budget shall include necessary amounts
for staff personnel, travel, investigation, and
other expenses of the Committee and sub-
committees. After consultation with the
Ranking Minority Member, the Chairman
shall include an amount budgeted to minor-
ity Members for staff under their direction
and supervision. Thereafter, the Chairman
shall combine such proposals into a consoli-
dated Committee budget, and shall take
whatever action is necessary to have such
budget duly authorized by the House.

(b) Committee Staff.—(1) The Chairman
shall appoint and determine the remunera-
tion of, and may remove, the professional
and clerical employees of the Committee not
assigned to the minority. The professional
and clerical staff of the Committee not as-
signed to the minority shall be under the
general supervision and direction of the
Chairman, who shall establish and assign the
duties and responsibilities of such staff
members and delegate such authority as he
or she determines appropriate. (See House
Rule X, clause 9)

(2) The Ranking Minority Member of the
Committee shall appoint and determine the
remuneration of, and may remove, the pro-
fessional and clerical staff assigned to the
minority within the budget approved for
such purposes. The professional and clerical
staff assigned to the minority shall be under
the general supervision and direction of the
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee
who may delegate such authority as he or
she determines appropriate.

(3) From the funds made available for the
appointment of Committee staff pursuant to
any primary or additional expense resolu-
tion, the Chairman shall ensure that each
Subcommittee is adequately funded and
staffed to discharge its responsibilities and
that the minority party is fairly treated in
the appointment of such staff (See House
Rule X, clause 6(d)).

(c) Committee Travel.—(1) Consistent with
the primary expense resolution and such ad-
ditional expense resolution as may have been
approved, the provisions of this rule shall
govern official travel of Committee Members
and Committee staff regarding domestic and
foreign travel (See House Rule XI, clause 2(n)
and House Rule X, clause 8 (reprinted in Ap-
pendix A)). Official travel for any Member or
any Committee staff member shall be paid
only upon the prior authorization of the
Chairman. Official travel may be authorized
by the Chairman for any Committee Member
and any Committee staff member in connec-
tion with the attendance of hearings con-
ducted by the Committee and its subcommit-
tees and meetings, conferences, facility in-
spections, and investigations which involve
activities or subject matter relevant to the
general jurisdiction of the Committee. Be-
fore such authorization is given there shall
be submitted to the Chairman in writing the
following:

(i) The purpose of the official travel;
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(ii) The dates during which the official
travel is to be made and the date or dates of
the event for which the official travel is
being made;

(iii) The location of the event for which the
official travel is to be made; and

(iv) The names of Members and Committee
staff seeking authorization.

(2) In the case of official travel of Members
and staff of a Subcommittee to hearings,
meetings, conferences, facility inspections
and investigations involving activities or
subject matter under the jurisdiction of such
Subcommittee to be paid for out of funds al-
located to the Committee, prior authoriza-
tion must be obtained from the Sub-
committee Chairman and the full Committee
Chairman. Such prior authorization shall be
given by the Chairman only upon the rep-
resentation by the applicable Subcommittee
Chairman in writing setting forth those
items enumerated in clause (1).

(3) Within 60 days of the conclusion of any
official travel authorized under this rule,
there shall be submitted to the Committee
Chairman a written report covering the in-
formation gained as a result of the hearing,
meeting, conference, facility inspection or
investigation attended pursuant to such offi-
cial travel.

(4) Local currencies owned by the United
States shall be made available to the Com-
mittee and its employees engaged in car-
rying out their official duties outside the
United States, its territories or possessions.
No appropriated funds shall be expended for
the purpose of defraying expenses of Mem-
bers of the Committee or is employees in any
country where local currencies are available
for this purpose; and the following condi-
tions shall apply with respect to their use of
such currencies;

(i) No Member or employee of the Com-
mittee shall receive or expend local cur-
rencies for subsistence in any country at a
rate in excess of the maximum per diem rate
set forth in applicable Federal law; and

(ii) Each Member or employee of the Com-
mittee shall make an itemized report to the
Chairman within 60 days following the com-
pletion of travel showing the dates each
country was visited, the amount of per diem
furnished, the cost of transportation fur-
nished, and any funds expended for any other
official purpose, and shall summarize in
these categories the total foreign currencies
and appropriated funds expended. All such
individual reports shall be filed by the Chair-
man with the Committee on House Adminis-
tration and shall be open to public inspec-
tion.

RULE XIII.—AMENDMENT OF RULES

These Rules may be amended by a major-
ity vote of the Committee. A proposed
change in these Rules shall not be considered
by the Committee as provided in clause 2 of
House Rule XI, unless written notice of the
proposed change has been provided to each
Committee Member 2 legislative days in ad-
vance of the date on which the matter is to
be considered. Any such change in the Rules
of the Committee shall be published in the
Congressional Record within 30 calendar
days after its approval.

ENDNOTES

1. The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee serve as ex officio
Members of the Subcommittees. (See para-
graph (e) of this Rule).

———
SENATE BILL REFERRED
A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s

table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:
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S. 295. An act to amend section 2259 of title
18, United States Code, and for other pur-
poses, to the Committee on Judiciary.

————

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on February 11, 2015, she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill:

H.R. 203. To direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to provide for the conduct of
annual evaluations of mental health care
and suicide prevention programs of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, to require a
pilot program on loan repayment for psychi-
atrists who agree to serve in the Veterans
Health Administration of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and for other purposes.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DENHAM. Madam Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 48 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, February 13, 2015, at 9
a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

437. A letter from the Management Ana-
lyst, Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-
yvards Administration, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Suspension of Flock Delivery and
Stages of Poultry Production (RIN: 0580-
AB23) received February 6, 2015, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

438. A letter from the Counsel, Legal Divi-
sion, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, transmitting the Bureau’s final rule —
Defining Larger Participants of the Inter-
national Money Transfer Market [Docket
No.: CFPB-2014-0003] (RIN: 3170-AA25) re-
ceived February 6, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

439. A letter from the Chief Counsel,
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Final Flood Elevation Determinations (Ot-
tawa County, OH, and Incorporated Areas)
[Docket ID: FEMA-2014-0002] received Feb-
ruary 6, 2015, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

440. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Office of the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule —
Amendment of Section 76.1506 of the Com-
mission’s Rules received February 6, 2015,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

441. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b) Table
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Cove
and Daisy, Arkansas; Alamo, Georgia;
Grayville, Illinois; Clayton, Louisiana; Har-
rison, Michigan; Alton, Missouri; Ennis,
Montana; Buffalo, Erick, Haworth, Leedey,
Reydon, Taloga, Thomas, and Wright City,
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Oklahoma; Weinert, Texas; Boscobel, Owen,
and Tigerton, Wisconsin) [MB Docket No.:
11-147] received January 26, 2015, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

442. A letter from the Director, ES/PL/PS,
Office of Personnel Management, transmit-
ting the Office’s final rule — Prevailing Rate
Systems; Redefinition of the Fort Wayne-
Marion, IN, and Detroit, MI, Appropriated
Fund Federal Wage System Wage Areas
(RIN: 3206-AN06) received February 3, 2015,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

443. A letter from the Federal Liaison Offi-
cer, Patent and Trademark Office, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Miscellaneous Changes
to Trademark Rules of Practice and the
Rules of Practice in Filings Pursuant to the
Protocol Relating to the Madrid Agreement
Concerning the International Registration of
Marks [Docket No.: PTO-T-2013-0026] (RIN:
0651-AC88) received January 12, 2015, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

444. A letter from the Secretary of the
Commission, Bureau of Competition, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Revised Jurisdictional
Thresholds for Section 8 of the Clayton Act
received February 9, 2015, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

445. A letter from the Management and
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; PILATUS Aircraft Ltd. Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2014-0770; Directorate
Identifier 2014- CE-024-AD; Amendment 39-
18064; AD 2015-01-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
February 9, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

446. A letter from the Management and
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Aviation Training Device
Credit for Pilot Certification; Withdrawal
[Docket No.: FAA-2014-0987; Amdt. Nos.: 61-
133, 141-18] (RIN: 2120-AK62) received Feb-
ruary 9, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

447. A letter from the Management and
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-
2014-0925; Directorate Identifier 2014-NM-229-
AD; Amendment 39-18066; AD 2014-25-52] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received January 30, 2015, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

448. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB rule
— Gracia v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo. 2004-
147 [AOD 2015-01] received February 9, 2015,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

449. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s IRB rule
— Estate of Martinez v. Commissioner, T.C.
Memo. 2004-150 [AOD 2015-01] received Feb-
ruary 9, 2015, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:
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By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Ms. GRANGER, Mr. DEUTCH, and Mrs.
LOWEY):

H.R. 907. A bill to improve defense coopera-
tion between the United States and the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. ESHOO:

H.R. 908. A bill to include the Santa Cruz
Redwoods Public Lands in the California
Coastal National Monument as a part of the
National Landscape Conservation System,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

By Mr. McCCAUL (for himself, Mr.

BUTTERFIELD, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
GRIFFITH, Ms. MATSUI, and Mr.
LANCE):

H.R. 909. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to ex-
panding access for breakthrough drugs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan (for her-
self and Mrs. LAWRENCE):

H.R. 910. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to provide eligibility under cer-
tain highway programs for projects for the
installation of  vehicle-to-infrastructure
communication equipment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. FITZPATRICK (for himself, Mr.
ISRAEL, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. MARINO,
Mr. SWALWELL of California, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. CART-
WRIGHT, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, Mr. SIRES, Mr. TAKANO, Mr.
CAPUANO, Ms. KUSTER, Mr. LANCE,
Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr.
WITTMAN, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
HIGGINS, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr. PERL-
MUTTER):

H.R. 911. A Dbill to direct the Administrator
of the Federal Aviation Administration to
issue an order with respect to secondary
cockpit barriers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. YARMUTH (for himself, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, Mr. SARBANES, Ms.

TSONGAS, Mr. TONKO, Ms. McCOLLUM,
Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and
Mr. HONDA):

H.R. 912. A bill to place a moratorium on
permitting for mountaintop removal coal
mining until health studies are conducted by
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, and in addition
to the Committees on Transportation and In-
frastructure, and Energy and Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. GRAYSON, Ms.
GABBARD, Ms. PINGREE, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Mr. POLIS, Ms. SPEIER, Ms.
KUSTER, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Ms.
NORTON, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
WELCH, Ms. TiTUus, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. HONDA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. LANGEVIN,
Mr. LOWENTHAL, and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 913. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require that ge-
netically engineered food and foods that con-
tain genetically engineered ingredients be
labeled accordingly; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.
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By Ms. GRAHAM (for herself and Mr.
BUCK):

H.R. 914. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to jointly operate the Federal Recovery
Coordination Program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. DELBENE (for herself, Ms.
BROWNLEY of California, Ms. NORTON,
Ms. LEE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
SWALWELL of California, Mr. TAKANO,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. PoLIS, Ms. SINEMA, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Mr. POCAN, Mrs. DAVIS of
California, Ms. KUSTER, Ms.
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New
Mexico, Ms. MAXINE WATERS of Cali-
fornia, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. FARR, Mr.
CICILLINE, Ms. ESTY, Mr. QUIGLEY,
Mr. ELLISON, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. LARSEN
of Washington, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
SMITH of Washington, Mr. ASHFORD,
Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, Mr. PETERS, Ms. BONAMICI, Ms.
HAHN, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
KIND, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. KILMER, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. SERRANO, Ms. TITUS, Mr. HONDA,
Ms. MENG, Mr. HECK of Washington,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr.
WALZ):

H.R. 915. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend and expand the mem-
bership of the Advisory Committee on Mi-
nority Veterans to include veterans who are
lesbian, gay, or bisexual and veterans who
are transgender; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. BUSTOS (for herself, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Ms. MENG,
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. JONES,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. MUR-
PHY of Florida, Ms. EDWARDS, Mrs.
WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
CARTWRIGHT, Ms. EsTY, Mrs. KIRK-
PATRICK, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. DELANEY,
Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana, Mr.
MOULTON, Mr. PETERS, Mr. BUCSHON,
Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. VALADAO, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. RENAcCCI, Mr. WEB-
STER of Florida, Mr. JOYCE, Mr. KIL-
MER, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Mrs.
DINGELL, Mr. GALLEGO, Ms. CLARK of
Massachusetts, Ms. SINEMA, Miss
RICE of New York, Mr. GARAMENDI,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Ms.
HAHN, Ms. KUSTER, Ms. DELBENE, Mr.
HECK of Washington, Mrs. WALORSKI,
Mr. SIRES, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. MCNER-
NEY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RICE of South
Carolina, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. YOHO,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MEEKS, Mrs. BEATTY,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New
Mexico, Mr. LARSEN of Washington,
Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. McCOL-
LUM, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. VELA,
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms.
BROWNLEY of California, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Ms. SPEIER, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. KATKO,
Mr. GUINTA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GRAY-
SON, Mr. BERA, Mr. LYNCH, Ms. JUDY
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CHU of California, Ms. DUCKWORTH,
Ms. PINGREE, and Mr. LOEBSACK):

H.R. 916. A bill to require the purchase of
domestically made flags of the United States
of America for use by the Federal Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself, Mr.
DEUTCH, and Mr. CHAFFETZ):

H.R. 917. A bill to provide for media cov-
erage of Federal court proceedings; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. YOUNG of Indiana, Mr.
KEeELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. TIBERI,
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. BoU-
STANY, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr.
RENAcCCI, Mr. REED, Mr. SCHOCK, and
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin):

H.R. 918. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to prevent concurrent re-
ceipt of unemployment benefits and Social
Security disability insurance, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas (for
himself, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. RUSH, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. DEGETTE,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of
Pennsylvania, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
MCNERNEY, Mr. WELCH, Mr. BEN RAY
LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr. TONKO, Mr.
YARMUTH, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr.
KENNEDY, and Mr. CARDENAS):

H.R. 919. A Dbill to amend title XXI of the
Social Security Act to extend and improve
the Children’s Health Insurance Program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LABRADOR (for himself, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mr. MASSIE):

H.R. 920. A bill to focus limited Federal re-
sources on the most serious offenders; to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. GUTHRIE (for himself, Mr.
RICHMOND, and Mr. WOMACK):

H.R. 921. A bill to provide protections for
certain sports medicine professionals who
provide certain medical services in a sec-
ondary State; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. ADAMS (for herself, Ms.
MOORE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, and Ms. FUDGE):

H.R. 922. A Dbill to amend the Carl D. Per-
kins Career and Technical Education Act of
2006 to provide enhanced academic and ca-
reer training in science, technology, engi-
neering, or mathematics, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. STUTZMAN:

H.R. 923. A bill to allow reciprocity for the
carrying of certain concealed firearms; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GOSAR (for himself, Mr. JOLLY,
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mr. STEWART, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr.
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LATTA, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. BARTON,

Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. JONES, Mr.
MULVANEY, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr.
PEARCE, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr.

DESJARLAIS, Mr.
MILLER of Florida):

H.R. 924. A bill to require that the pre-
vailing wage utilized for purposes of sub-
chapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40, United
States Code (commonly referred to as the
Davis-Bacon Act), be determined by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. AMODEI (for himself, Mr. HECK
of Nevada, Ms. TITUS, and Mr.
HARDY):

H.R. 925. A bill to promote conservation,
improve public land, and provide for sensible
development in Douglas County, Nevada, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. AMODEIL:

H.R. 926. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the provision of
guide dogs to veterans blinded by a service-
connected injury; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BEYER (for himself, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. LOEBSACK, Ms.
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. TAKANO,
Mr. TONKO, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. SEAN PAT-
RICK MALONEY of New York, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
PIERLUISI, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SIRES,
Ms. PINGREE, Mr. HIMES, Mr. HONDA,
Mr. SABLAN, and Mr. MCGOVERN):

H.R. 927. A Dbill to prevent and reduce the
use of physical restraint and seclusion in
schools, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. BOUSTANY (for himself, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mr. YOHO, Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr.
BUCSHON, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr.
ROTHFUS, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. GRIF-
FITH, Mr. HARPER, Mr. THOMPSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. TIPTON, Mr.
HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. BILIRAKIS,
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. COL-
LINS of New York, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr.
DENHAM, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. JOHNSON
of Ohio, Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr.
LAMALFA, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
TIBERI, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. PALAZZO,
Mr. CooKk, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. BUCHANAN,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. LANCE, Mr. WOODALL, Mr.
BARR, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr.
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. GOSAR, Mr.
WOMACK, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. ADERHOLT,
Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. KLINE, Mrs. MIL-
LER of Michigan, Mr. MASSIE, Mr.
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. MARCH-
ANT, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. REED, Mr.
HANNA, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. RIBBLE,
Mr. JoLLY, Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana,
Mr. LATTA, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. AMODEI,
Mrs. LuMMIs, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. MESSER, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. JOYCE, Mr. YOUNG of Indi-
ana, Mr. OLSON, Mr. GIBSON, Mr.
GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. MEADOWS,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BURGESS,
Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr.
TURNER, Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr.
HUELSKAMP, Mr. COSTELLO of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. VALADAO, Mr. NUNES,
Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. LONG,
Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. JENKINS of West
Virginia, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. PETERSON,
Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. ROGERS
of Alabama, Mr. FLORES, Mr. COLE,
Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. HILL, Mr.

PoMPEO, and Mr.

H1033

STEWART, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
BROOKS of Alabama, Mr.
BRIDENSTINE, Mr. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. HUDSON, Mr. BENISHEK,
Mr. MULLIN, Mrs. BLACK, Mr.

NUGENT, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND, Mr. POSEY, Mr. HURT of Vir-
ginia, Mrs. LOVE, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. GRAVES of Mis-
souri, Mr. SCHOCK, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Mr. ROONEY of Florida, Mr.
CRAWFORD, Mr. KING of New York,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. SMITH of
Nebraska, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia,
Mr. BARTON, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of
Georgia, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. RENACCI,
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. Ross, Mr.
DESANTIS, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
CHAFFETZ, Mr. JONES, Mr. FRANKS of
Arizona, Mr. WEBSTER of Florida, Mr.
PoMPEO, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
SMITH of Missouri, Mr. PERRY, Mr.
COFFMAN, Mr. HOLDING, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. CARTER of Texas, Mr. FINCHER,
Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. DUN-
CAN of South Carolina, Mr. NEUGE-
BAUER, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. LUCAS, Mr.
LUETKEMEYER, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr.
DENT, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. NOEM, Mr.
GOWwWDY, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. MULVANEY,
Mr. HENSARLING, Ms. STEFANIK, Mr.
HECK of Nevada, Mr. YODER, and Mr.
PEARCE):

H.R. 928. A bill to repeal the annual fee on
health insurance providers enacted by the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. CICILLINE (for himself and Mr.
LOEBSACK):

H.R. 929. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit former Members of
Congress from engaging in lobbying con-
tacts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self and Mr. POLIS):

H.R. 930. A bill to recruit, support, and pre-
pare principals to improve student academic
achievement at eligible schools; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, and Ms. MENG):

H.R. 931. A bill to provide for approval of
certain drugs and biological products indi-
cated for use in a well-defined population of
patients in order to address increases in bac-
terial resistance to drugs and biological
products, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Ms.
MATSUI, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania,
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Ms.
TSONGAS, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms.
SPEIER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. POCAN, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. NADLER,
Ms. LEE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. MOORE, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia, Ms. EsTY, Mr. KILMER, Mr.
VAN  HOLLEN, Ms.  WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
of New York, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. CAPU-
ANO, Ms. TITUS, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms.
PINGREE, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. KUSTER,
Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
DELBENE, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
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Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. CLAY,

Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms.
McCoLLUuM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
PorLis, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr.
SWALWELL of California, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
FRANKEL of Florida, Ms. HAHN, Ms.

MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New
Mexico, Ms. JuDY CHU of California,
Mrs. DINGELL, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms.
MENG, Mr. HONDA, Ms. FUDGE, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. BEN RAY
LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr. LEWIS, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas,
and Mr. TONKO):

H.R. 932. A bill to allow Americans to earn
paid sick time so that they can address their
own health needs and the health needs of
their families; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and in addition to
the Committees on House Administration,
and Oversight and Government Reform, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Ms. JUDY
CHU of California, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms.
SPEIER, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. MATSUI,
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HONDA, and Mr.
HUFFMAN):

H.R. 933. A bill to amend the Head Start
Act to ensure that all children in Head Start
and Early Head Start programs are vac-
cinated, and allow exemptions only for chil-
dren with underlying medical conditions, for
whom vaccines are therefore medically con-
traindicated; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. AL GREEN of Texas (for him-
self, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. HINOJOSA):

H.R. 934. A Dbill to require any State which,
after enacting a Congressional redistricting
plan after a decennial census and apportion-
ment of Representatives, enacts a subse-
quent Congressional redistricting plan prior
to the next decennial census and apportion-
ment of Representatives, to obtain a declara-
tory judgment or preclearance in the manner
provided under section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 in order for the subsequent
plan to take effect; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Ms. HAHN (for herself, Mr. POE of
Texas, Ms. LEE, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Ms. FUDGE, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Mr. COHEN, Ms. JACKSON
LEE, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. PETERS, and
Ms. WILSON of Florida):

H.R. 935. A Dbill to establish a National
Freight Network Trust Fund to improve the
performance of the national freight network,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HECK of Washington (for him-
self, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
JoLLYy, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
DELBENE, Mr. LARSEN of Washington,
Mr. KILMER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and
Mr. SMITH of Washington):

H.R. 936. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to identify, declare, and re-
spond to marine disease emergencies, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural
Resources, and in addition to the Committee
on Agriculture, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself and Mr.
FATTAH):
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H.R. 937. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Education to make grants to support
early college high schools and other dual en-
rollment programs; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. JOLLY (for himself and Mr.
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois):

H.R. 938. A bill to revise and extend provi-
sions under the Garrett Lee Smith Memorial
Act; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. KIND:

H.R. 939. A bill to require the Secretary of
Education to use the excess revenue gen-
erated from the William D. Ford Federal Di-
rect Loan Program to carry out the Federal
Pell Grant Program; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. BLACK (for herself, Mr. FOR-
TENBERRY, Mr. FLEMING, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. PITTS, Mr. JOLLY, Mr.
CRAWFORD, Mr. MASSIE, Mr. MURPHY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr.
KING of Iowa, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs.
WALORSKI, Mr. AMASH, Mr. MCKIN-
LEY, Mr. BUCK, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. FINCHER,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
BisHOP of Michigan, Mr. KLINE, Mr.
PITTENGER, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr.
PEARCE, Mr. LATTA, Mr. ROTHFUS,
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. GIBBS,
Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr.
MULLIN, Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, Mr.
WALBERG, Mr. OLSON, Ms. FoxxX, Mr.
JOYCE, Mr. LLONG, Mr. PETERSON, Mr.
MOOLENAAR, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. HAR-
RIS, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr.
BABIN, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. DUNCAN of
Tennessee, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. SHU-
STER, Mrs. ROBY, Mr. JOHNSON of
Ohio, Mr. MESSER, Mr. WOMACK, Mr.
DESJARLAIS, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. MOON-
EY of West Virginia, Mr. POMPEO, Mr.
LUETKEMEYER, Mr. GOwWDY, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
CARTER of Texas, Mr. PALAZZO, Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan, Mr. DUNCAN of
South Carolina, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr.
LAMALFA, Mr. MARINO, Mr. VALADAO,
Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. STEWART, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. ROUZER, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
PoOE of Texas, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
BYRNE, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. RODNEY
DAvis of Illinois, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Ms. JENKINS of Kan-
sas, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. FLORES, Mr.
MULVANEY, Mr. HUDSON, Mr. YODER,
Mr. YouNGg of Iowa, Mr. YOHO, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr. HUIZENGA of
Michigan, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. LAM-
BORN, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
BisgorP of Utah, Mr. HARPER, Mrs.
HARTZLER, Mr. BRADY of Texas, and
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 940. A bill to amend the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act to protect
rights of conscience with regard to require-
ments for coverage of specific items and
services, to amend the Public Health Service
Act to prohibit certain abortion-related dis-
crimination in governmental activities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. KUSTER (for herself,
GUINTA, and Ms. GABBARD):

H.R. 941. A bill to amend the Veterans Ac-
cess, Choice, and Accountability Act of 2014
to extend the requirement of the Secretary
to furnish hospital care and medical services
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through non-Department of Veterans Affairs
entities to veterans residing in certain loca-
tions; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. BURGESS,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. POCAN, Ms. SPEIER,
Mr. JONES, and Mr. WELCH):

H.R. 942. A bill to reduce by one-half of one
percent the discretionary budget authority
of any Federal agency for a fiscal year if the
financial statement of the agency for the
previous fiscal year does not receive a quali-
fied or unqualified audit opinion by an exter-
nal independent auditor, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committee on Armed Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LEWIS (for himself and Mr.
REICHERT):

H.R. 943. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to repeal the require-
ment for employer disclosure of information
on health care coverage of employees who
are Medicare beneficiaries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. LOBIONDO (for himself, Mr.
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. POSEY,
Mr. MURPHY of Florida, and Mr.
JOLLY):

H.R. 944. A bill to reauthorize the National
Estuary Program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mrs. LUMMIS (for herself, Ms.
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New
Mexico, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. BEN RAY
LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr. STEWART,
and Mr. TIPTON):

H.R. 945. A bill to amend the Mineral Leas-
ing Act to require the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to convey to a State all right, title, and
interest in and to a percentage of the
amount of royalties and other amounts re-
quired to be paid to the State under that Act
with respect to public land and deposits in
the State, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York (for himself and Mr.
PETERSON):

H.R. 946. A Dbill to make loans and loan
guarantees under section 502 of the Railroad
Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of
1976 available for implementing positive
train control systems, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Ms. MATSUI (for herself and Mr.
MCNERNEY):

H.R. 947. A bill to amend the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 to allow the re-
building, without elevation, of certain struc-
tures that are located in areas having special
flood hazards and are substantially damaged
by fire, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. MESSER (for himself, Mr. DUN-
CAN of South Carolina, and Mr.
ZINKE):

H.R. 948. A bill to reduce a portion of the
annual pay of Members of Congress for the
failure to adopt a concurrent resolution on
the budget which does not provide for a bal-
anced budget, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration, and in
addition to the Committees on the Budget,
Oversight and Government Reform, and
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Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. JEFFRIES, and

Ms. CLARKE of New York):

H.R. 949. A bill to establish the African
Burial Ground International Memorial Mu-
seum and Educational Center in New York,
New York, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. PERLMUTTER:

H.R. 950. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to prohibit automated traffic
enforcement, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. SALMON (for himself, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GOSAR, and
Mr. SCHWEIKERT):

H.R. 951. A bill to amend the National
Voter Registration Act of 1993 to permit a
State to require an applicant for voter reg-
istration in the State who uses the Federal
mail voter registration application form de-
veloped by the Election Assistance Commis-
sion under such Act to provide documentary
evidence of citizenship as a condition of the
State’s acceptance of the form; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. LOF-
GREN, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr.
PAYNE):

H.R. 952. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act to establish a
minimum direct care registered nurse staff-
ing requirement at nursing facilities and
skilled nursing facilities under Medicare and
Medicaid and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-

self, Mr. RyYAN of Ohio, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
MARINO, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, and
Mr. JOYCE):

H.R. 953. A bill to authorize the Attorney
General to award grants to address the na-
tional epidemics of prescription opioid abuse
and heroin use; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committees
on Energy and Commerce, and Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska:

H.R. 954. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt from the indi-
vidual mandate certain individuals who had
coverage under a terminated qualified health
plan funded through the Consumer Operated
and Oriented Plan (CO-OP) program; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Washington (for him-
self, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. NUNES,
Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. BISHOP
of Utah, Mr. WALZ, Mr. TURNER, Ms.
GABBARD, Mr. KLINE, Mr. ROGERS of
Alabama, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
CONAWAY, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. HUNTER,
Mr. COFFMAN, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr.
NUGENT, Mr. COOK, Mr. BRIDENSTINE,
Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. BYRNE, Mr.
ZINKE, and Mr. PASCRELL):

H.R. 955. A Dbill to authorize assistance and
sustainment to the military and national se-
curity forces of Ukraine; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, and in addition to the
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Committee on Armed Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. COFFMAN, and Mr. JOHNSON
of Georgia):

H.R. 956. A bill to amend the Adam Walsh
Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 to re-
quire the Secretary of Defense maintain a
registry of sexual offenders; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committee on Armed Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. STIVERS (for himself, Mr.
WALZ, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. LUETKE-
MEYER):

H.R. 957. A bill to require Senate confirma-
tion of Inspector General of the Bureau of
Consumer Financial Protection, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi:

H.R. 958. A bill to posthumously award a
Congressional gold medal to Clyde Kennard
in recognition of his sacrifice for education
equality; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi:

H.R. 959. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a special resource
study of the Medgar Evers House, located in
Jackson, Mississippi, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. TIBERI (for himself, Mrs.
BEATTY, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. LATTA, Mr.
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. TUR-
NER, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Mr. JOYCE, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. RENACCI,
and Mr. CHABOT):

H.R. 960. A bill to designate the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs community based
outpatient clinic in Newark, Ohio, as the
Daniel L. Kinnard Department of Veterans
Affairs Community Based Outpatient Clinic;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. TIBERI (for himself, Mr. NEAL,
Mr. KIND, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. REED, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr.
YOUNG of Indiana, and Mr. BOU-
STANY):

H.R. 961. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the
subpart F exemption for active financing in-
come; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUELSKAMP (for himself, Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr.
WEBER of Texas, Mr. HUDSON, Mr.
FLEMING, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, Mr. JONES, Mr. LATTA, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. JoDY B. HICE of
Georgia, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. BABIN,
Mr. PEARCE, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. HAR-
RIS, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. GOHMERT,
Mr. FLORES, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. JOR-
DAN, Mr. ROTHFUS, Mr. NEUGEBAUER,
Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr. KELLY of Penn-
sylvania, and Mr. GIBBS):

H.J. Res. 32. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to marriage; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REICHERT (for himself, Mr.
SCHRADER, Mr. NEWHOUSE, and Mr.
COSTA):

H. Res. 108. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House relating to the dispute be-
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tween the Pacific Maritime Association and
the International Longshore and Warehouse
Union impacting operations of West Coast
ports; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. CARSON of Indiana (for himself
and Mrs. MILLER of Michigan):

H. Res. 109. A resolution expressing support
for the designation of February 28, 2015, as
“Rare Disease Day’’; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. HOLDING (for himself, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. HIGGINS,
Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. HAS-
TINGS, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Ms.
WILSON of Florida, and Mr. ROONEY of
Florida):

H. Res. 110. A resolution recognizing the
self determination of Gibraltar to determine
its status as a British Overseas Territory; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

5. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the Legislature of the State of Louisiana,
relative to House Concurrent Resolution No.
70, requesting the Congress of the United
States call a convention of the States to pro-
pose amendments to the Constitution of the
United States.; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

6. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Illinois, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution No. 42, requesting the Congress of
the United States call a convention of the
States to propose amendments to the Con-
stitution of the United States.; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

—————

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN:

H.R. 907.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution

By Ms. ESHOO:

H.R. 908.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV, Section 3, clause 2 of the Con-
stitution.

By Mr. McCAUL:

H.R. 909.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Sec. 8: “The Congress shall have
Power To regulate Commerce
among the several States . . .”

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan:

H.R. 910.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. FITZPATRICK:

H.R. 911.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. YARMUTH:

H.R. 912.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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Section 8 of Article 1 of the Constitution.
By Mr. DEFAZIO:

H.R. 913.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 3, of Section 8, of Article I of the
Constitution.

By Ms. GRAHAM:

H.R. 914.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Ms. DELBENE:

H.R. 915.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mrs. BUSTOS:

H.R. 916.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 18 of the United States Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. KING of Iowa:

H.R. 917.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8 Clause 9 that grants
Congress the power to constitute inferior tri-
bunals to the Supreme Court.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas:

H.R. 918.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution, to ‘“‘provide for the common de-
fense and general welfare of the United
States.”

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas:

H.R. 919.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, section 8

By Mr. LABRADOR:

H.R. 920.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Per Article 1, Section 8, Clause 9, and Arti-
cle 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Constitution
and the Fifth Amendment to the Constitu-
tion, Congress has the power to enact this
proposed legislation to make reforms to fed-
eral criminal sentencing. The proposed legis-
lation conforms to the norms of the Fifth
Amendment with respect to due process.

By Mr. GUTHRIE:

H.R. 921.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defense and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the United
States;

To borrow Money on the credit of the
United States;

To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and
with the Indian Tribes;

To establish an uniform Rule of Natu-
ralization, and uniform Laws on the subject
of Bankruptcies throughout the United
States;

To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof,
and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of
Weights and Measures;

To provide for the Punishment of counter-
feiting the Securities and current Coin of the
United States;

To establish Post Offices and post Roads;

To promote the Progress of Science and
useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to
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Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to
their respective Writings and Discoveries;

To constitute Tribunals inferior to the su-
preme Court;

To define and punish Piracies and Felonies
committed on the high Seas, and Offences
against the Law of Nations;

To declare War, grant Letters of Marque
and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning
Captures on Land and Water;

To raise and support Armies, but no Appro-
priation of Money to that Use shall be for a
longer Term than two Years;

To provide and maintain a Navy;

To make Rules for the Government and
Regulation of the land and naval Forces;

To provide for calling forth the Militia to
execute the Laws of the Union, suppress In-
surrections and repel Invasions;

To provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining, the Militia, and for governing such
Part of them as may be employed in the
Service of the United States, reserving to
the States respectively, the Appointment of
the Officers, and the Authority of training
the Militia according to the discipline pre-
scribed by Congress;

To exercise exclusive Legislation in all
Cases whatsoever, over such District (not ex-
ceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession
of particular States, and the Acceptance of
Congress, become the Seat of the Govern-
ment of the United States, and to exercise
like Authority over all Places purchased by
the Consent of the Legislature of the State
in which the Same shall be, for the Erection
of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards,
and other needful Buildings;—And

To make all Laws which shall be necessary
and proper for carrying into Execution the
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest-
ed by this Constitution in the Government of
the United States, or in any Department or
Officer thereof.

By Ms. ADAMS:

H.R. 922.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution and Amendment
XVI of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. STUTZMAN:

H.R. 923.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 3 of Section 8 of Aritcle I of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. GOSAR:

H.R. 924.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Because this legislation adjusts the for-
mula the federal government uses to spend
money on federal contracts, it is authorized
by the Constitution under Article 1, Section
8, Clause 1, which grants Congress its spend-
ing power.

By Mr. AMODETI:

H.R. 925.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution, specifically clause 1 (relating to
providing for the general welfare of the
United States) and clause 18 (relating to the
power to make all laws necessary and proper
for carrying out the powers vested in Con-
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re-
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of
and make all needful rules and regulations
respecting the territory or other property
belonging to the United States).

By Mr. AMODEI:

H.R. 926.

February 12, 2015

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution, specifically clause 1 (relating to
providing for the general welfare of the
United States) and clause 18 (relating to the
power to make all laws necessary and proper
for carrying out the powers vested in Con-
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re-
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of
and make all needful rules and regulations
respecting the territory or other property
belonging to the United States).

By Mr. BEYER:

H.R. 927.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. BOUSTANY:

H.R. 928.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I

By Mr. CICILLINE:

H.R. 929.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mrs. DAVIS of California:

H.R. 930.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause I

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 931.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Article I,
Section 8, Clause 18 of the United States
Constitution.

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 932.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

By Ms. ESHOO:

H.R. 933.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Pursuant to Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. AL GREEN of Texas:

H.R. 934.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Necessary and Proper Clause (Art. 1 sec. 8
cl. 18)

By Ms. HAHN:

H.R. 935.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

According to Article 1: Section 8: Clause
18: of the United States Constitution, seen
below, this bill falls within the Constitu-
tional Authority of the United States Con-
gress.

Article 1: Section 8: Clause 18: To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. HECK of Washington:
H.R. 936.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8: ‘‘Congress shall have
power to . . . make all laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carring into execu-
tion the foregoing powers, and all other pow-
ers vested by this Constitution in the gov-
ernment of the United States, or in any de-
partment or officer thereof.”

By Mr. HINOJOSA:

H.R. 937.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Clauses 1
and 18 of Article 1, Section 8 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. JOLLY:

H.R. 938.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1, Section 8 of Article 1 of the
United States Constitution which reads:
“The Congress shall have Power to lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, and Excises,
to pay the Debts, and provide for the com-
mon Defense and General Welfare of the
United States; but all Duties and Imposts
and Excises shall be uniform throughout the
United States.”

By Mr. KIND:

H.R. 939.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Artile I, Section 8, Clause 3:

The Congress shall have power to lay and
collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises, to
pay the debts and provide for the common
defense and general welfare of the United
States; but all duties, imposts and excises
shall be uniform throughout the United
States; . . .

To regulate commerce with foreign na-
tions, and among several states, and with the
Indian tribes

By Mrs. BLACK:

H.R. 940.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Fourteenth Amendment, Section 5: All per-
sons born or naturalized in the United
States, and subject to the jurisdiction there-
of, are citizens of the United States and the
State wherein they reside. No State shall
make or enforce any law which shall abridge
the privileges or immunities of citizens of
the United States; nor shall any State de-
prive any person of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor deny to any
person within its jurisdiction the equal pro-
tection of the laws.

By Ms. KUSTER:

H.R. 941.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to
the power to lay and collect taxes, duties,
imposts and excises, to pay the debts and
provide for the common defense and general
welfare of the United States) of the United
States Constitution

By Ms. LEE:

H.R. 942.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I of the
United States Constitution and its subse-
quent amendments, and further clarified and
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

By Mr. LEWIS:

H.R. 943.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I of the
United States Constitution and its subse-
quent amendments, and further clarified and
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

By Mr. LOBIONDO:

H.R. 944.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mrs. LUMMIS:

H.R. 945.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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Article 4, Section 3: The Congress shall
have Power to dispose of and make all need-
ful Rules and Regulations respecting the
Territory or other Property belonging to the
United States; and nothing in this Constitu-
tion shall be so construed as to Prejudice
any Claims of the United States, or of any
particular State.

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York:

H.R. 946.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion

By Ms. MATSUIL

H.R. 947.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. MESSER:

H.R. 948.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 section 6 of the United Stated
Constitution and the 27th Amendment to the
United States Constitution

By Mr. NADLER:

H.R. 949.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, section 8, clauses 1, 17, and 18.

By Mr. PERLMUTTER:

H.R. 950.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. SALMON:

H.R. 951.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 4, Clause 1: The times,
places and manner of holding elections for
Senators and Representatives, shall be pre-
scribed in each state by the legislature
thereof; but the Congress may at any time
by law make or alter such regulations, ex-
cept as to the places of choosing Senators.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY:

H.R. 952.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:

H.R. 953.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause I

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska:

H.R. 954.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

By Mr. SMITH of Washington:

H.R. 955.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress ‘‘to pro-
vide for the common Defence’’, ‘‘to raise and
support Armies’’, ‘“to provide and maintain a
Navy” and ‘‘to make Rules for the Govern-
ment and Regulation of the land and naval
Forces” as enumerated in Article I, section 8
of the United States Constitution.

By Ms. SPEIER:

H.R. 956.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. STIVERS:

H.R. 957.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion: Congress shall have the power to make

H1037

all laws which shall be necessary and proper
for carrying into Execution the foregoing
Powers, and all other Powers vested by the
Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi:

H.R. 958.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution [t]Jo make all Laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe-
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other
Powers vested by this Constitution in the
Government of the United States, or in any
Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi:

H.R. 959.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the
Constitution: The Congress shall have the
Power to dispose of and make all needful
Rules and Regulations respecting the Terri-
tory or other Property belonging to the
United States; and nothing in this Constitu-
tion shall be so construed as to Prejudice
any Claims of the United States, or any par-
ticular State.

By Mr. TIBERI:

H.R. 960.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

United States Constitution, Article I, Sec-
tion 8

By Mr. TIBERI:

H.R. 961.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill makes changes to existing law re-
lating to Article 1, Section 7 which provides
that ‘“All bills for raising Revenue shall
originate in the House of Representatives.”’

By Mr. HUELSKAMP:

H.J. Res. 32.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
joint resolution is based is found in Article V
of the Constitution, which grants Congress
the authority, whenever two thirds of both
chambers deem it necessary, to propose
amendements to the Constitution.

——————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 131: Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. HENSARLING, and Mr. MARCH-
ANT.

H.R. 169: Mr. PALAZZO.

H.R. 222: Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 228: Mr. WEBSTER of Florida.

H.R. 231: Mr. HASTINGS and Mr.
BALART.

H.R. 232: Mr. MARINO.

H.R. 238: Ms. McCoLLUM and Mrs. DAVIS of
California.

H.R. 263: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 265: Ms. MATSUL.

H.R. 280: Mr. COLE.

H.R. 281: Mr. GOSAR and Mr. HARDY.

H.R. 284: Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 310: Mr. HENSARLING
ROTHFUS.

H.R. 359: Mr. HANNA, Mr. LANCE, Mr. KING
of New York, and Mr. WITTMAN.

. 379: Mr. LANCE and Mr. BLUMENAUER.
. 381: Ms. SPEIER.

. 402: Mr. HENSARLING.

. 411: Ms. JUDY CHU of California.

. 430: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

. 439: Mr. OLSON.

D1az-

and Mr.
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445:
456:
473:

H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

MESSER and Mr. HARDY.
MEEKS.

COLE.

485: Mr. DELANEY.

495: Mr. PoLIS.

H.R. 516: Mrs. BEATTY.

H.R. 524: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr.
HUELSKAMP, Mr. WITTMAN, and Mr. POLIQUIN.

H.R. 528: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 540: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 542: Mr. AMODEIL.

H.R. 546: Mr. PALAZZO, Mrs. BROOKS of Indi-
ana, and Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 551: Mr. VELA, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
DEUTCH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. NOLAN, Ms. KAP-
TUR, and Ms. FUDGE.

H.R. 571: Mr. COLE.

H.R. 578: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. DUNCAN of
Tennessee, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr.
OLSON.

H.R. 583: Mr. HENSARLING.

H.R. 590: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 592: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. COFFMAN, Mr.
BARLETTA, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and Mr.
PEARCE.

H.R. 599: Mrs. NOEM.

H.R. 602: Miss RICE of New York, Mr.
KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
CARNEY, Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana, Mr.
PETERS, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. KILMER, Mr. SEAN
PATRICK MALONEY of New York, Mr.
BUCSHON, and Mr. WEBSTER of Florida.

H.R. 605: Mr. YODER and Mr. HASTINGS.

H.R. 606: Mr. OLSON.

H.R. 613: Mr. KILMER and Mr. DELANEY.

H.R. 614: Mr. RIBBLE.

H.R. 625: Mr. PoLLs, Mr. CARNEY, and Mr.

ASHFORD.

H.R. 6564: Mr. HANNA and Mr. WEBSTER of
Florida.

H.R. 663: Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. OLSON, and Mr.
HUELSKAMP.

H.R. 674: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 684: Mr. LOWENTHAL.

H.R. 699: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 700: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr.
CICILLINE.

H.R. 703: Mr. JOLLY.

H.R. 709: Mr. HENSARLING.

H.R. 727: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CARDENAS,
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. FARR, Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, Ms. STEFANIK, and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 750: Mr. GROTHMAN and Mr. MESSER.

H.R. 756: Mr. SABLAN.

H.R. 762: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 768: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. QUIGLEY.

H.R. 803: Mr. HENSARLING.

H.R. 814: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas.
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H.R. 824: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. BABIN, and Mr.
ROTHFUS.

H.R. 841: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama.

H.R. 846: Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. SEAN PATRICK
MALONEY of New York, Mr. POCAN, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. TAKANO, Ms. CLARK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. COOPER, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr.
ELLISON, Mr. HONDA, Mr. TED LIEU of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. NADLER,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
CARTWRIGHT, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. MOORE, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. DgFAz0, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. DELANEY, Ms.
PINGREE, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. SARBANES, Ms.
TSONGAS, Ms. KUSTER, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
PETERS, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms.
WILSON of Florida, and Ms. FRANKEL of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 855: Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut, Mr. HARPER, Mr. PETERSON, and
Mr. KILMER.

H.R. 861: Mr. ASHFORD, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr.
BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, Ms. JuDY CHU of California,
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr.
CUELLAR, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. ENGEL, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. HECK
of Washington, Mr. HIMES, Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms.
JACKSON LEE, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. KILMER, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
LEVIN, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MEEKS, Ms. MENG, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
QUIGLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SIRES, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Ms. ADAMS, Mr. AGUILAR, Ms. BASS, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. BEYER, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CARDENAS,
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. CICILLINE,
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
CLEAVER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
DESAULNIER, Mr. DEUTCH, Mrs. DINGELL, Mr.
MICHAEL F. DoYLE of Pennsylvania, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Ms. ESTY, Mr. FARR, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Ms. FUDGE,
Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. AL GREEN
of Texas, Ms. HAHN, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. HINO-
JOSA, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HOYER, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
JEFFRIES, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. KEATING, Mr. KIND, Ms. KUSTER,
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mrs. LAWRENCE,
Ms. LEE, Mr. TED LIEU of California, Mr.
LOEBSACK, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
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New Mexico, Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New
Mexico, Mr. LYNCH, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALO-
NEY of New York, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALO-
NEY of New York, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCNERNEY, Ms. MOORE, Mr.
MOULTON, Mr. NADLER, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. NOR-
CROSS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PETERS, Ms. PINGREE,
Ms. PLASKETT, Mr. POCAN, Mr. POLIS, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Miss RICE of New
York, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Ms.
BoNAMICI, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, Mr. DANNY K.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. RUPPERS-
BERGER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Ms. SEWELL of
Alabama, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. TAKAI, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Ms. TIiTUs, Mr. TONKO,
Mrs. TORRES, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. VARGAS, Mr.
VEASEY, Mr. VELA, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, Mr. WALZ, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ,
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California, Mrs. WAT-
SON COLEMAN, Mr. WELCH, Ms. WILSON of
Florida, Mrs. BusTOS, Mr. COHEN, Mr. COSTA,
Mr. DELANEY, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mr.
MURPHY of Florida, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. LAR-
SEN of Washington, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
PIERLUISI, Mr. SCHRADER, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK,
and Ms. DELBENE.

H.R. 864: Mr. PETERS, Ms. SPEIER, Mr.
DELANEY, Mr. SWALWELL of California, Ms.
NORTON, Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 885: Ms. KUSTER, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
MESSER, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. MEEKS, Ms.
FRANKEL of Florida, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
GARAMENDI, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 902: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia.

H.J. Res. 1: Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. FINCHER,
and Mr. CRAWFORD.

H.J. Res. 2: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. MCKINLEY,
Mr. FINCHER, Mr. HENSARLING, and Mr.
CRAWFORD.

H.J. Res. 30: Mr. NOLAN.

H. Con. Res. 2: Mr.
PLASKETT.

H. Res. 14: Mr. WELCH and Mr. DUNCAN of
Tennessee.

H. Res. 15: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia.

H. Res. 24: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. QUIGLEY.

H. Res. 26: Mr. LATTA.

H. Res. 54: Mr. BIsHOP of Georgia, Mr.
LOEBSACK, and Mr. MURPHY of Florida.

H. Res. 67: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H. Res. 93: Mr. JONES.

RANGEL and Ms.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

————
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God of light, in whom there is no
darkness, thank You for Your love.
You are a guide who gently leads us.
You are a mystery but not a puzzle,
profound but not incomprehensible.
You are loving but not sentimental, pa-
tient and long-suffering but not weak
and indecisive. O God, You are all
things that we are not but need to be.

You, O God, with steadiness and per-
severance, move in the lives of human-
ity and in the life of the whole world
and its events. Awaken our lawmakers
to Your inescapable presence. Enable
them to feel You in their midst as they
grapple with the problems of our time.

And, Lord, we thank You for the
many years of faithful service by
Kathie Alvarez.

We pray in Your great Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELLER). The majority leader is recog-
nized.

——
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-

CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2015—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to H.R. 240.

Senate

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 5, H.R.
240, a bill making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2015, and for other
purposes.

CARTER NOMINATION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
later today the Senate will consider
the nomination of Ash Carter to be the
next Secretary of Defense.

If T could place one demand on him,
it would be to leave our Armed Forces
in a better position to deal with global
threats than they are today. As I have
noted in the past, the overall con-
sequence of many of the President’s
policies have been to weaken our abil-
ity to confront Al Qaeda and its affili-
ates, the Taliban, and associated
groups.

The President’s inflexible commit-
ment to campaign promises made in
2008 has led to artificial deadlines for
withdrawal from Afghanistan, a rushed
withdrawal from Iraq, and Executive
orders to close Guantanamo and send
detainees back home to places such as
Yemen and Afghanistan. It has also led
essentially to end America’s ability to
capture, detain, and interrogate terror-
ists—whether or not we are still at war
with Al Qaeda.

The truth is Al Qaeda was at war
with us before we went to war with
them, and today we face a diffuse and
versatile threat from terrorists, with
ISIL intent on striking America and
its allies.

The next Secretary of Defense needs
to explain to the President that draw-
ing down in Afghanistan—based on an
artificial deadline—risks the gains we
have made there. He needs to explain
that the Haqqani network and the
Taliban continue to threaten our al-
lies.

The next Secretary of Defense must
do all he can to make a declaratory

policy of pivoting to Asia a real one.
Past drawdowns of conventional power
and failure to modernize the American
force have encouraged foes and unset-
tled friends. So it is time to invest in
the platforms and the capabilities
needed to address effectively China’s
military buildup, and the next Sec-
retary must also support the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff when he
provides his best military advice to the
President, especially when that advice
is ignored in the White House.

In the Senate I will do all I can to
support the next Secretary. That starts
today. I intend to support Ash Carter’s
nomination, but my support is condi-
tioned on this request: The incoming
Secretary needs to have the courage to
speak truth to power—to Congress, yes,
but also to his Commander in Chief.

I yield the floor.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have
been trying to understand what has
been holding up the funding for the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is the agency we created after 9/11
that merged 22 different agencies of our
government to make sure that 9/11
never happened again. We created this
new Department, and we said to them:
Keep America safe. Use our tax re-
sources and your best efforts to keep
America safe. Thank goodness that we
have not had a repeat of that terrible
tragedy of 9/11 since—under either Re-
publican or Democratic Presidents.

When we started debating about
funding the agencies of government in
December with an omnibus budget bill,
the House Republicans said: We will
fund the entire Government of the
United States, but we will not give reg-
ular budget appropriations to the De-
partment of Homeland Security. They
singled out the one department respon-
sible for our safety and security and
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said: We will give them temporary
funding.

In fact, the funding for this round
ends February 27, in 15 days. So we are
in an almost impossible-to-explain sit-
uation where the agency with the pre-
mier responsibility of keeping America
safe is not being adequately funded to
do its job. Now, we know we live in a
dangerous time in the world’s history.
Evidence continues to be shown of the
ruthless, barbaric tactics of extremist
groups such as ISIS.

Kayla Mueller, this magnificent
young woman—I believe 26 years old—
taken captive by ISIS, was killed by
them. They murdered a Jordanian pilot
by burning him alive. They beheaded
the Japanese journalist. So we know
they are ruthless and barbaric, and we
know that they are extending their
reach.

Well, we are doing what we must do
with the Department of Defense when
it comes to stopping them, but we are
not doing enough when it comes to the
Department of Homeland Security be-
cause we are not funding this agency as
it should be funded. It has been singled
out by the House Republicans as the
only agency that doesn’t receive reg-
ular appropriations.

We sat down with Secretary Johnson
and asked him: Well, what impact does
it have on you, on managing your De-
partment when it comes to temporary
funding, as opposed to a regular budg-
et?

He said: I can’t make grants to fire
departments in Illinois, Nevada or Ari-
zona. The fire departments come to me
and say: Our firefighters need better
training; can you give us a Federal
grant for that purpose?

Or if they need equipment to keep
themselves safe, he said: I can’t give
the grants because I am under a con-
tinuing resolution.

If we look at the budget for this De-
partment of Homeland Security, hon-
estly, there is no real disagreement on
how much they should receive. When
we look at this budget of $47.8 billion,
it raises some obvious questions.

I wish to mention for the record some
of the items the money is used for.
There is $8.5 billion, roughly, for the
Coast Guard. We know the Coast
Guard’s responsibilities—focusing on
preventing terrorist attacks; address-
ing evolving threats to our maritime
and transportation systems as well as
the global supply chain; preventing the
unauthorized acquisition, importation,
and use of chemical, biological, radio-
logical, and explosive materials. That
is what the Coast Guard is supposed to
do. I said $8.5 billion, but it looks like
it is $10 billion in total that is supposed
to go to the Coast Guard. But it is
being held up by this continuing reso-
lution.

We have to ask ourselves: What is
stopping us from funding the Coast
Guard properly so they can protect us?

How about Customs and Border Pro-
tection: There are $12.5 billion for Cus-
toms and Border Protection to secure
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U.S. air, land, and sea borders; safe-
guard and streamline lawful trade and
travel; and disrupt and dismantle
transnational, criminal, and terrorist
organizations.

The list goes on and on. What is it
that is holding up this appropriation?
It took some research, but I found
what is holding it up.

It is this young woman on the poster.
Her name is Herta Llusho. Herta
Llusho was brought to the TUnited
States from Albania at the age of 11.

She grew up in Grosse Pointe, MI, a
suburb of Detroit. She quickly learned
English and became an academic star.
She graduated from Grosse Pointe
South High School with a 4.05 grade
point average. In high school, Herta
was a member of the varsity track
team, won an Advanced Placement
Scholar Award, and was a member of
the National Honor Society.

Herta went on to the University of
Detroit Mercy, and she graduated with
honors with a major in electrical engi-
neering. While Herta was in college,
she completed internships at engineer-
ing companies, was very involved in
her community, and volunteered at
homeless shelters, tutoring programs,
and in her church.

Listen to what her friends say about
Herta Llusho:

I am humbled by Herta’s willingness and
desire to serve. I have had the privilege of
going to the same church at which she faith-
fully serves. She spends hours tutoring kids
and volunteering with the junior high Sun-
day school class. It’s a joy to watch so many
kids run up to her at church because of the
love they receive when they are with her.

Herta, after she graduated, learned
that she could be protected from depor-
tation—because she is undocumented—
with a Presidential order called DACA.
It is Deferred Action for Childhood Ar-
rivals, and it was an Executive order
by President Obama which says that
Herta Llusho could be a DREAMer, al-
lowed to stay in the United States, and
will not be deported.

It turns out that Herta Llusho is the
reason why we can’t fund the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, in the
minds of Republican leaders. They be-
lieve she needs to be deported first be-
fore we fund the Department of Home-
land Security.

I hate to put that burden on Herta’s
shoulders, but she and many like her
are at the center of this debate—600,000
young people, many of them people
such as Herta Llusho, who came to this
country as children, made a great
record in high school, have no criminal
issues whatsoever, and who want to be
part of America’s future. And what we
are hearing from Republican leadership
is that we will not fund the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to protect
America until they deport Herta
Llusho. That is what the House bill
says. It makes no sense whatsoever.

We were off to a flying start in the
Senate. We had 3 straight weeks of de-
bate and 30 to 40 amendments from
both sides of the aisle. I thought there
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was—but for one bump in the road on a
Thursday night—a great spirit of co-
operation. Amendments were being of-
fered on the Democratic side and on
the Republican side. Some were con-
troversial, and people didn’t want to
vote on them. But I happened to wel-
come what happened on the floor. I
think that active debate, deliberation,
and all these amendments were the
right thing to do, even though I dis-
agreed with the basic bill, the Key-
stone Canadian pipeline bill that came
before us. We took it through to its
conclusion.

There were countless times when any
Democrat could have stood up, ob-
jected and stopped the Senate for 30
hours or 60 hours, as we saw over the
past several years. We did not do that.

We tried in a spirit of bipartisanship
to engage in an active debate, even on
an issue where we knew the Repub-
licans would prevail. I think that was
the right thing to do.

Sadly, in the past 2 weeks, we have
fallen back into bad habits. There has
been this insistence by Speaker BOEH-
NER that the Homeland Security bill
not go forward to fund this critical
agency unless they can challenge
President Obama on immigration
issues.

Why are they doing this? Why are
they endangering the safety of the
United States of America?

Is it because of Herta Llusho and
their determination to make sure this
spectacular young woman leaves Amer-
ica, is deported back to Albania, a
country she barely remembers? Is that
why we are doing this? If it is, it is sad.
In fact, it borders on being disgraceful.

We need to pass a clean Homeland
Security bill. We need to do it now. We
can take up the debate on immigration
any time the Speaker and the majority
leader want to bring it up. It is within
their power to call the next issue we
are going to debate.

I sincerely hope that before we leave
for the President’s week break that we
call up this bill; that we debate it and
pass it, so we can make sure America is
safe in this age of terrorism, and then
let’s save for another day the debate on
Herta and the thousands just like her
and what their fate and future will be
in the United States of America.

Some Republicans have stepped up
recently and joined us in our effort. I
thank the Presiding Officer for the
time he joined us on the rollcall. Yes-
terday, my colleague Senator KIRK,
from the State of Illinois, made a
statement on this issue. He said: My
hope is that we pass the Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill clean now. I
would think we should just pass a reg-
ular appropriations bill under regular
order. Republican Senator JEFF FLAKE
said: To attempt to use a spending bill
to try to poke a finger in the Presi-
dent’s eye is not a good move, in my
mind.

More and more Republican Senators
are speaking up. I hope the leadership
is listening and I hope the Speaker is
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listening. If we want a debate on immi-
gration, let’s have it. I am anxious to
tell the story of Herta and many others
and to appeal to my colleagues on a bi-
partisan basis to come up with sensible
immigration reform. But let us not
withhold funding from this critical
agency while we are embroiled in this
political squabble.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will be
in a period of morning business for 1
hour, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes, with the
Democrats controlling the first half
and the majority controlling the final
half.

The Senator from Illinois.

———————

CARTER NOMINATION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for the President’s
nominee, Dr. Ashton Carter, to serve as
our Nation’s 256th Secretary of Defense.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE CHUCK HAGEL

Let me first say a few words of
thanks to Chuck Hagel, our former col-
league in the Senate, who has served as
Secretary of Defense. He is a friend, he
has had a long career in public service,
and he is a veteran of Vietnam. The
people of Nebraska rewarded him by
asking him to represent them in the
United States Senate.

As our Nation’s first person of en-
listed rank to serve as Secretary of De-
fense, he had a unique, ground-level
view on matters of war and peace, and
a strong commitment to our troops. I
thank Chuck Hagel for his service and
his family for their sacrifices over the
last 2 years.

Dr. Carter has an impressive and dis-
tinguished record of service as well in
government, as an adviser and as a
scholar. He has what it takes to be a
great Secretary of Defense.

His credentials as one of our Nation’s
top security policy experts are well es-
tablished. He earned a bachelor’s de-
gree in physics and medieval history
from Yale and his doctorate in theo-
retical physics from Oxford. He has
served as faculty chair at Harvard and
is the author of 11 books.

As singularly impressive as this is,
Dr. Carter is also very much a doer. He
has served no fewer than 11 Secretaries
of Defense, including Leon Panetta and
Chuck Hagel. He has four times been
awarded the Department’s Distin-
guished Service Medal, as well as the
Defense Intelligence Medal.

As an assistant secretary during the
Clinton administration, he was instru-
mental in removing nuclear stockpiles
from the former Soviet states of
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus.
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As Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics,
he was renowned for breaking through
bureaucratic logjams to get our troops
what they needed, when they needed it.
We talked about this at some length
when we met in my office a few weeks
ago. How can we continue, I asked him,
to reform DOD so that it will be able to
rise to the occasion of today’s chal-
lenges?

As part of the discussion, I was
pleased to hear his appreciation for the
organic industrial base of the Depart-
ment of Defense, especially one near
and dear to my heart, the Rock Island
Arsenal in Illinois.

He recalled his experience in Afghan-
istan as he tried to bring our troops the
body armor and armored humvees they
needed. He also recalled working along-
side the great dedicated employees at
the Rock Island Arsenal as they deliv-
ered the mnecessary lifesaving equip-
ment to our troops and rolled it off
their assembly lines in record time.

I am confident Dr. Carter can steer
the Department of Defense through dif-
ficult times and provide the President
with the best policy advice to deal with
our Nation’s challenges. He has my full
support.

————
LYNCH NOMINATION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, while I
am pleased the Senate is moving, and
moving quickly, on Ashton Carter, 1
am troubled that my colleagues across
the aisle are delaying consideration of
Loretta Lynch, the President’s nomi-
nee for Attorney General of the United
States. It has been 96 days since the
President announced the nomination.
This is longer than any other Attorney
General nominee has had to wait in re-
cent memory. By way of comparison,
the Democratic-controlled Senate con-
firmed Michael Mukasey as Attorney
General in 53 days, Eric Holder in 64
days.

I sat through the hearings with Lo-
retta Lynch, and I listened to the ques-
tions, particularly from the Republican
side, because most all Democrats I
know of are supporting her. I listened
to the questions on the Republican side
and I came to the inescapable conclu-
sion that Republican Senators were
going to refuse any effort to renomi-
nate Eric Holder for Attorney General.
That is all they had to say. Their
grievance was with the sitting Attor-
ney General, who has announced he is
leaving as soon as his successor is cho-
sen. I listened carefully for any criti-
cism of Loretta Lynch and I didn’t
hear it.

Then they had the panel of public
witnesses. That is a panel that has a
majority of Republican-chosen wit-
nesses and Democratic witnesses. Early
on, I believe Senator LEAHY asked the
question of all the witnesses there:
How many of you who are on this pub-
lic panel oppose the nomination of Lo-
retta Lynch for Attorney General? Not
one—not one Republican, not one Dem-
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ocrat. There is no opposition to Loret-
ta Lynch.

Why are they holding up this impor-
tant appointment by President Obama?
Why don’t we consider that this after-
noon? It can be done, and it should be
done very quickly.

Nobody has questioned her record as
a Federal prosecutor. She has twice be-
fore been unanimously confirmed to
serve as U.S. Attorney for the Eastern
District of New York. She has been vet-
ted and examined and questioned to a
fare-thee-well. She testified before the
Senate Judiciary Committee for nearly
8 hours, answering every question, in-
cluding 600 written questions that were
sent to her.

It is time to move forward and con-
firm this obviously well-qualified and
historic nominee.

The Senate Judiciary Committee will
have the opportunity to report Ms.
Lynch out this week. We have the op-
portunity to confirm her immediately.
There is no reason for further delay.
What are the Senate Republicans try-
ing to prove by holding up an obviously
qualified nominee for a critically im-
portant agency such as the Department
of Justice?

I hope the spirit of bipartisanship
shown in that committee can be shown
on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. MURPHY. 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. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
15 minutes.

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

AUMF

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, to her
high school classmates it was pretty
clear what kind of person Kayla
Mueller was going to turn out to be. As
a teenager she took up the causes of
the disenfranchised and the dispos-
sessed, such as when she joined a cam-
paign to stop the city of Flagstaff from
using recycled wastewater to make
snow on a set of peaks the Hopi people
considered to be sacred. She later went
to the most dangerous place on Earth
because people there needed help. She
saw suffering on an unimaginable
scale, brought on by a vicious civil war
inside Syria and Iraq, and she wanted
to make it better.

No one is responsible for her death
except for ISIL. They Kkilled her, as
they did James Foley, Steven Sotloff,
Abdul-Rahman, Peter Kassig, and
thousands of individual innocent Iraqis
and Syrians over the course of the last
year.

It has been a long time since the
world has seen such evil. This is a bru-
tal inhuman terrorist organization
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that today is a threat to the region in
which they prowl, but without question
could pose a threat to the United
States if their march is allowed to go
unchecked.

Like the Presiding Officer, every
time I hear of a new attack or a new
execution carried out by ISIL, my
blood boils, I get furious, and I commit
myself to doing everything within our
power to stamp them out. But I also re-
member that as justified a response as
it is, fury is not a strategy; revenge is
not security.

If we are going to defeat ISIL, we
need to act with our heads, not just
with our hearts. And that means Con-
gress needs to pass a war authorization
that includes a strategy for victory—a
strategy that learns from a small little
creature called the planarian flatworm.
I want to tell you about flatworms for
a second. This is going to sound a little
strange, but I will bring it back here.

These flatworms are extraordinary
little things that live in ponds, under
logs, and in moist soil. What is amaz-
ing about these flatworms is that if
you split one of them in two, if you cut
it in half, both halves regenerate into
new flatworms. In fact, if you cut it
into four pieces, all four pieces can re-
grow into new flatworms. It means if
for whatever reason you are trying to
get rid of flatworms, cutting them into
pieces does more harm than good. If
you take a knife to it, you actually
create more flatworms than you de-
stroy.

So why am I talking about this? Be-
cause they are a perfect object lesson
of the simple truth that if you attack
a problem the wrong way, you might
not just leave the problem unsolved,
you might actually make it worse. If
you use the wrong tool to try to eradi-
cate flatworms, you just end up with a
lot more of them.

In the wake of the 2003 invasion of
Iraq, we were told we were going to be
treated as liberators. We were told we
would be out of Iraq in a few years.
When that failed, our invasion turned
the one-headed monster of Saddam
Hussein into a two-headed monster of
competing Sunni and Shiite
insurgencies.

Then we were told more troops would
do the trick. And it worked, for only as
long as tens of thousands of Americans
were patrolling the sands of Iraq. But
ultimately our occupation was quietly
breeding a new brand of an even more
lethal insurgency, one that turned into
the terrorist group we are fighting
today.

Put simply, ISIL in its current form
would not exist if we had not put mas-
sive ground troops into the region in
the first place. Our presence in Iraq,
our mishandling of the occupation, be-
came bulletin board material for ter-
rorist recruiters. Iraq became, in the
CIA’s words, the ‘‘cause celebre’ of the
international extremist network. We
killed a terrorist, and the next day two
more showed up.

Let me be clear, because I don’t want
people to twist my words here. Amer-
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ica is not responsible for this evil ide-
ology, and our troops are not to blame
for ISIL. No one forgets that Al Qaeda
attacked us and killed 3,000 of our peo-
ple before we invaded Iraq. But do we
believe having hundreds of thousands
of U.S. soldiers occupying territory in
the Middle East since then has suc-
ceeded in making us safer?

We have killed a lot of terrorists over
the last 13 years, and yet there are
more of them, in more places, with an
even more radical agenda today than
ever before.

Former Defense Secretary Bob Gates
understood the lesson of the flatworm
when he said, upon his departure from
the Department of Defense, any future
Secretary who proposed putting ground
troops back into the Middle East
should ‘‘have their head examined.”

So for me, as we debate this new war
authorization against ISIL, I have a
bottom line: We cannot authorize a
strategy that could result in American
combat troops going back to the Mid-
dle East.

If this President or the next Presi-
dent puts our soldiers into the Middle
East to fight ISIL, they would serve
with bravery and honor. But an inter-
vention of this scale would ultimately
create more terrorists than it de-
stroyed. And to the extent we drove
back ISIL, it would only be temporary,
lasting only as long as our troops were
there.

Why? These extremist groups such as
ISIL exist not because of a military
vacuum but because of a political and
an economic vacuum. They prey upon
disenfranchised young men who see no
future for themselves in societies with
massive, crippling hunger, poverty, and
destitution.

These groups work best when auto-
cratic or sectarian governments
marginalize and dispossess specific eth-
nic or religious groups, pushing them
into the arms of extremists who pledge
to fight the corrupt and dehumanizing
status quo.

Foreign ground troops do nothing to
address these underlying issues. But
worse, more often than not, foreign
ground troops exacerbate these moti-
vating forces. Bloody ground wars
make more economic dislocation, not
less. Foreign occupations often em-
power divisive local leadership, such as
the former Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri
al-Malaki, who pushed people toward—
not away from—extremist groups.
Then groups such as Al Qaeda and ISIL
use this misery to brainwash young
men into believing America is to
blame, that we are the enemy they are
yearning to fight.

That doesn’t mean there isn’t a role
for military force in the Middle East. I
have voted for an authorization in the
Foreign Relations Committee that al-
lows for the United States—our mili-
tary—to go in and kill terrorists, but
we simply need to understand that ul-
timately what military force is in the
Middle East is a shaping mechanism to
give us space in order to achieve the
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political and economic reform on the
ground with our local partners such
that those root causes of terrorists dis-
appear.

American military force is useful in
this fight, but it has limits. There is a
decreasing marginal return and then a
point where it actually flips on its head
and begins to actually create more of
the people we are seeking to destroy.

I have heard two arguments over the
past few days as to why this AUMF
shouldn’t have a limitation on ground
troops. First, some of my Republican
friends say this kind of prohibition on
ground troops would be unwise because
it would telegraph to our enemies a
critical tactical limitation. My re-
sponse: Good.

Why do we think ISIL puts up these
execution videos? Because they know
the best long-term play for their de-
sired caliphate is predicated on the
United States making a mistake and
rejoining a ground war in the Middle
East. Recent history has taught ISIL
that the best tool by far to recruit ter-
rorists—and estimates are there are as
many as 20,000 foreign fighters who
have joined ISIL—is the U.S. Army in
the Middle East. Thus, I have no prob-
lem being transparent with our enemy
by signaling this to them; that we are
going to learn from our mistakes and
we are going to fight this war with
tools that result in victory, not defeat.

The second argument I hear is that
Congress would be overstepping our
constitutional bounds by limiting the
power of the President to prosecute a
war. But first let’s note that over and
over again, starting with Congress’s
very first authorizations of military
force passed in early American times,
we have put restrictions consistently
on war declarations and AUMFs. Most
recently, Republicans and Democrats
in the Foreign Relations Committee
voted to put some pretty serious limi-
tations on our authorization for the
use of military force in Syria in the
wake of chemical weapons usage.
Frankly, regardless of the precedent, I
would argue Congress has a constitu-
tional responsibility to help set the
strategy for war, to help guide the Na-
tion’s foreign policy.

Let’s be honest. This AUMF is going
to go on for 3 years, according to the
limitations the President proposed,
well into the next President’s term. As
someone who believes combat troops in
the Middle East would be a mistake, I
simply can’t rely on President Obama’s
promise that he will not use ground
troops against ISIL because he only
has 2 more years left, and many lead-
ing Republicans have made it perfectly
clear they would push a President from
their party, if that is who comes next,
to put troops back into the fight
against ISIL. As an elected representa-
tive of the people I serve, I should get
a say as to whether we have learned
from our mistakes of the past 10 years.

I remember my first visit to Iraq. I
was there in the bloody spring of 2007.
I remember being absolutely blown
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away by the capability and the bravery
and the capacity of the young U.S. sol-
diers whom I met in places such as
Baghdad, Tikrit, and Baiji. So I can un-
derstand why it is easy for some people
to believe there is no enemy our sol-
diers can’t beat, that there is no chal-
lenge they can’t meet, that there is no
threat they can’t eliminate. I believe
in American exceptionalism in my
heart, but I don’t think it allows us to
ignore history, to avoid facts, to deny
reality, and the reality is extremists in
some parts of the world are like
flatworms. If we come at them with the
wrong weapon, we may Kkill one, but we
will create two more.

I am pleased the Senate is finally
able to debate a new war against ISIL.
This debate is past due. ISIL needs to
be defeated, and we deserve to honor
the U.S. Constitution and step up to
the plate and debate an authorization.

Make no mistake, we should pass an
AUMF. ISIL is evil personified, but for
us to beat them, we need an AUMF
that makes it totally clear we will not
simply repeat the mistakes of the past
that got us into this mess in the first
place.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoOUNDS). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, what
is the status of the floor debate and
how much time might I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democrats have 8 minutes remaining.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to speak for
10 minutes.

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

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
have come to the floor, with just 16
days left until the Department of
Homeland Security shuts down, to
again call for Congress to pass a clean
full-year bill to fund the Department of
Homeland Security. With our Nation
facing very real and very dangerous
threats—Senator MURPHY was just on
the floor talking about the ISIL threat
and pointed out what the risks are—it
is time for us to put politics aside and
do what is right for the security of our
Nation.

If we don’t pass a full-year bill to
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, we will not be able to make
critical investments in border security,
maritime security, and in nuclear de-
tection activities.

If we don’t pass a full-year bill,
grants to protect our cities and our
ports from terror attacks would be
halted, and new grants to police and
firefighters will not be awarded. If we
don’t pass a full-year bill, we are short-
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changing counterterrorism efforts, and
we will put our Nation’s cyber net-
works at risk.

Senator MIKULSKI and I have filed a
clean, full-year funding bill that is on
the Senate calendar and ready for ac-
tion. Our bill fully funds these key se-
curity priorities, but if our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle don’t
want to support a bill that Senator MI-
KULSKI and I have filed, certainly we
can support a clean Republican bill
that includes the funding for the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

Our bill—our clean bill—is based on
the bicameral, bipartisan agreement
that was reached in December by Sen-
ator MIKULSKI and Congressman HAL
ROGERS. The legislation was agreed to
by Democrats and Republicans, and it
was the result of bipartisan, com-
promised negotiations. Not everyone
got what they wanted in the bill, but it
is a good budget that strengthens our
Nation and protects against the many
threats we face.

Appropriations bills are only possible
because of the art of compromise. Sen-
ators from both parties identify prior-
ities important to them or their
States. They work with Members of the
Appropriations Committee on bill lan-
guage, funding priorities. Everyone
works together to influence the final
product. All Senators have the oppor-
tunity to participate in crafting appro-
priations bills.

In fact, there doesn’t seem to be any
disagreement about the funding and
how it is allocated in the appropria-
tions bill before us, in the funding bill
for Homeland Security. Senator COCH-
RAN, who chairs the Appropriations
Committee, came to the floor and tout-
ed all of the benefits in the funding bill
for Homeland Security. Senator
HOEVEN, who chairs the Subcommittee
on Homeland Security that I am the
ranking member of, came to the floor
and, similar to Senator COCHRAN, tout-
ed what is on the bill. T have been on
the floor, Senator MIKULSKI has been to
the floor many times to talk about
what is in the funding bill for the De-
partment of Homeland Security and
why we need to pass it.

This morning I wish to highlight a
few more of the priorities in a clean,
full-year bill to fund the Department of
Homeland Security, priorities that will
be at risk if we can’t pass a clean bill.

There is bipartisan support that the
Homeland Security appropriations bill
includes strong funding for fire and
SAFER grants. I know the Presiding
Officer understands these programs be-
cause he has been the Governor of his
home State. So he knows how impor-
tant those fire and SAFER grants are
to local fire departments, to first re-
sponders because they help purchase
new equipment, they help with train-
ing exercises, and they can help fire de-
partments cut down response times and
save lives.

There is also bipartisan support that
the Homeland Security funding bill in-
clude grants to help our Nation’s larg-
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est cities protect against terror at-
tacks. There is funding for port secu-
rity grants, State and local law en-
forcement grants, emergency prepared-
ness grants. There is bipartisan sup-
port for funding to upgrade the FEMA
Center for Domestic Preparedness in
Anniston, AL.

There is a compromise most of the
people on the Democratic side of the
aisle didn’t agree with, to deny Presi-
dent Obama’s request to increase air
passenger fees and reinstitute the air
carrier security fee.

The Coast Guard needs to continue
the acquisition of its eighth national
security cutter, which is so important
for our maritime security. Republicans
and Democrats secured $627 million in
the bill for the cutter.

We have all seen how devastating the
attacks were against Sony when it was
hacked. Cyber attacks are an area of
security that former National Security
Adviser Brent Scowcroft called ‘‘as
dangerous as nuclear weapons.” That is
why  Republicans and Democrats
pushed for full funding for DHS cyber
security activities.

The increase to the southwestern
border of unaccompanied children and
families last year is a major concern
for States along our southern border—
States such as Texas, Arizona, and New
Mexico. It has been a key priority for a
number of my Republican colleagues,
and for all of us who are concerned
about border security, to meet the
statutory mandate of 34,000 detention
beds for undocumented immigrants
that is required for the Department of
Homeland Security.

The clean funding bill includes sup-
port for those 34,000 detention beds,
and it also includes funding to meet
Republican requests to build 3,000 new
family detention beds in Texas.

The National Bio and Agro-Defense
facility construction in Manhattan,
KS, which is an effort to help us deal
with threats against our food supply
and other bioterrorism threats—in a
clean funding bill will receive the final
amount needed to begin construction.

Senator ROBERTS and I talked about
this today. One of the things he point-
ed out is he has been working on this
project for 16 years. There is $300 mil-
lion in this clean, full-year bill. If we
don’t pass this bill, if the Department
of Homeland Security shuts down, if we
are in a continuing resolution, then
this funding is at risk and they may
have to rebid the project, which will
drive up costs. That makes no sense.

There was bipartisan agreement to
include $12 million for the National
Computer Forensics Institute in Hoo-
ver, AL, to support the expansion of
basic and advanced training for State
and local law enforcement personnel,

judges, and prosecutors to combat
cyber crime.
These important investments in

counterterrorism and cyber and border
security are not controversial. That is
not what we are arguing about here.
We are arguing about whether we are
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going to debate what the President did
with respect to immigration, and we
should not be having this debate on the
Department of Homeland Security’s
funding bill. We can have that debate.
I am all for it. I was happy to have that
debate when this body passed com-
prehensive immigration reform 2 years
ago, but we should not be having this
debate on this bill. The House should
understand, just as the Senate under-
stands that. We should not be having
that debate on this funding bill for De-
partment of Homeland Security.

We need to come together to pass a
clean bill—a bill that was the result of
bipartisan negotiation and bipartisan
compromise. We have a bill on the Sen-
ate calendar to do just that.

I am hearing from communities all
across New Hampshire—we are hearing
from communities across the country—
about the need to pass a full-year fund-
ing bill.

Last week the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, the National Association of
Counties, the International Associa-
tion of Emergency Managers, and the
International Association of Fire-
fighters joined our call for a clean, full-
year funding bill because they under-
stand, as I know we all do, how disas-
trous failing to fund this agency would
be. Three previous DHS Secretaries,
two Republicans and one Democrat,
have done the same.

BEarlier this week, the National Fra-
ternal Order of Police joined that call
for action.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the letter from the Na-
tional Fraternal Order of Police print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL FRATERNAL ORDER
OF POLICE,
Washington, DC, February 10, 2015.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. HARRY M. REID,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. NANCY P. PELOSI,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL, MR. SPEAKER,
SENATOR REID AND REPRESENTATIVE PELOSI: I
am writing on behalf of the members of the
Fraternal Order of Police, and probably most
Americans, to express our frustration and
outrage that what used to be two greatest
legislative bodies on the planet will allow a
policy dispute to compromise the safety and
security of our country.

The previous Congress made a conscious,
political decision to defer action of funding
for the U.S. Department of Homeland Secu-
rity (DHS) until the end of this month. I
would also point out that is five months
since the start of the current fiscal year and
that some of our nation’s largest and most
vital law enforcement agencies and functions
are operating without FY15 funding in place.
The House passed legislation in spite of a
veto threat and the Senate is now paralyzed
and cannot even pass a motion to begin de-
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bating the bill. The entire process has be-
come farcical and no amount of political
spin or blaming the other side is reason
enough to jeopardize the integrity of our na-
tion’s borders or the safety of the public.

What kind of message does this send to the
men and women in DHS who put their lives
on the line in defense of our homeland—three
of whom fell in the line of duty over the past
two years?

What kind of message does this send to our
enemies? Our current threat level is ‘‘Ele-
vated” as threats from terrorists and other
hostile organizations plan attacks on the
United States and our allies. Our Border Pa-
trol and Customs and Border Patrol officers,
not yet recovered from last year’s surge of
minors unlawfully entering our country by
the thousands, now must redouble their vigi-
lance against more sinister penetrations. Yet
our great democratic institutions are unable
to complete their most basic function—pro-
viding funding for the protection of our na-
tional security. Just more than a decade has
passed since the creation of the Department
of Homeland Security and today political
partisanship holds hostage its operational
integrity. This is a political obscenity.

I urge you all, as the leaders of this Con-
gress, to work together and to fund fully the
Department of Homeland Security. This is
what the American people elected you to do
and this is your obligation as Members of
Congress. If you cannot, you may as well put
out a welcome mat for our enemies and oth-
ers who would do us harm.

Sincerely,
CHUCK CANTERBURY,
National President.
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Their letter ex-

presses frustration with the fact that a
policy dispute over the President’s im-
migration actions ‘‘could compromise
the safety and security of our coun-
try.”

The letter continues:

What kind of message does this send to the
men and women in DHS who put their lives
on the line in defense of our homeland—three
of whom fell in the line of duty over the past
two years?

What kind of message does this send to our
enemies?

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for another 60 sec-
onds.

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Congress’s most
basic function is to provide for the Na-
tion’s security. It is time to stop play-
ing politics, to get to work, do our
jobs, and pass a clean full-year bill to
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

I yield the floor.

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

———

PRESIDENT’S NATIONAL SECURITY
PLAN

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, on the
same week that the President released
his national strategy, a pilot in the
Royal Jordanian Air Force was burned
alive by radical Islamists.

While the administration was putting
the finishing touches on this docu-
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ment, the propaganda wing of ISIS was
busy too. The jihadist group was pump-
ing out a video of this latest act of hor-
rific brutality.

ISIS represents one of the biggest
threats to peace of an already unstable
region. These terrorists are committed
to establishing a new caliphate ruled
by shari’a law where all would be
forced to convert or die. They are com-
mitted to destroying all who stand in
their way. If anyone embodies radical
Islam, it is ISIS.

Given the severity of the threat
posed by ISIS, not to mention con-
tinuing efforts of Al Qaeda to strike
again, you would think a plan to take
on radical Islam would be a focal part
of the President’s national security
plan. It is not. In fact, there is no men-
tion of radical Islam in the document
at all.

What is mentioned instead is global
warming. Yes, global warming is dis-
cussed in the President’s national secu-
rity strategy, but not radical Islamic
extremism. Apparently that is not a
threat to the United States. The Presi-
dent and his advisers have stood by
this senseless narrative.

In a lengthy interview with Vox, the
President essentially blamed the media
for overhyping the threat of terrorism.
He went on to say that terrorism sells
because it is ‘‘all about the ratings,”
and climate change is ‘‘a hard story for
the media to tell on a day-to-day
basis.”

Yesterday the White House spokes-
man was pressed on this very issue and
refused to accept the premise that ter-
rorist groups such as ISIS pose a
“‘greater clear and present danger”
than global warming. So you can see
the disconnect that exists within the
administration. But it doesn’t end with
just this document.

The President’s budget proposal for
the Department of Homeland Security
would allocate tens of millions of dol-
lars to protect against climate change.
It does so by failing to dedicate funds
for communities to identify and dis-
rupt homegrown terror, despite the
fact that ISIS is recruiting foreign
fighters at a clip never seen before.
While the majority of them are from
the Middle East, the Wall Street Jour-
nal reports that upwards of 20,000 for-
eign fighters have joined ISIS in the
past 2 years.

The group’s savvy use of social media
and its highly orchestrated propaganda
campaign has appealed to Westerners
as well, bringing thousands of jihadists
with passports that allow them to trav-
el with ease to ISIS-controlled terri-
tory. Where they will ultimately take
the deadly skills they learned in Iraq
and Syria remains to be seen. These
foreign fighters could return home or
even come to the United States, giving
ISIS the ability to strike on American
soil. The recent attacks in Paris serve
as a vivid reminder that the reach of
radical Islam extends far beyond the
jihadi fighters on the ground in Iraq
and in Syria.
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Meanwhile, the Democrats in this
Chamber, at the behest of the Presi-
dent, are holding up the House-passed
DHS appropriations bill. Senate Demo-
crats voted three times to filibuster
the House-passed Department of Home-
land Security funding bill last week.
Their objection is that it withholds
funding from the President’s unconsti-
tutional Executive actions on immi-
gration. They are holding up the entire
bill and threatening to shut down DHS
to protect the President’s priority—not
because the funding is too low or be-
cause the programs need reforms. Their
complaint is that the President is not
getting what he wants.

I encourage them to relent on their
filibuster so we can debate the bill,
make changes if the Chamber sees fit,
and send it to the President. If the
President truly wants immigration re-
form, then do it the right way and
work with Congress to get it done.
Don’t go about it on your own uncon-
stitutionally and then threaten to shut
down a department charged with pro-
tecting Americans. It is out of touch,
but it is not the first time this admin-
istration’s priorities have been at odds
with those of the American people.

The President once characterized
ISIS as the JV team. This is no JV
team. As the chairman of the House
Homeland Security Committee noted,
ISIS is the ‘‘largest convergence of
Islamist terrorists in history’’ that has
created a ‘‘pseudo-state dead set on at-
tacking America.”’

Preventing ISIS from achieving its
goals takes a clear, forceful security
strategy both abroad and at home.
What the President has put forward is
neither.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis-
souri.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I wish to
follow on the comments of my good
friend and neighbor from Arkansas,
Senator BOOzZMAN. He was talking
about what the President is now asking
the Congress to do. I think there are
many questions that need to be asked
about this authorization for activity
against ISIS and what that might
mean before the Congress can move
forward.

The principal question, however, will
continue to be: Do we have a strategy?
And if we have a strategy, which has
not yet been explained, is there a com-
mitment to that strategy to move for-
ward? Is this just another redline that
means nothing or is this a document
that is designed to meet some objec-
tives that really are not the objectives
of fighting people who clearly perceive
freedom and America and the values we
stand for as anathema to what they
would hope to see?

There are so many questions. Is the
3-year timeframe enough? Why would
you have a 3-year timeframe? That
puts this authorization of force 1 year
into the next Presidency. What kind of
legacy is that to leave the next Presi-
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dent? The minute that person becomes
President, suddenly you have a clock
that is ticking. If we take that ap-
proach, not only are we telling our ad-
versaries when we plan to quit, we are
telling the next President, no matter
what the situation is, when we will
quit. We have not been presented with
a 3-year plan on how to degrade and de-
stroy ISIS. We understand that is what
the goal is, but nobody suggested a 3-
year plan.

In fact, if you look back over the last
6 months, you will find the President’s
ability to project his foreign policy
seems to defy all projections. A few
months ago, he talked about Yemen as
an example of how well our policy is
working. This week we abandoned the
Embassy and abandoned our efforts in
that country.

The specific focus on ISIS and/or as-
sociated persons or forces—what does
that mean? Does that mean another
terrorist group that is struggling
against ISIS is not covered by this?
Does that mean Al Qaeda or al-Nusra
or some other group that is equally fo-
cused on the United States and our
friends is not covered by this?

The President has the authority to
go after terrorist organizations. As far
as 2001, 2002—he says he wants at least
one of those authorities left on the
books. By the way, it is sufficient to do
anything we want to do now, so why
add this to it?

This debate may take a while, but
during the debate, I think we need to
listen closely to our military leaders
and question them again about how we
can accomplish what we need to ac-
complish here, what we can do to help
our friends as they work to accomplish
what needs to be accomplished here,
what we do to encourage people from
the neighborhood to put their boots on
the ground, and what do we need to do
to be helpful.

Last weekend I traveled with a few
other members of the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence to Jordan
and Turkey to discuss the ISIS threat
and what was happening in Iraq and
Syria. It was especially interesting to
be in Jordan just after the brutal mur-
der of the Jordanian pilot. I don’t know
that we know for sure exactly when
that happened, but I think there are
many reasons to believe this group was
negotiating to save the life of the pilot
long after the pilot’s life had been
taken in one of the most barbarous of
possible ways. It got the attention of
the neighborhood, and certainly Jordan
and the UAE and others are beginning
to line up with a new determination to
go after ISIS, hitting targets on the
ground, we are told, that we have
known were targets for a long time but
we didn’t seem to be able to have the
willingness to hit them. Certainly we
had the capacity to hit them. Certainly
we had the information to hit them.
But why weren’t we doing that? What
is the commitment to do this?

The President asked the Congress of
the United States to make this com-
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mitment of use of force, but there is
absolutely no reason for us to make
that commitment unless he intends to
use the force and unless we understand
how he intends to use the force. Not
only can we not define our policy here;
those people around the world who
would like to know what our policy is
don’t hear it defined either.

Then we have events happen such as
the botched interview of last weekend
the Senator from Arkansas was speak-
ing about where the President was
asked if ‘‘the media sometimes over-
states the level of alarm people should
have about terrorism and this kind of
chaos, as opposed to a longer-term
problem of climate change and epi-
demic disease.”” The President’s re-
sponse was ‘‘Absolutely.” Absolutely, a
long-term problem of climate change
and epidemic disease somehow cal-
culates into the discussion of whether
we are in imminent danger of these ter-
rorist groups and whether that is real?

He went on to say in that interview:
“If it bleeds, it leads, right?”’ This is
the President talking. He went on to
say, ‘“You show crime stories and you
show fires, because that’s what folks
watch, and it’s all about ratings.” I
don’t know what that means. I
wouldn’t want to suppose the President
is saying that coverage of terrorism is
about ratings. I, frankly, don’t know
what it means, but I do know that if I
don’t know what it means, a lot of peo-
ple all over the world don’t know what
it means.

This is not climate change. It is not
what we need to be doing at the CDC.
The President is not asking for author-
ized use of force to do something about
the CDC. When that was happening, the
Congress stepped up and said: OK, here
is money that will help meet that im-
mediate need. That is not the same
kind of discussion at all.

The President also raised eyebrows
by suggesting that the shooting at a
kosher deli, kosher market in Paris
was ‘“‘random.” I think his exact quote
was, ‘It is entirely legitimate for the
American people to be deeply con-
cerned when you’ve got a bunch of vio-
lent, vicious zealots who behead people
or randomly shoot a bunch of folks in
a deli in Paris.” I could speak quite a
bit about the President’s unwillingness
to call this bunch of violent, vicious
zealots what they are. They are Islamic
extremists. The Prime Minister of
Great Britain can say that. Other lead-
ers all over the world can say that. We
can’t say that.

The other comment I thought was
particularly interesting was ‘‘ran-
domly’’ shoot people in a deli in Paris.
It was a kosher deli in Paris. There was
no ‘“‘random’ about that. Most of the
customers would be and the victims
were Jews. There was no ‘‘random”
about that. Let’s accept this for what
it is.

Let’s not go back, as the President
did at the National Prayer Breakfast a
few days ago, and decide to equate
something—crusades, almost 800 years
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ago, 600 years ago, various crusades—
equate the crusades with what is hap-
pening now and somehow suggest that
these people are just temporarily mis-
guided. These people are not tempo-
rarily misguided; these people are
about an evil purpose. They killed fel-
low members of their religion because
they believed those people didn’t per-
fectly reflect their own religion.

This is an issue we need to be con-
cerned about. We have to have a strat-
egy. We need clarity. We need commit-
ment. If we are going to destroy this
threat, we really have to be committed
to destroy this terrorist threat.

I plan to press the administration, as
many others will, on that question of,
What is your plan? The President’s
nominee for Secretary of Defense
couldn’t explain the plan. That is a
vote we are going to have later today.
I don’t intend to vote for that nominee
today. We have already had three Sec-
retaries of Defense in this Presidency
who have been incredibly frustrated,
obviously and visibly frustrated and
willing to talk about their frustra-
tions—at least the two Secretaries who
have already left—of not knowing how
to deal with a White House that wants
to run the military in the most specific
ways rather than saying: Here is our
goal. What is the best way to meet that
goal?

We have had that already. We don’t
need another Secretary of Defense who
doesn’t understand what the plan is
and can’t communicate that plan to ei-
ther the Congress or the country or our
friends around the world.

The Congress doesn’t understand
what the President is trying to do. The
administration can’t explain what the
President is trying to do. Our enemies
are emboldened by the fact that we
can’t explain what we are trying to do,
and our friends wonder what we are
trying to do.

In so many cases—I remember the
great speech by the President of
Ukraine at a joint session of Congress
last year where basically he said:
Thank you for the food. Thank you for
the blankets. But we can’t fight the
Russians with blankets. We can’t fight
the terrorists without a strategy. We
can’t fight the terrorists without a
commitment to the goal.

The document the President sent to
us this week was carefully worded to
meet all kinds of political constitu-
encies. It is not carefully worded in a
way that meets the threat of radical Is-
lamic terrorism. The Jordanians under-
stand this. People in the neighborhood
understand this. People in Europe seem
to have a better understanding of it
than we do. They all want to see some
level of commitment by the United
States of America, and I would like to
hear what that commitment is.

I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———————

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I heard
the remarks earlier today about how
we need to move forward with the De-
partment of Homeland Security fund-
ing bill without any reaction to the
President’s Executive actions of last
year. One way to see if that would real-
ly meet the test of the Senate is to
move forward, to have the debate.

Our friends on the other side are un-
willing to debate this. Why would that
be? Many of them disagree with the ac-
tions of the President of last Novem-
ber. Enough of them certainly dis-
agreed to have 60 votes on the Senate
floor that would pass a bill to reverse
those actions. Maybe not everybody
agrees with everything, but we had
more amendment votes on the Senate
floor 2 weeks ago on 2 different days—
each of 2 different days—than we had
all of last year. The majority leader
has shown a commitment to let Sen-
ators be heard. If they want to improve
what the House sent over, let’s debate
it. If they want to improve what the
House sent over, let’s hear what those
improvements are.

Later today I am joining my col-
leagues from the Senate Steering Com-
mittee and the Republican Study Com-
mittee to discuss why Senate Demo-
crats continue their efforts to fili-
buster this funding bill, to not have a
debate on this funding bill. In the last
Congress we were often accused of not
being willing to end debate; seldom
were we accused of not being willing to
have the debate. Our argument was,
how can we end debate when we have
had no amendments? We have not been
able to be heard on how we would like
to change this bill. Why would we end
that debate?

Seldom were we accused of not want-
ing to go to debate. Several times that
was the case when it was clear that
nothing was going to happen and the
debate was all about politics.

This is a debate about funding part of
the government that is so essential
that if funding is not there, almost all
of the employees show up anyway.
They are considered essential. They
need a paycheck, just as families all
over America do. We are going to see to
it that that happens. These are essen-
tial employees.

This is not a situation where we can
just decide we don’t need to have the
debate. Our friends on the other side
can’t continue to think that the debate
only happens and amendments only
happen in the Senate if there are provi-
sions with which they agree. Maybe
they just don’t want to explain why the
President said 22 times he couldn’t
take the action he took in November.
That is a lot of times, even by political
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standards. Twenty-two times saying he
can’t do something and then figuring
out a way he can do it is a pretty ex-
traordinary event.

So we need to have this debate.
Frankly, unless we engage in the de-
bate, we won’t really ever know what
is going to happen with the debate.

I think it is time to move forward. I
hope Senate Democrats will work with
us. If they want to offer amendments, 1
am more than happy to vote on their
amendments. I think the bill the House
sent over is work product we should be
pursuing. We should be moving forward
with it. Seldom is there legislation
that can’t possibly be improved, but it
can’t be improved if we won’t talk
about it. This is not an option. This is
an issue we eventually have to deal
with.

Let’s have the debate on why it now
doesn’t matter that the President said
22 times he wasn’t going to take an ac-
tion and then took it. If there are pro-
visions in the House bill our friends on
the other side don’t like, let’s hear
what they are and vote on those issues
and see what happens then.

We need to continue our efforts to
move to this funding bill. I hope we
will still engage in this debate before
the end of the month and give this the
attention it deserves.

We should not assume that any legis-
lation that comes to the floor is so per-
fect, it can’t be improved. In fact, the
tradition for appropriations bills of the
Senate and the House has always been
that any Member could challenge any-
thing—until about 7 years ago when
suddenly no Member could challenge
anything. Let’s get back to the way
this work is supposed to be done.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COATS. 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. COATS. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent to exceed—I know
morning business expires in 3 or 4 min-
utes. I doubt I will be speaking for
more than 10 minutes, but for extra
time in morning business, I ask unani-
mous consent.

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

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I rise
today to address what I call an issue of
public responsibility. More specifically,
I rise to address the responsibility of
both the legislative and the executive
branches to deal with our Nation’s out
of control deficit spending. Unfortu-
nately, the President has shown little
interest in the dire fiscal situation fac-
ing our Nation, which makes it all the
more important for Congress to do so.
Without Presidential leadership, it is
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now Congress’s duty to step up and
take the lead.

We have an obligation to be straight-
forward and honest with the American
people about the financial challenges
America faces. There was a furor over
our continuing plunge into debt and
deficit starting in 2009 and 2010 as we
saw the spending explode with stimulus
plans that didn’t work and other poli-
cies that continued to drive us into
debt. Unfortunately, that level of in-
tensity and displeasure over all that
was happening has subsided, but the
problem hasn’t gone away. It needs to
be addressed, and it needs to be ad-
dressed now.

As I said, we have an obligation as
Members of this body and of the Con-
gress to be honest and straightforward
with the American people about where
we stand and what we will do about it.

I received a letter from one of my
constituents, Steven of Martinsville,
Indiana. Steven wrote to me to de-
scribe his concerns about our national
debt and spending. Let me quote from
his letter:

As of today, the outstanding national debt
is over $18 trillion. That is an overly exorbi-
tant amount of money.

It certainly is, Steven. You are right.
It is an exorbitant amount of money—
one we can hardly even get our minds
around in terms of what $18 trillion
means.

Steven continued:

Therefore, I would like to know our op-
tions in America.

I think we as elected officials have an
obligation to list those options and de-
scribe what we would do about it if we
had the opportunity and the support
from the President, which is not forth-
coming, but perhaps it will be. Surely
even the executive branch and the
President have to understand the situ-
ation we are in and the consequences of
not doing something about it.

I am sure my colleagues received
many letters and information from
constituents who are concerned about
the health of our Nation, from our
mounting Federal debt, to our manage-
ment—or I suppose I could say mis-
management of the Federal budget.
Our constituents want to know what
we, as their elected officials, are going
to do about it.

What is plain as day to Steven, un-
fortunately, is not so clear here in
Washington because the President says
we don’t have a spending problem, we
have a revenue problem. I can’t go
home to people in Indiana and tell
them that we need to tax more because
government is growing and needs their
money, and do so without derision
coming back my way because people
are being taxed to death. This Presi-
dent has an obsession with solving
every conceivable problem by asking
for more revenue and more taxes. The
revenue is increasing; yet we have not
placed the mnecessary spending re-
straints to control this ever-growing
dilemma of deficit spending.

I think there is only one real solu-
tion to our problem—a solution that is
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absolutely necessary because we lit-
erally have tried everything else and
come up short—and that solution is for
this body to pass a balanced budget
constitutional amendment. That is
why I am cosponsoring an amendment
to the United States Constitution that
forces the Federal Government to bal-
ance its budget, limits the growth of
government spending, and that re-
quires a supermajority to pass any tax
increase. Without these measures, we
will not successfully deal with this
problem.

This is not a new idea. I served here
in 1995 and again in 1997. I voted for a
balanced budget amendment to limit
spending and require the Federal Gov-
ernment to balance its checkbook.
Both times, the Senate came one vote
short of the necessary two-thirds to
pass the constitutional amendment and
send it to the States for ratification.
One vote—one Member out of 100—
could have voted with us, and we would
have put ourselves on the path towards
a balanced budget. We would not have
begun to have the problems of ever-in-
creasing debt, ever-increasing new
taxes to cover that debt, and constric-
tion in terms of spending for national
priorities, such as defense and health
research. Unfortunately, it didn’t.
When the amendment failed in 1997, our
nation’s debt stood at $5.36 trillion. Our
debt is about three and a half times
larger today. If we had had the polit-
ical will to act then, we would not be
faced with the financial challenges
that exist today.

By passing a balanced budget amend-
ment, we can send to the States not
just a message that we are serious
about addressing our fiscal woes, but
that we are giving them a voice, we are
giving people a voice, and we are giving
them the power to hold Federal spend-
ing accountable. It would be a unique
opportunity to right a wrong and begin
restoring our fiscal house by making
the Federal Government accountable
for its spending.

In March of 1997 I stood on this very
floor and warned about the dangers of
operating outside our means. I said it
then, and I would like to say it again
today. I am quoting from what I said in
1997:

There is no reliable check on this process
of intergenerational theft. It is politically
prudent, even popular, and this political cal-
culation will not change, will never perma-
nently change without some kind of system-
atic institutional counterweight, without
some measure to give posterity a voice in
our affairs. Nothing, in my view, will perma-
nently change until the accumulation of pop-
ular debt is a violation of our oath to the
Constitution. Perverse incentives of the cur-
rent system will not be altered until the sys-
tem itself is altered, until our political in-
terests are balanced by the weighty words of
a constitutional amendment. It would be a
much needed balance.

We need to come to this body at the
beginning of each session and put our
left hand on the Bible and our right
hand forward and swear to uphold the
Constitution, which would involve re-
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sponsible spending to keep us from
plunging into disastrous consequences.

I mentioned earlier that Steven from
Martinsville, IN, sent me this letter.
What I did not mention is that Steven
is a Boy Scout working toward his Citi-
zenship in the Nation merit badge,
which teaches Scouts how to become
active citizens who are aware of and
grateful for their liberties and their
rights.

We all know that Boy Scouts take
this oath—the oath to be trustworthy,
loyal, helpful, friendly, courteous,
kind, obedient, cheerful, brave, clean,
reverent, and thrifty. If we just take
one of those principles, thrifty, and
apply it to our governing, then Amer-
ica would be in a better place.

We cannot fail Steven, and we cannot
fail his generation. His share of the
debt will amount to more than $62,000
in 10 years. Let’s not keep shifting the
hard choices to our children and grand-
children. Let’s not deny them the op-
portunity at the American dream that
all of us in my generation have en-
joyed. The opportunity that comes
with responsible spending and a respon-
sible government. Opportunity that
comes to few people in the world. We
are so privileged as Americans to have
that, and we are denying that to the fu-
ture. By passing this balanced budget
amendment, we can honor the moral
tradition of sacrificing for posterity in-
stead of asking posterity to sacrifice
for us.

With that, I yield the floor.

————
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF ASHTON B. CAR-
TER TO BE SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE

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

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Ashton B. Carter, of Massachusetts, to
be Secretary of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 2
p.m. will be equally divided between
the two leaders or their designees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Maine.

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS and Ms.
KLOBUCHAR pertaining to the submis-
sion of S. Res. 74 are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’”)

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
RUBIO). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

(Mr.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I al-
ways try to be accurate in what I say
on the floor. Having been trained be-
fore Federal judges for almost 15 years,
practicing law, if you said something
out of line, you got hammered for it.

My friend, very good friend and col-
league, the Democratic whip, Senator
DURBIN, earlier today came to the floor
and said: Mr. President, I have been
trying to understand what is holding
up the funding for the Department of
Homeland Security.

I would ask my colleague Senator
DURBIN: Have you ever heard of a fili-
buster? What about the filibuster you
are leading to block the bill that funds
Homeland Security? I mean how much
more obvious can the answer be to
what is holding up funding for the De-
partment of Homeland Security, the
House-passed legislation?

It is good legislation, to my knowl-
edge. There is very little dispute about
the agencies and the departments in
Homeland Security in terms of what
they would get in terms of funding.
They simply said that the extra-lawful
actions of President Obama would not
be funded.

The Los Angeles Times now says that
this executive amnesty could cost up
to $484 million. I think it will be much
more. The Los Angeles Times isn’t
counting the cost to State and local
governments, welfare costs, tax costs.
This is just their idea of what it will
cost to give lawful status to 5 million
people. It is going to cost more than
that. But $484 million is still a lot of
money.

Congress, the House of Representa-
tives, said: Mr. President, we don’t
agree with this policy and your policy
is unlawful. You said 20 times yourself
you don’t have the power to do this.
Constitutional scholars say that. It is
an erosion of our power and, based on
the fact that we don’t like the policy
and we think it is unlawful policy, we
are going to fund Homeland Security,
we are just not going to allow you to
take money from enforcement of home-
land security laws to reward people
who violated the laws.

Isn’t that a responsible thing for
Congress to do? Isn’t it an absolute
fact that Congress has the power to
fund what it desires to fund and not
fund what it does not desire to fund?
That is the power of the purse, vested
in the coequal branch of Congress. It is
Congress’s fundamental power.

Senator DURBIN is now leading the
filibuster. We have had a series of
votes. He has been able to get every
single Democrat to vote with him to
block even going to the bill, even al-
lowing a bill to come up on the floor of
the Senate for debate and amendment.

If he wants to offer language that
says we want to ratify what the Presi-
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dent did and allow all this to happen,
he is free to offer that amendment on
the floor of the Senate. But he is not
even attempting to do that. He is basi-
cally saying we are not going to allow
the bill to come up for a vote, and we
are going to blame the Republicans for
blocking the bill.

What kind of world are we living in?
I have suggested that is ‘‘through the
looking glass.”” We have the people
leading the filibuster accusing the
House and Republicans in the Senate
for blocking the bill when they, indeed,
are the ones doing it.

He also quoted our fine colleague
Senator FLAKE to say: To attempt to
use the spending bill to try to poke a
finger in the President’s eye is not a
good move, in my mind.

I agree with that, we shouldn’t be
using a spending bill to poke the Presi-
dent in the eye. But I suggest to my
colleagues that the President is the
one who has poked the American peo-
ple in the eye, he has poked the rights
and powers of Congress in the eye by
taking money that was assigned and
given to Homeland Security to enforce
the laws of the United States. He is
taking out money and spending it at
this very moment to undermine and to
violate the laws of the United States.

Colleagues, the law of the United
States—we have a lot of laws—says
that an employer, for example, cannot
hire somebody unlawfully in the coun-
try.

So the President’s proposal: Well, I
am going to make 5 million people who
are unlawful today lawful. I am going
to give them a photo ID, I am going to
give them a right to work, a Social Se-
curity number, and the right to par-
ticipate in Social Security and Medi-
care, because I am angry that Congress
wouldn’t pass it.

Senator DURBIN says this—and our
colleagues who have been leading the
filibuster have been saying this—re-
peatedly.

It is impossible to explain the situa-
tion, quoting Senator DURBIN, where
the agency ‘‘with the premier responsi-
bility to keep America safe is not being
adequately funded.”

He goes on to say that again about
placing America at risk.

I would ask a couple of questions.
How does taking funding from the law-
ful, authorized policies of Homeland
Security that are supposed to identify
people unlawfully here, to identify ter-
rorists, and do other things to make
America safe—how does taking the
money from them, to give legal status
to 5 million illegal aliens make us
safer?

Does that make us safer? How absurd
is that?

Ken Palinkas, who is head of the
union of CIS workers, the National
Citizenship and Immigration Services
Council, said:

Unfortunately—and perilously overlooked
in Washington—our caseworkers are denied
the urgent professional resources, enforce-
ment tools, and mission support we need to
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keep out those who are bent on doing us
harm.

This is processing the 1 million or so
per year who are given lawful status in
America. He is not referring to the fu-
ture when they are going to be ex-
pected to process—immediately, appar-
ently—5 million more. They don’t have
money to process the people today.
These are his words, not mine, in a let-
ter dated September of last year. He
said:

The 9/11 hijackers got into the U.S. on
visas and now, 13 years later, we have around
5 million immigrants in the United States
who overstayed their visas—many from high-
risk regions in the Middle East. Making mat-
ters more dangerous, the Obama Administra-
tion’s executive amnesty, like S. 744 that he
unsuccessfully lobbied for, would legalize
visa overstays and cause millions addition-
ally to overstay—raising the threat level to
America even higher.

That is what the people who enforce
the law every day are saying.

In January of this year, a few weeks
ago, January 22, Mr. Palinkas said:

The President’s executive amnesty—

And that is what they are objecting
to. That is what the people who are
filibustering this bill today are doing.
They are protecting, advancing, sup-
porting, and attempting to fund the
President’s unlawful amnesty.

Mr. Palinkas, whose duty it is to en-
force these laws, said:

The President’s executive amnesty order
for 5 million illegal immigrants places the
mission of USCIS [that is the immigration
service] in grave peril. Instead of meeting
our lawful function to protect the Homeland
and keep out those who pose a threat to U.S.
security, health, or finances, our officers will
be assigned to process amnesty for individ-
uals residing illegally inside our nation’s
borders. This compromises national security
and public safety, while undermining officer
morale.

That is exactly right. You don’t have
to be a real expert to understand he is
exactly right about this.

He continues:

The Administration’s skewed priorities
means that the Crystal City amnesty proc-
essing center will likely have superior work-
site conditions for personnel relative to our
normal processing centers. Additionally, the
security protocols at place in this facility
will be insufficient to engage in any basic
screening precautions, ensuring and reward-
ing massive amounts of fraud. For the ad-
ministration to continue down this course
after the Paris attacks is beyond belief.

This is what we are dealing with. In
October of last year, Mr. Palinkas,
when the President was proposing this
amnesty before it happened, issued a
statement on behalf of his workers and
his colleagues in the immigration serv-
ice. He concludes in his statement:

That is why this statement is intended for
the public. If you care about your immigra-
tion security and your neighborhood secu-
rity, you must act now to ensure that Con-
gress stops this unilateral amnesty. Let your
voice be heard and spread the word to your
neighbors. We who serve in our nation’s im-
migration agencies are pleading for your
help—don’t let it happen. Express your con-
cern to your Senators and Congressmen be-
fore it is too late.
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Well, that is what it is all about. The
President 20 times said he did not have
the power to do such a thing, but he—
under political pressure, I suppose, or
just an overreach on his part—decided
to do it anyway. He said he didn’t have
the power to do this. Now he has acted
on it, even though the officers pleaded
for him to not do it, even though an
overwhelming majority of the Amer-
ican people said don’t do it, even
though at least nine Democratic col-
leagues who were supporting this fili-
buster said the President didn’t have
the power or shouldn’t do it this way,
that these kinds of decisions are part
of Congress’s power.

Mr. President, don’t do it, is what
they said. Yet all nine of them are now
standing in lockstep to block the fund-
ing of homeland security that funds
every part of homeland security—it
just doesn’t fund this building they
have leased across the river in Crystal
City that is supposed to process up to 5
million people.

Colleagues, I want you to know it is
absolutely true they will not even have
face-to-face interviews with these ap-
plicants. This is going to be coming in
by mail and computer. They will even-
tually be sent someplace to get a photo
ID, they will be given a work permit to
take any job in America, and the right
to participate in Social Security and
Medicare, weakening both of those pro-
grams over the long term, without any
doubt.

That is what is occurring without
congressional approval. This is going
to cost hundreds of millions of dollars
just in the process.

But what I want Senator DURBIN to
know is this is going to weaken na-
tional security. Because if someone is
here to do harm to America—perhaps
they are a drug dealer or they are a
terrorist and they want to do criminal
acts in America, and they have a
record—they are not going to ask for
the amnesty. They are going to stay
and continue to work their wicked will.
That is what they are going to do. No-
body is going to go look for them. No-
body is looking for them now, and no-
body will be looking for them then. It
will be business as usual.

But if you came here with a bad pur-
pose—terrorism, drug dealing, other
criminal activity—and you don’t have
a criminal record, you will just call in,
send an email in, get your identity, and
be allowed to permanently operate in
the United States.

And colleagues, the American people,
I think, understand this. Nobody is
going to investigate anything, other
than maybe to run a computer back-
ground check—a computer check to see
if there is a criminal record out there.
There is no way anybody is going to go
back and try to verify whether some-
one has actually been in the country a
number of years, verify family rela-
tions. They are not going to go back to
some school to see if they actually
graduated. There are no people to do
that. This is just a blanket approval
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for people who apply, basically. You
send in a few documents, and you are
in. There is no capability of doing any-
thing other than that.

So the President has just made a big
mistake—a big mistake—and Congress
needs to push back. Congress has the
power to consider what kind of policies
we want to set with regard to immigra-
tion. Those have been set. It is unlaw-
ful for people unlawfully in America to
work in America and to participate in
Social Security and all of those pro-
grams. It is just unlawful to do that.
The President is violating that law in
issuing directives through these de-
partments and agencies to Federal em-
ployees, and those employees are pro-
testing dramatically, but nobody seems
to care.

Congress is the one body that is sup-
posed to stand up to that, and the
House of Representatives has done so.
They passed a bill that would stop this
activity, that says: we will not author-
ize the expenditure of any money to
carry out this plan that Congress has
not approved, that undermines the
laws we have in place, and that—as
Palinkas and other officers have told
us—will encourage more people to
come to America unlawfully, further
decimating any integrity the system
has.

We issued a 49-page document of 200
different actions taken since President
Obama has been in office that under-
mine the moral integrity of the immi-
gration system, making it more and
more difficult to maintain even a mod-
icum of legality in the system. His ac-
tions are continuing to erode that—the
most dramatic, of course, being this
Executive Amnesty. So we are just sup-
posed to accept this.

This isn’t a personal issue to attack
President Obama or any of our col-
leagues. It is a big American policy
issue. It is a huge issue for this coun-
try, and we need to understand it. It is
a constitutional question as well as a
policy question.

The constitutional question, which
the House of Representatives under-
stands, is that Congress appropriates
money. Congress has no duty to pla-
cate the President of the United States
when he wants to carry on an activity
that Congress chooses not to fund. Con-
gress has a duty to history and to gen-
erations yet unborn to defend and pro-
tect its power of the purse. Congress
has to do that.

I plead with and say to my colleagues
that those who know the President
overreached on this, this is the time,
this is the bill when we should fix this.
Passage of this bill without the lan-
guage of the House would basically
fund all of the Executive Amnesty. It
would not block funding of this activ-
ity. To take out the House language
and to pass what our colleagues want
to pass—a bill that makes no reference
to the Executive Amnesty—takes no
action to stop that activity; that is, it
ratifies it. It is in effect a financial
ratification of an unconstitutional
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overreach by the executive branch that
will have ramifications in the future
that we can’t even imagine today.

Somebody asked the question—and I
think it is a valid analogy—what if the
President wanted to reduce the tax
rate from 39 percent to 25 percent and
Congress wouldn’t pass it. So he tells
all of his IRS agents—they work for
him—don’t collect any money over 25
percent. He says to the people: Don’t
send in money more than 25 percent. I
told the agents not to collect more
than 25 percent.

Is that so far-fetched, if this were to
pass?

What the President is saying is, I
know the law says you can’t work here.
I know the law says you are supposed
to be removed if you are here illegally.
I know all of these things, but we are
just not going to do it. Not only am I
not going to enforce the law with re-
gard to immigration, but what I am
going to do is I am going declare you as
lawful. I am going to give you Social
Security numbers and work permits.

A recent report from a liberal group,
the Economic Policy Institute, an-
nounced on February 10 that the unem-
ployed exceed job openings in almost
every industry in America.

We know unemployment is exceed-
ingly high, and we know that we have
high job unemployment in the country.
Remember, the unemployment rate we
see today does not include people who
drop out of the workforce, it only re-
flects those people who are under-
employed and looking for more work or
people who are actually seeking em-
ployment aggressively and have signed
up on the unemployment rolls in ef-
forts to get a job.

This indicates that in the big indus-
try we used to hear a lot from—the
construction industry—there are six
times as many construction workers as
there are job openings. Even for profes-
sional and business services they are
higher. In retail trade there are far
more applicants than jobs. It goes on
and on, sector after sector.

So remember, at a time of this high
unemployment, we are also going to be
legalizing 5 million people to take jobs.
We know we have to get over 200,000
jobs created in a month—that it takes
180,000 or 200,000—just to stay level
with the growth in the population of
America. We have been slightly above
that recently, and there has been a lot
of positive spin about that. But we still
have the lowest percentage of Ameri-
cans in their working years actually
working that we have had in this coun-
try in 40 years.

Income is down $4,000 since 2007 for
middle-class working families. The me-
dian income is down $4,000 since 2007.
So how is this good for lawful immi-
grants, permanent residents, American
citizens? How is it good to bring in
even more workers at a time when we
have the smallest percentage of Ameri-
cans in the workforce in 40 years? 1
point to 40 years ago because we began
to see a lot more women working in
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those years, so this is a reversal of that
trend.

What do the American people think
about it? Here is some Paragon Poll
data that says by a more than 2-to-1
margin Americans strongly oppose
rather than strongly support the Presi-
dent’s Executive actions. Blue collar
and middle class workers strongly op-
pose the President’s action by more
than a 3-to-1 majority. By a 50-point
margin, voters want Congress to pass
legislation making it harder for com-
panies to hire workers now illegally in
the country—71 to 21.

The American people want to make
it harder. Their children, their hus-
bands, their wives are looking for work
and not finding any. They want to have
a decent wage, a rising wage, and a
chance to get a job. So this is a 50-
point margin. Remember, the Presi-
dent’s action—far from making it hard-
er for people to get a job—is going to
provide a photo ID, work authoriza-
tions, and Social Security numbers to 5
million people unlawfully here. Almost
all of those are adults, frankly.

Just to show how people feel about
this and how strongly they feel about
it, Kellyanne Conway’s polling data
shows that by a 75-to-8 margin Ameri-
cans say companies should raise wages
instead of allowing more immigrant
workers to fill jobs.

People would like to see a pay raise
around here for a change. Salaries
dropped 5 cents in December. We are
not doing nearly as well as some would
like to say. That is a Department of
Labor statistic—a government sta-
tistic—that says that.

How about this? What about people
who have the hardest time finding
work right now. African Americans, ac-
cording to the Conway poll, by an 86-
to-3 margin say companies should raise
wages instead of allowing more immi-
grant workers to take jobs. For His-
panics that is true by a margin of 71 to
11. So by a T1-to-11 margin, Hispanics
in America say companies should raise
wages instead of bringing in more
workers to take jobs, pulling wages
down. That is what the market says.

So let’s go back to the morality of all
of this, which is fundamental. We as
members of Congress represent the peo-
ple of the United States. That includes
immigrants, recent immigrants—natu-
ralized citizens—living here today. It
includes native-born citizens. That is
who our obligation is to. So we need to
ask ourselves, how are we helping them
at a time of difficult wage conditions,
difficult job conditions, while allowing
a surge of workers to come to compete
for the few jobs there are? Is that ful-
filling our duty to the voters, to the
electors who sent us here? I think not.

I think it is time for somebody to
focus on the needs of people who go to
work every day, who have had their
hours reduced, who have had their
wages decline, who have had their
spouses and children having a hard
time finding work. That is what is hap-
pening.
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To repeat for my good friend Senator
DURBIN, who says he has been trying to
understand what is holding up the
funding for the Department of Home-
land Security, let me answer that ques-
tion. The House has passed a bill. They
have sent it to the Senate. More than
a majority of the Senators have voted
to pass a bill and fund the Department
of Homeland Security. And you, as the
Democratic whip, are leading the fili-
buster to block it from even coming up
on the floor so amendments can be of-
fered.

That is the answer to your question.
So I don’t think you should continue
blaming Republicans for not attempt-
ing to fund Homeland Security. The
whole world knows who is blocking the
bill that funds Homeland Security: You
and your team of filibusterers.

That is what it is. There is no doubt
about that, and we need to get this
straight. I don’t believe the American
people are going to be misled by that
argument. I believe they are going to
know what is happening in this Senate
and why we have this difficulty.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. LEAHY. 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. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate will vote later today on the con-
firmation of Dr. Ashton Carter to fill a
critically important Cabinet position,
that of Secretary of Defense. I think
we all know Dr. Carter is a dedicated
and distinguished public servant. He
has actually been confirmed twice,
unanimously, to two senior positions
at the Pentagon. He has been recog-
nized as a four-time recipient of the
Department of Defense Distinguished
Service Medal, and he has been award-
ed the Defense Intelligence Medal. I
have no doubt the vote today in sup-
port of Dr. Carter will be overwhelm-
ingly favorable.

The Defense Department faces impor-
tant, timely, and difficult decisions in
the coming months and years. They
have to learn how best to balance what
we know are our fiscal constraints with
not only existing but emerging inter-
national challenges. Dr. Carter served
as the day-to-day financial officer of
the Pentagon, so he is one of the few
people who understand the complex-
ities of the Pentagon’s budget. I believe
that Dr. Carter will build upon the fine
work of Secretary Hagel to chart a
path toward fiscal accountability while
maintaining the kind of military capa-
bilities we need to face current global
threats.

Dr. Carter is receiving his confirma-
tion vote just over a week after he tes-
tified before the Armed Services Com-
mittee and two days after his nomina-
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tion was reported to the full Senate,
and that swift action is commendable.
But I want to contrast how his nomina-
tion was handled as compared to Loret-
ta Lynch’s for Attorney General.

LYNCH NOMINATION

It is a disappointment that contrary
to what was done for Dr. Carter, Re-
publicans on the Judiciary Committee
chose to hold over for another two
weeks another critical nomination,
that of Loretta Lynch to be the Attor-
ney General of the United States, the
Nation’s chief law enforcement officer.

Loretta Lynch is a renowned pros-
ecutor, twice unanimously confirmed
by the Senate. She has worked to put
criminals behind bars for such crimes
as terrorism and fraud. Some Members
of this body said these terrorists
should be held in Guantanamo because
we, the most powerful nation on earth,
should be afraid to try them in our
Federal courts—the best court system
in the world. She showed a lot more
courage. She said, we will try these
terrorists in our Federal courts, and we
will show the rest of the world America
is not afraid—and it worked. She got
convictions. Now, the President an-
nounced the nomination of Ms. Lynch
nearly one hundred days ago. It has
been more than two weeks since she
testified before the Judiciary Com-
mittee. In addition to nearly eight
hours of live testimony, she has re-
sponded to more than 600 written ques-
tions. Her nomination has been pend-
ing for longer than any modern Attor-
ney General nominee.

I contrast this to another nominee.
In 2007, Democrats, who had been in the
minority, took back over control of the
Senate. President Bush had had an At-
torney General, a man who, by just
about any objective standard, had been
a disaster. He was removed, and Presi-
dent Bush nominated Michael Mukasey
to serve as Attorney General. It took
only 53 days from the time his nomina-
tion was announced to his confirma-
tion. That included doing all of the
background checks and having the
hearings. And then, after Mr.
Mukasey’s hearing, of course under our
rules we could have held his nomina-
tion over in Committee, but I asked
the Committee not to and we did not.
While I ultimately voted against Mr.
Mukasey because of his responses re-
lating to questions on torture, as
Chairman I made sure to have the
Committee act quickly on him. In fact,
I held a special markup session in order
for the Committee to be able to report
his nomination as soon as possible, be-
cause the President should have an At-
torney General—and he was confirmed
by the Senate two days later. Now, Re-
publicans should extend the same cour-
tesy with respect to Ms. Lynch’s nomi-
nation to serve as the Nation’s top law
enforcement officer.

I look forward to working with Dr.
Carter. I am not suggesting we should
hold him up because they are holding
her up. Of course not. He should be con-
firmed, as she should be confirmed, and
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I look forward to working with Dr. Car-
ter on issues of great importance to
Vermonters and to the Nation, particu-
larly concerning our continued diplo-
matic efforts to end Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram, in halting and reversing the pro-
liferation of landmines around the
world, in responsibly managing the
Pentagon, and in supporting our serv-
icemembers at home and abroad.

And I look forward to working with
Loretta Lynch when the Senate ulti-
mately confirms her nomination, as it
will. I urge the Republican Leader to
serve the national interest by sched-
uling a confirmation vote on her nomi-
nation as soon as she is reported by the
Senate Judiciary Committee on Feb-
ruary 26. She has already waited far
longer for a confirmation vote than
any Attorney General in modern his-
tory, and she should be confirmed just
as Dr. Carter is going to be.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to
join my friend and colleague from
Rhode Island, Senator REED, in sup-
porting the nomination of Dr. Ash Car-
ter to be Secretary of Defense. I am
confident Senator REED and I feel we
have had a very good nomination hear-
ing and that Dr. Carter is qualified to
be the Secretary of Defense.

I have known Dr. Carter for many
years during his lengthy service in
Washington. He is one of America’s
most experienced defense professionals,
respected by Republicans and Demo-
crats alike.

He has served as Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs,
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi-
tion, Technology and Logistics, and
most recently as Deputy Secretary of
Defense. In these positions, I have
known him to be an honest, hard-work-
ing, and committed public servant. I
have had the opportunity to work to-
gether with Dr. Carter on several
issues of shared concern, especially
trying to reform the Defense Acquisi-
tion System, improving financial man-
agement of the Department, and re-
pealing and rolling back sequestration.

I was also pleased to hear Dr. Carter
explain his views on a number of crit-
ical national security issues at his con-
firmation hearing earlier this month.

On Afghanistan Dr. Carter told the
committee he would consider revisions
to the size and pace of the President’s
drawdown plan if security conditions
warranted. To achieve the success that
is possible there, he urged the United
States to ‘‘continue its campaign and
finish the job.”

Dr. Carter indicated he is very much
inclined in the direction of providing
defensive lethal arms to help Ukraine
resist Russian aggression.

He pledged to do more to streamline
and improve the Defense Acquisition
System that takes too long and costs
too much, and Dr. Carter agreed it is
time to roll back sequestration be-
cause, in his words, ‘it introduces tur-
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bulence and uncertainty that are
wasteful, and it conveys a misleadingly
diminished picture of our power in the
eyes of friends and foes alike.”

America is confronted with a diverse
and complex range of national security
challenges. A revisionist Russia, a ris-
ing China, and radical Islamist groups
each seeking in their own way to fun-
damentally challenge the international
order as we have known it since the
end of World War II, a system that
cherishes the rule of law, maintains
free markets and free trade, and rel-
egates wars of aggression to their
rightful place in the bloody past.

We need a coherent national security
strategy incorporating all elements of
America’s national power to sustain
and defend the international order that
has produced and extended security,
prosperity, and liberty across the
globe.

We need to stop holding our military
hostage to domestic political disputes
and send an unmistakable message to
friend and foe alike that America in-
tends to lead in the 21st century by re-
pealing sequestration immediately.

We need to reform our Defense Acqui-
sition System to restore confidence
that every defense dollar is spent well
and to ensure that the men and women
in uniform are getting the training and
equipment they need on time and at a
cost acceptable to the taxpayer.

That is why America needs a strong
Secretary of Defense now more than
ever. I think Dr. Carter will be a good
Secretary of Defense, who will always
keep faith with our men and women in
uniform and work tirelessly on their
behalf and that of our national secu-
rity. I am hopeful about the prospects
of working together with Dr. Carter,
along with my colleagues in the Senate
Committee on Armed Services on both
sides of the aisle, to achieve our shared
priorities, especially the reform of our
Defense Acquisition System, the mod-
ernization of our military compensa-
tion system, and the repeal of seques-
tration.

But when it comes to much of our na-
tional security policy, I must candidly
express concern about the task that
awaits Dr. Carter and the limited influ-
ence he may have.

Two of his predecessors, Secretary
Gates and Secretary Panetta, have se-
verely criticized White House micro-
management of the Defense Depart-
ment and overcentralization of foreign
and defense policies. According to nu-
merous news reports, Secretary Hagel
experienced similar frustrations with
the insular and indecisive White House
national security team over issues
ranging from ISIL to Ukraine, deten-
tion policy to sequestration.

Dr. Carter is a worthy choice for Sec-
retary of Defense. He has the experi-
ence, knowledge, and skill to succeed.
The Armed Services Committee voted
unanimously to approve his nomina-
tion last week, and I will gladly vote to
confirm him today. I do so with sincere
hope, and sadly, little confidence that
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the President who nominated Dr. Car-
ter will empower him to lead and con-
tribute to the fullest extent of his
abilities. At a time of global upheaval
and multiplying threats to our secu-
rity, the American people need and de-
serve nothing less.

I thank my colleague from Rhode Is-
land for his cooperation and coordina-
tion with the hearing and for his input
and influence which led to a unanimous
vote from the committee.

I yield the floor for my friend and
colleague from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FLAKE). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I commend
the chairman for his very clear and
thoughtful conduct of these hearings
with respect to Dr. Carter. The reason
we are here today on the verge of a
very strong vote for Dr. Carter to be
the next Secretary of Defense is due to
the contribution that Chairman
McCAIN has made to this process,
which was extremely thoughtful and
bipartisan. I thank him again for that.

Mr. President, I join Senator McCAIN,
and I not only commend him for his
leadership but I also wish to express
my strong support for the nomination
of Dr. Ashton Carter to be the 25th Sec-
retary of Defense. Dr. Carter is unique-
ly qualified to lead the Department of
Defense at a time when—as Henry Kis-
singer recently said in a hearing before
the Armed Services Committee—‘‘the
United States has not faced a more di-
verse and complex array of crises since
the end of the Second World War.”’

Dr. Carter was born and raised in
Philadelphia. He received a bachelor’s
degree in physics and medieval history
from Yale and a doctorate in theo-
retical physics from Oxford, where he
was a Rhodes Scholar.

During his career, Dr. Carter has al-
ready held three critical positions in
the Department of Defense: Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Global and
Strategic Affairs in the Clinton admin-
istration; Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology and Logis-
tics from 2009 to 2011; and most re-
cently, Deputy Secretary of Defense
from 2011 to 2013. He is well aware of,
and has already been deeply immersed
in, many of the significant challenges
facing this Nation and the Defense De-
partment.

As Deputy Secretary of Defense, Dr.
Carter was a critical player in the dis-
cussions and decision making on a
myriad of international issues—issues
that will continue to need the close at-
tention in his tenure as Secretary of
Defense.

I wish to name just a few. While the
Secretary of Defense is not a party to
the negotiations relating to Iran’s nu-
clear program, the Secretary will un-
doubtedly be responsible for any num-
ber of potential contingencies. In the
event of a breakdown in the negotia-
tions, the consequences could alter the
face of the region for generations and
generations to come, and the Secretary
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of Defense will be intimately involved
in shaping the reaction.

Another area of deep concern is ISIL.
Their violent campaign in Iraq and
Syria to establish an extremist caliph-
ate threatens to erase borders, desta-
bilize the region, and create a breeding
ground for foreign fighters willing to
return to the West to carry out attacks
against the United States and our al-
lies. The Department must provide
critical leadership in a coalition effort
that includes Arab and Muslim States
to degrade and ultimately defeat ISIL
while being careful to ensure that the
United States does not end up, as Brent
Scowcroft and Dr. Brzezinski indicated
to us in a hearing before the com-
mittee, ‘‘owning” some of these con-
flicts in Syria and elsewhere.

In Afghanistan the hard-won gains of
the past decade are significant but re-
main fragile. As the Afghan National
Security Forces continue taking over
responsibilities to secure Afghanistan,
the United States and coalition forces
have transitioned to a more limited
mission of training and assisting the
Afghan forces and conducting counter-
terrorism operations. Yet it remains to
be seen whether conditions on the
ground in Afghanistan will improve
sufficiently by the end of 2016 to war-
rant the pace of further reductions
under the current plan. Dr. Carter’s
participation in evaluating that plan
will be absolutely critical.

Russia’s aggression against Ukraine
has raised tensions in Europe to a level
not seen in decades. Recently separat-
ists in eastern Ukraine, with substan-
tial Russian equipment, training, and
leadership, have abandoned any pretext
of a cease-fire, although there were dis-
cussions that were held overnight that
perhaps might indicate a cease-fire.
But in any case, the United States
must determine the best way to sup-
port the Ukrainian people and their
forces in defending their country.

Political instability in Yemen has
caused the United States to evacuate
its Embassy and created a vacuum, al-
lowing the free reign of Al Qaeda in the
Arabian Peninsula, which is intent on
striking the United States and its in-
terests. Again, the Defense Department
plays a key role in supporting our part-
ners in Yemen and navigating the com-
plex political situation and continuing
to have a presence there—which they
do—which can effectively help to pre-
empt any attempt to use that as a
launching pad for operations in the re-
gion or across the globe.

The same brand of violent extremism
in the Middle East can also be found in
parts of Africa—al-Shabaab in Soma-
lia, Al Qaeda in the Lands of the Is-
lamic Maghreb, and Boko Haram in Ni-
geria. Countering the threat posed by
these groups will require building part-
ner capacity and enabling support to
foreign security forces at a time when
resources are scarce and those capabili-
ties are in high demand.

In North Korea, Kim Jong Un’s re-
gime has increased tensions on the pe-
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ninsula with his provocative and bellig-
erent behavior. The recent cyber at-
tack on Sony is just the latest in a
string of destabilizing actions. The re-
gime is playing a dangerous game that
could have disastrous consequences—
especially for its own civilian popu-
lation which has already suffered un-
told hardships and deprivation under
his leadership. The North Korean re-
gime is painting itself into a corner
where it will be left with few friends
and few options, and again, the United
States, and particularly the Depart-
ment of Defense, must be ever vigilant.

While the United States and China
have many areas of coordination and
cooperation, our future relationship re-
mains uncertain. We welcome the rise
of a peaceful and prosperous China. Es-
pecially in this new century of global
commerce and economies, a prosperous
China is not only in the region’s best
interests but also in the world’s best
interest. China’s increasingly con-
troversial claims of sovereignty in the
South China Sea and dangerous alter-
cations with its neighbors raise serious
concerns. While legal and peaceful ave-
nues for dispute resolution are avail-
able, China has instead chosen to pur-
sue, in too many cases, adversarial and
unilateral actions that raise questions
about its intentions.

On the cyber front, China is engaged
in massive theft of U.S. intellectual
property from American industry and
government, which threatens our tech-
nological edge and sows distrust and
profound misgivings. China will remain
one of the Department’s most per-
sistent and complicated challenges.
With the focus on so many crises over-
seas, it is easy to overlook the chal-
lenges on our own continent. We have a
violent threat of transnational orga-
nized crime in our own hemisphere.
When the United States faced a threat
stemming from violence and the drug
trade in Colombia in the 1990s, it dedi-
cated significant resources and entered
into a decade-long commitment to pro-
vide training and other enabling assist-
ance.

Colombia is a success story, but the
problem has simply moved, in many
cases, to other nations in the region.
General Kelly, Commander of TU.S.
Southern Command, leads the Depart-
ment’s efforts in the hemisphere, but
he operates with scarce resources, a
situation that may have serious con-
sequences.

In addition to these traditional chal-
lenges that nation-states have faced for
many, many years, the United States
now faces new 21st century threats. For
years we have devoted significant at-
tention to the complex challenge of
cyber warfare. The attack on the Sony
Corporation was a watershed event in
many respects, and it should and must
stimulate fresh critical thinking. This
attack demonstrated that a relatively
small and weak rogue nation can reach
across the oceans to cause extensive
destruction to a U.S.-based economic
target and very nearly succeed in sup-
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pressing freedom of expression through
cyber space.

The real and manifest advantages of
the offense over the defense in cyber
warfare that enable militarily inferior
nations to strike successfully against
the homeland are a new and worrisome
factor for our national security and
that requires not only the attention of
the Department of Defense but the at-
tention of the Congress.

All of the issues I have talked about
are external, but there are local issues
that the Secretary of Defense has to
deal with. Senator McCAIN pointed out
probably the most significant one, and
that is the Dbudgetary and pro-
grammatic challenges that have been
forced upon us by sequestration.

The most immediate threat facing
the Defense Department is, indeed, se-
questration because without resources,
the programs, the policies, and the ini-
tiatives which must be undertaken to
confront these national threats cannot
be done.

General Mattis, former Commander
of Central Command, recently testified
before our committee. He said: ‘“No foe
in the field can wreak such havoc on
our security that mindless sequestra-
tion is achieving today.”

Only one-third of Army brigades are
ready to fight. Less than 50 percent of
our combat squadrons are fully combat
ready. Sequestration threatens not
only our national security, but it risks
damaging our public safety, our health,
our transportation, our education, and
our environment. In the world we face,
there is not a neat distinction between
what the Department of Defense does,
what the Department of Homeland Se-
curity does, and what other civil agen-
cies such as FEMA must do. It is some-
thing that we have to consider, not just
in the context of the Department of
Defense but in so many other agencies
of the Federal Government—in fact, in
every agency of the Federal Govern-
ment.

When the Budget Control Act was
passed, Dr. Carter organized the Stra-
tegic Choices and Management Review
to find options for implementing the
required defense cuts. The results of
this review have helped the Defense De-
partment navigate through difficult
fiscal constraints, but Congress must
find a balanced and bipartisan solution
and a repeal of sequestration across the
entire government.

Even without sequestration, the De-
fense Department has to tackle the ris-
ing personnel costs which could crowd
out other items in the budget. Cur-
rently, military personnel benefits, in-
cluding health care and retirement,
consume approximately one-third of
the Defense Department’s budget.

If we are to adequately train and
equip the force we have, to ensure they
are capable of performing the arduous
task we ask of them, and to modernize
weapon systems, we must slow the
growth of these costs within the De-
partment in line with the slowdown of
the overall top line. The congression-
ally mandated Military Compensation



February 12, 2015

and Retirement Modernization Com-
mission recently released their rec-
ommendations. They are far-reaching
and would fundamentally change mili-
tary personnel benefits. They did so
with the idea of improving the benefits
available to many of our forces. They
did it with the idea of insisting that
our recruitment and retention efforts
continue to be successful because we
are a volunteer force. Their focus was
really on the troops, but one of the ef-
fects of the recommendations was to
make these costs sustainable over
time.

As Secretary of Defense, Dr. Carter
will have to work with Congress to
carefully consider these recommenda-
tions to ensure that the Department
has the resources to properly train and
equip its fighting men and women.

The other major cost driver in the
Defense Department is acquisition. To
put it succinctly, defense acquisition
takes too long and costs too much, but
the Defense Department has under-
taken significant reforms in recent
years and many of these were person-
ally led by Dr. Carter.

As Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics,
Dr. Carter oversaw implementation of
the Weapons System Acquisition Re-
form Act of 2009, and again, I must
commend Senator McCAIN and Senator
Levin for their leadership in this effort.
The largest restructuring of DOD ac-
quisition policies in more than two
decades resulted from this initiative.

He also oversaw and contributed to
improvements in a number of major ac-
quisition programs, including the
major restructuring on the Joint
Strike Fighter program, the largest
DOD acquisition program; efforts to re-
duce the cost of the Virginia-class sub-
marine program and to improve con-
tract performance, which has allowed
the Navy to begin a two-per-year pro-
curement program for these sub-
marines, which are under budget and
ahead of schedule—a remarkable
achievement; improvements to the lit-
toral combat ship program, which was
experiencing major costs increases and
delays, with Dr. Carter’s participation
DOD shifted to competitive fixed-price
contracts in 2011; restructured procure-
ment for the Air Force’s KC46A stra-
tegic tanker program, which led to a
competitive procurement, incor-
porating a firm fixed-price develop-
ment production contract for buying
up to 120 tanker aircraft; and cancel-
ling of the VH-71 program, an out-of-
control program to replace the current
Presidential helicopter fleet.

Clearly not all acquisition problems
have been fixed and the Defense De-
partment can and should do more to
streamline and improve the system. I
believe, from what I have just indi-
cated, that Dr. Carter as Secretary of
Defense will do just that. He has al-
ready demonstrated he can do it and he
will do it.

Finally, and most importantly, as
Senator McCAIN indicated, if confirmed

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

as Secretary of Defense, Dr. Carter will
be leading 1.3 million Active-Duty
military, 820,000 Reserve and Guard,
and 773,000 civilians. They are under
strain after over a decade of war and
years of fiscal uncertainty. They are
wrestling with many of the same issues
as civilian society—issues such as sex-
ual assault and suicide. Yet they are
committed to protecting this Nation
and remain the finest force in the
world.

Every decision Dr. Carter makes, I
know he will make it thinking ulti-
mately about what is in the best inter-
ests of the men and women in uniform
and the DOD civilian workforce who
give so much to this country every
day, and that, I think, is one of the fac-
tors that compels all of us to support
this nomination.

Dr. Carter has proven time and time
again his commitment to the men and
women who serve this Nation. I believe
he is the right leader at the right time
for the Department of Defense, and I
urge my colleagues to support his con-
firmation.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE CHUCK HAGEL

Mr. President, I would urge them
also at this time to commend and
thank Secretary Chuck Hagel for his
service. It began decades ago as a
young sergeant in Vietnam where he
was wounded twice, where he fought in
close combat against the enemies of
the United States. He took this ethic
from his own experience of under-
standing that ultimately the decisions
made here in Washington are carried
out by young men and women across
this globe. In his tenure, he brought
principled leadership, he brought a
dedication to the men and women of
the Armed Forces, and he also looked
ahead in many different ways. One no-
table approach was his complete review
of the nuclear establishment, the triad,
not only in terms of its effectiveness
but its security and its ability to re-
spond to the threats not just of the
Cold War but of the new world we face.

So for many reasons, he has done a
remarkable job, and at this juncture, it
is an opportunity to salute his efforts.
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. President, I have concluded my
remarks with respect to the nomina-
tion of Dr. Carter, but I wish to speak
for a moment on a different topic.

We are in the midst of trying to pro-
vide appropriations for the Department
of Homeland Security. It is an action
we must take and we should take and
we should do it without extraneous pol-
icy provisions.

Over the past few weeks, the State of
Rhode Island has been beset by a series
of snowstorms. In fact, the State could
face another foot of snow this weekend.
In coordinating a response to a disaster
such as this, my State depends upon
the Rhode Island Emergency Manage-
ment Agency as well as local emer-
gency managers. Those agencies, in
turn, depend on Federal funding
through the Department of Homeland
Security, particularly the Emergency
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Management Performance grant and
Homeland Security grant programs, to
build the capacity they need to respond
to snowstorms, to hurricanes, and to
natural disasters of all forms.

However, uncertainty about Federal
funding makes it harder on my State
to plan and prepare. It is harder for
every State to plan and prepare. It is
one of the many reasons we ought to
pass the bipartisan bill that was nego-
tiated by Democrats and Republicans
on the Committee on Appropriations
without the provisions added by the
House regarding immigration.

A clean Department of Homeland Se-
curity bill would probably pass in this
Chamber by an overwhelming majority
in a matter of minutes. We all under-
stand the security of the TUnited
States—not just with respect to nat-
ural disasters but with respect to many
of the issues that are handed off, if you
will, from the Department of Defense
to the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. When we are worried, as we all
are, about the lone wolves who may be
in combat zones but coming to the
United States, that is quickly a De-
partment of Homeland Security re-
sponsibility. I don’t think we want to
confuse the issue of defending the
homeland and protecting communities
from natural disasters with other
issues.

This is commonsense legislation. We
have done it before. We have to move I
think with alacrity to get this done. It
is about protecting the American peo-
ple from natural disasters as well as,
unfortunately, in this world we live in,
the potential for terrorist activities
that emanate elsewhere but are di-
rected against the United States.

Issues that are unrelated to funding
the Department of Homeland Security
I think should be put aside. We can
deal with them. We can deal with them
through the authorization process, but
let’s get this Department fully appro-
priated so it can continue.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
support Dr. Ashton B. Carter to be our
next Secretary of Defense.

I have known Dr. Carter for many
years, both inside government and out,
and especially as members of the Aspen
Strategy Group. I have found Dr. Car-
ter to be deeply thoughtful and ex-
traordinarily competent. I am con-
fident he will serve with distinction as
our next Secretary of Defense, and I
urge my colleagues to support his nom-
ination.

It is vital to swiftly confirm Dr. Car-
ter because we face countless threats
around the world, many of which know
no simple resolution. On all these na-
tional security issues, I strongly be-
lieve we need someone in charge who
brings leadership, experience, intellect
and a strategic lens. Dr. Carter pos-
sesses all of these things, and I fully
expect he will put his expertise and
counsel to good use in tackling our Na-
tion’s pressing challenges.
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First and foremost, Dr. Carter will
need to lead the Pentagon in con-
fronting and ultimately defeating the
Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant,
ISIL.

ISIL is an unconscionably evil ter-

rorist organization. Its Dbarbarity
knows no bounds. ISIL has burned
alive Jordanian Capt. Moath al-

Kasasbeh, beheaded American journal-
ists and aid workers, and inflicts daily
savagery on the people of Syria and
Iraq, including the murder of civilians,
women, children, and minorities. To
marshal international support to sus-
tain the global coalition and ensure
ISIL is ultimately eliminated, I trust
Dr. Carter to serve his country well.

At the same time, Dr. Carter will
need to focus on our drawdown in Af-
ghanistan. The Taliban is resurgent,
ISIL is attempting to establish itself in
the country, and the Afghan National
Security Forces need our continued
support. In 2011, the United States fully
withdrew from Iraq only to see that
country fall apart due to sectarian vio-
lence and undue foreign influence. We
cannot afford the same in Afghanistan.

I have discussed with Dr. Carter my
view that our drawdown in Afghanistan
should not be linked to an arbitrary
timeline, but rather to the needs on
the ground and the necessity of an or-
derly transition.

Dr. Carter’s deep history with nu-
clear nonproliferation issues will also
be important in the coming years. Un-
fortunately, many of our nonprolifera-
tion programs with Russia have gone
dormant due to our worsening bilateral
relationship. We cannot let this con-
tinue to happen.

For decades the United States and
Russia have worked together to secure
nuclear materials and reduce our nu-
clear arsenals because doing so is im-
portant not only for U.S. security, but
for global security. Finding a way to
work constructively with Russia on se-
curing and eliminating nuclear mate-
rial, despite its invasion of Ukraine
and continued support for the Assad re-
gime in Syria, is clearly a most dif-
ficult assignment. I think Dr. Carter is
up to the task.

Finally, Dr. Carter will need to deal
with the extremely difficult spending
limitations created by the 2011 Budget
Control Act. If Congress cannot come
together to find a bipartisan solution
to raise the spending caps, like we did
for fiscal years 2014 and 2015, overall se-
curity spending will only be allowed to
increase by $1.8 billion this year, that
is a less than one-half of 1 percent in-
crease.

At a time when threats to our Nation
are increasing, not decreasing, I am
deeply concerned that, under current
law, our defense budget will not be al-
lowed to rise to meet current threats.
Dr. Carter understands this. In his con-
firmation hearing, he said, “I very
much hope that we can find a way to-
gether out of the wilderness of seques-
ter.” I fully agree, and I urge my col-
leagues to work together to increase
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the spending caps for both defense and
non-defense programs.

Dr. Carter is a rare combination of a
strategic foreign policy thinker and an
expert on the roles and procedures of
the Department of Defense. In his time
as Assistant Secretary of Defense
under President Clinton, he focused on
key national security issues like pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and relationships with other
major world powers.

In his two recent positions at the
Pentagon—as Undersecretary of De-
fense for Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics and as the Deputy Sec-
retary—Dr. Carter has managed the
Department’s business functions and
ran its day-to-day operations. As Sec-
retary, he will bring his unique experi-
ence in both sides of the job to the nu-
merous challenges the Department and
the Nation face.

Dr. Carter returns to the Defense De-
partment at a time of immense global
upheaval. Leading the Defense Depart-
ment in such a time is no easy task,
but I believe he will prove to be an ex-
cellent pick to help our country ad-
dress these challenges head-on. He has
the support of the President, the mili-
tary, the civilian leadership of the De-
partment, and by virtue of this vote,
the U.S. Senate.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

REALITIES OF DRUG SENTENCING IN THE
FEDERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President and
Members of the Senate, as chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary, I have
mentioned publicly that I am open to
certain Federal sentencing, or prison,
reforms, and I have tried to make it
very clear that I am very opposed to
others.

Today I wish to address the realities
of drug sentencing in the Federal
criminal justice system. I do so be-
cause there are many myths that sur-
round this topic.

The myth is that there are thousands
of low-level drug offenders, such as
people smoking marijuana, in Federal
prison for very long terms. This is sup-
posed to mean a waste of Federal tax
dollars, overcrowding, and unfairness
to people who should not be in prison.
These myths are often used to justify
lenient and, frankly, dangerous sen-
tencing proposals in the U.S. Senate.
One of those proposals is the so-called
Smarter Sentencing Act.

It is time to set the record straight,
and that is why I am here. It is impor-
tant to know how many people are in
Federal prison for drug possession, who
they are, and why they are in prison.
Then it will be clear why it is unwise
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to make wholesale, one-way lenient
changes in drug sentencing. In fiscal
year 2013, the most recent year we have
statistics, according to the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission there were 2,332
drug possession cases in the Federal
prison. Almost 94 percent involved
marijuana, more than 86 percent were
against noncitizens, and 88 percent of
the cases arose along the southwest
border, so it is clear why so many non-
citizens were charged. Federal drug
possessors were rarely prosecuted for
small quantities.

The median amount of drug posses-
sion in these southwest border cases,
which are 88 percent of the Federal
drug possession cases, was about 48
pounds. Understand, we are not talking
about a few ounces of possession of
marijuana. The average is 48 pounds.
Can you imagine being in possession of
48 pounds of illegal drugs? These are
not low-level, casual offenders by any
stretch of the imagination. Moreover,
well over 90 percent of the drug posses-
sion cases are along the southwest bor-
der. So more than 80 percent of all Fed-
eral drug possession cases were brought
in the State of Arizona.

In that district, the U.S. attorney
will agree to charge a drug trafficker
with only drug possession if the of-
fender is a first-time offender who
acted only as a courier. Again, the me-
dian quantity of the amount of posses-
sion is 48 pounds, and many who actu-
ally committed trafficking there are
charged only with mere drug posses-
sion.

Since 88 percent of all Federal drug
possession cases derive from the south-
west border, only 270 simple drug pos-
session cases arose anywhere else in
the United States. Get this, please. The
odds of an American being subject to a
Federal prosecution for drug possession
in any given year are less than 1 in 1
million. It is also imperative to re-
member that mandatory minimum sen-
tences are not an issue in these cases.
The average Federal sentence for drug
possession is 5 months; that is, only 5
months—I say that for emphasis—not
the years of imprisonment some of the
proponents of lenient sentencing would
have us believe.

The brevity of Federal drug posses-
sion sentences is emphasized by how in
the vast majority of these cases the
median amount of drugs at issue was 48
pounds. In the 270 cases not along the
border, the median amount of drugs
the offender possessed was only 4
grams. The average sentence was 1.3
months. Most of those convicted were
sentenced to probation.

There is no basis whatsoever to advo-
cate change in Federal mandatory min-
imum sentencing laws based on drug
possession cases since they are not sub-
ject to such mandatory minimums.
Anyone who raises drug possession as
an argument against Federal manda-
tory minimum sentences is using a
stalking horse to lower sentences for
much more serious offenders.
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There is no separate Federal offense
for what is called possession with in-
tent to distribute. Those who possessed
with that intent are treated the same
as those who distribute. We need to
look at drug distribution sentences in
the Federal system as well.

Drug trafficking cases are sometimes
subject to mandatory minimum sen-
tences. For instance, just under half of
all drug courier offenders were subject
to mandatory minimum sentences, but
under 10 percent were subject to man-
datory minimum sentences at the time
of their sentencing.

There are two main reasons so few of
these offenders are actually sentenced
to a mandatory minimum. The first is
they may fall within the safety valve
Congress has enacted to prevent man-
datory minimum sentences from apply-
ing to low-level, first-time drug offend-
ers or, second, they may have provided
substantial assistance to prosecutors
in fingering high-level offenders in a
drug conspiracy.

That is an intended goal of current
Federal sentencing policy, to put pres-
sure on defendants to cooperate in ex-
change for a lower sentence so evidence
against more responsible criminals can
be attained. As a result, even for drug
couriers the average sentence is 39
months. That seems to be an appro-
priate level.

We are not sending huge numbers of
nonviolent drug offenders to Federal
prison under lengthy mandatory min-
imum sentences. I want to make it
very clear, this is the biggest sen-
tencing myth of them all. When Fed-
eral drug sentencing is discussed, we
need then to keep in mind the facts.
There are hardly any nonviolent drug-
offending Americans in Federal prison
for mere drug possession. The quan-
tities of drugs underlying the vast ma-
jority of Federal possession cases are
high and sentences are fair. For drug
courier distribution cases, only 10 per-
cent of offenders are subject to manda-
tory minimum sentences at the time of
sentencing.

I hope you will be on notice and be on
guard. Don’t let anyone tell you Fed-
eral mandatory minimum sentences
are putting large numbers of non-
violent offenders in jail for long peri-
ods of time at great taxpayer expense.
Don’t let anyone tell you such offend-
ers are the reason for the increase in
Federal drug prisoners over the years.
Don’t let anyone tell you harsh manda-
tory sentences for low-level nonviolent
offenders are decimating various com-
munities.

Apart from the clear evidence from
the Sentencing Commission regarding
Federal drug offenders, I want to draw
attention to the responses to questions
from witnesses before our Judiciary
Committee just this month. Testifying
before the committee, Milwaukee
County Sheriff David A. Clarke, Jr.,
stated: ‘“‘Federal mandatory minimum
sentences have struck terror into the
hearts of career criminals and
have provided longer periods of respite
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from the impoverished and crime-rid-
dled communities that can least afford
their return.”

The sheriff said he feared the effect
in his inner-city community of chang-
ing Federal drug mandatory minimum
sentences. I have told my colleagues I
am going to be open to lowering some
Federal mandatory minimum sen-
tences but only where specific situa-
tions may warrant that and if we can
add or raise new ones for such offenses
as arms export control violations, fi-
nancial crimes, and child pornography
possessions. Those three categories do
not have to be extremely long sen-
tences under present law, but too many
judges are systematically sentencing
these offenders to probation. Espe-
cially when the Supreme Court has
taken away any other means of making
sure judges do not let these offenders
walk, mandatory minimum sentences
are the only way Congress can require
these offenders serve any time at all.

I am trying to inform my Senate col-
leagues through the use of facts. In
doing that, by looking at the facts, we
will not make unwise and dangerous
changes to our Federal sentencing
laws. I ask my colleagues to stick to
the facts and avoid repeating myths. I
pointed out those myths. It is a myth
to say sentences for drug possession
and nonviolent offenders justify the
Smarter Sentencing Act. That bill does
not apply to possession at all. Many
drug offenses necessarily involve vio-
lence. Drug conspiracies operate with
the threat or the use of force.

Whatever the offense charged, if the
offender has a history of violent crime,
he is a violent offender, and the sen-
tence will and should reflect that fact.
It is a myth to say the Smarter Sen-
tencing Act would save money. All it
would do is shift costs from incarcer-
ation to the victims who bear the cost
of the crimes that earlier released of-
fenders would commit. That is one of
the reasons the bill is dangerous.

The Congressional Budget Office also
says it would add billions of dollars in
mandatory spending, regardless of
what upfront discretionary savings
there may be. I would ask my col-
leagues to get this: It is a fact the
Smarter Sentencing Act would cut sen-
tences for a range of heroin offenses,
including importation and dealing,
while the entire Nation is in the midst
of a heroin epidemic and a rising num-
ber of deaths from heroin overdoses.

I would ask my colleagues to get
this: It is a fact from the heads of the
FBI and the Drug Enforcement Agency
and Federal police organizations that
mandatory minimum sentences spur
cooperation from defendants and en-
able the successful prosecution of high-
level drug criminals who cause most of
the tremendous harm. That includes
cooperation from defendants charged
with narcoterrorism.

I would ask my colleagues to get
this: It is a fact the so-called Smarter
Sentencing Act would cut in half the
mandatory minimum sentences Con-
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gress put in place for distributing
drugs to benefit terrorists or terrorist
organizations. It would cut in half the
mandatory minimum sentences for
members of Taliban, Al Qaeda, ISIS or
Hezbollah who deal drugs that fund ter-
rorism. That would mean less coopera-
tion to bring charges of narcoter-
rorism, get terrorists off the streets,
and obtain intelligence to help prevent
future attacks.

As President Obama’s U.S. attorney
for the Southern District of New York
has remarked, ‘‘[Tlhere is a growing
nexus between drug trafficking and ter-
rorism, a threat that increasingly
poses a clear and present danger to our
national security.

So I ask my colleagues to get this: It
is a fact that the so-called Smarter
Sentencing Act is dangerous not only
because of its effect on increased crime
and victimization but on national secu-
rity as well.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge our colleagues to come
together quickly to pass a clean Home-
land Security bill. We are now just 16
days away from a Homeland Security
shutdown. The clock is ticking. A shut-
down would be wholly unnecessary and,
quite frankly, completely dangerous.
We know we do not lack for security
threats. It was less than 2 years ago
that terrorists attacked the Boston
Marathon. It was just weeks ago that
we witnessed a horrific series of terror
attacks on our friends in Paris. We
know the brutal destabilizing force
known as the Islamic State, or ISIL, is
determined to hurt our Nation and our
citizens. The world is a dangerous
place.

At a time like this, we should be
working together on a bipartisan basis
to fund and strengthen Homeland Secu-
rity, but instead we are facing insecu-
rity, instability, and uncertainty be-
cause some want to hold the funding
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity hostage—hostage to a partisan po-
litical debate.

Is it really more important to hold a
fight over deporting children who came
to the United States and know no
country other than the United States,
came here through no fault of their
own? Is it more important to hold this
fight over deporting those children
than it is to protect America against
terrorist threats?

Although protecting against these
threats is reason enough to oppose this
misguided strategy, the resulting fall-
out would not just be limited to na-
tional security. This bill includes
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FEMA grants to disaster-stricken
areas. This bill includes funding for
grants to local fire departments—
grants that would not occur.

Thousands of essential public serv-
ants—from Homeland Security, to
FEMA, to our terrific men and women
in the Coast Guard—would be asked to
keep on working even though we are
not paying them. This is not the way
to run a nation. This is certainly not
the way to address national security
threats that face us.

I think it is telling when a strategy
is being criticized from Members on
both sides of the aisle. This is a fool-
hardy game being played with our na-
tional security.

A colleague from Arizona said on this
floor just yesterday—a colleague from
across the aisle—that ‘‘to attempt to
use a spending bill in order to poke a
finger in the President’s eye is not a
good move.”

Another colleague from across the
aisle, from Illinois, said, ‘“The Amer-
ican people are pretty alarmed, as they
should be, about security . . . the way
to go forward is just fund DHS,” the
Department of Homeland Security. He
continued, ‘“We ought to strip the bill
of extraneous issues and make it about
homeland security.”

That is the path forward, to have a
funding bill for Homeland Security,
stripped of political riders designed to
take on one issue or another when
those issues can be addressed in sepa-
rate bills. If someone really wants to
prioritize the deportation of children
who came here through no fault of
their own and know no country other
than the United States, our DREAM-
ers, then they should write that bill,
put it through committee, and then the
majority should bring the debate to the
floor of this Chamber. I can tell you
that I would be voting against that
bill, but we would have the debate on
that issue separate from the conversa-
tion about funding Homeland Security.

I found it interesting to read the
Wall Street Journal the other day. It
refers to immigration restrictionists
who want a larger brawl and have
browbeat GOP leaders into adding
needless policy amendments. That is
coming from the Wall Street Journal.
They proceed to say in regard to the
fight over prioritizing the deportation
of folks who are here without legal cre-
dentials and who have criminal back-
grounds, that the President is
“‘prioritizing’® those deportations of
those with criminal backgrounds. The
Wall Street Journal says:

That is legitimate prosecutorial discre-
tion, and in opposing it Republicans are un-
dermining their crime-fighting credentials.

So if some of my colleagues want to
argue that the President should not
prioritize deporting individuals with
criminal backgrounds, which I think
should be prioritized, have that debate,
but do not hold the Homeland Security
bill hostage to that particular fight.

In this morning’s paper, there was an
article about the funding of the De-
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partment of Homeland Security. This
is in the Washington Post. It refers to
the Grand Old Party at impasse as a
measure stalls in the Senate. It quotes
the Speaker of the House, Mr. BOEH-
NER. Speaker BOEHNER says, ‘It is time
for the Senate to do their work,” and
he proceeds to give a little lecture to
Senators. He says, ‘“You know, in the
gift shop out here, they’ve got these
little booklets on how a bill becomes a
law.” Well, I encourage Speaker BOEH-
NER to actually read that book because
what that book says is that in order to
pass through the Senate, it has to get
on the floor and it has to have support
to be approved by this Chamber.

So, Speaker BOEHNER, I encourage
you to actually read the pamphlet you
recommended because sending over
funding for Homeland Security laden
with unrelated policy riders is going to
make sure that bill dies here in the
Senate. Don’t take my word for it,
take the Senate’s version or expression
on this. It has come up for three votes
in the Senate. We have voted three
times to kill this House bill, giving
clear instruction to the House: Send us
the actual Department of Homeland
Security bill free of these political rid-
ers, and we will put it on the floor, and
we will have that debate, and we will
undoubtedly pass that bill. But if you
want to play political games rather
than looking out for the security of the
United States of America, don’t expect
the Senate to rubberstamp your polit-
ical games, Speaker BOEHNER.

So that is where we are now. I do en-
courage the Speaker to go right down
the gift shop—I will be happy to buy
him a copy of this, and I will be happy
to read the phrases to the Speaker on
exactly how a bill becomes law.

It is deeply disturbing to the Amer-
ican people to see these types of polit-
ical games being played with our Na-
tion’s security. We live in a dangerous
world, and we need to take seriously
our responsibility to fund this Depart-
ment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

(The remarks of Mr. BROWN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 522 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

The
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Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, are we
on the Carter nomination?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, this is
an important nomination, at a time
when this country faces very signifi-
cant national security threats.

AUMF

As I commented yesterday, the Presi-
dent came to us yesterday asking us to
authorize the use of force, and I think
we should do that. I am not necessarily
sure we should do it in the way he has
asked us to do it. I think it should be
a pretty straightforward authorization,
and here is what it should say. It
should say we authorize the President
of the United States to destroy ISIS
and to defeat their military. It is up to
the Commander in Chief to decide the
right way in which to do that.

I have very serious concerns and very
serious reservations about our current
strategy when it comes to ISIS. I am
not sure it is sufficient. I think it is a
strategy that will contain them but
will not defeat them. In fact, ISIS is
now popping up, for example, in Libya,
where they have a very significant hub.
They have a very significant presence
in Benghazi. Just a few days ago they
carried out an attack in Tripoli. We are
now hearing media reports that ISIS
has a presence in Afghanistan, perhaps
even terrorist training camps.

So they continue to grow their affili-
ates, they continue to grow their pres-
ence, and we need an authorization of
the use of force that allows us to defeat
them anywhere in the world where
they are to be found.

The President’s suggestion has been
well received. We thank him for sub-
mitting one. But now it is the responsi-
bility of the Senate to do its job and to
write one of its own. It may reflect
many of the things the President
wants, but what I believe it should re-
flect more than anything else is that
we authorize him to defeat ISIS no
matter what it takes and no matter
how long it takes. If we have problems
with the President’s strategy, there are
different ways to address it. I do have
problems with the strategy and I want
that to be addressed.

ISRAEL

Mr. Carter’s nomination comes at an-
other important moment. In that same
region of the world, one of America’s
strongest allies and its very existence
is under attack. Of course I am talking
about Israel, the Jewish State—an ex-
traordinary story in the history of the
world. Here is a country founded after
the end of World War II as a homeland
for the Jewish people so that never
again—never again—would they have
nowhere to go if they faced the sorts of
oppression, the sort of genocide they
faced during the Holocaust.

Since that time the Jewish State has
had an extraordinary story. From an
economic perspective, it is a vibrant,
first-rate country with a first-rate
economy. What is most interesting is
this is not a country with oil or a coun-
try with vast supplies of natural gas.
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This is not a country that is an agri-
cultural superpower, yet it has a world-
class economy providing prosperity and
upward mobility to millions of its peo-
ple, and it has done so on the basis of
innovation.

There is a very good book recently
written called ‘‘Start-up Nation’ that
talks about the extraordinary story of
Israel.

It is also a very vibrant democracy—
in fact, observers of Israeli politics
often joke perhaps a little too vibrant.
They have heated debates. But it is a
democracy.

So what we have here is a democratic
nation with a vibrant free enterprise
economy in the middle of the Middle
East.

Israel is everything we want that re-
gion of the world to become. We wish
every nation in that region were a real
democracy, a vibrant one. We wish
every nation in that part of the world
had a first-rate economy that provided
upward mobility to everyone. And we
wish every nation in the Middle East
was as strong an ally of the United
States as Israel has been.

This is the extraordinary story of
this small but important nation, and
this country must continue to be their
strongest ally in the world. But they
face extraordinary threats to their
safety, to their security, and to their
existence.

It begins with what I believe is a con-
certed effort around the world—includ-
ing in American academia, including in
the universities of this very country—
to delegitimize Israel’s right to exist
and its right to exist as a Jewish state,
and it is an outrage.

It continues with the growth of anti-
Semitism all over the world, increas-
ingly in Europe. Every day we see sto-
ries of a mass exodus as more and more
Jews are leaving Europe because of the
growth of anti-Semitism.

We saw what happened in Paris—not
just the attack that happened but how
Jews were deliberately targeted for
death by terrorists. It was not a ran-
dom attack. It was a deliberate act to
target Jews. It was a deliberate act of
violence in the furtherance of anti-
Semitism.

In every international body in the
world, Israel is often the target of
scorn and criticism, without any con-
sideration whatsoever to what its en-
emies intend to do to them. And now
perhaps the greatest risk of all is to its
very existence from the threat of an
Iranian nuclear program.

I, like everybody else, wish that I
would wake up tomorrow morning to
the news that the Ayatollah had come
to his senses and realized Iran cannot
continue down its path; that they have
given up their nuclear weapons ambi-
tion; that they have given up spon-
soring terrorism all over the world;
that they have given up their anti-
Israeli, anti-Semitic rhetoric; that
they have given up oppressing their
own people. But I know that is not
going to happen because Iran is not
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governed by a normal leader the way
we would consider a leader of a nation.
Iran is governed by a radical shia cler-
ic—a radical shia cleric who believes he
is not only the head of Iran, he believes
he is the head of all Islam everywhere
in the world. Iran is where he lives.
Iran is where he is based. But Iran is
not what he believes is his domain; he
believes every Muslim on the planet
under the Sun is under his control and
leadership.

But here is the scariest thing he be-
lieves: He believes it is his job to trig-
ger an apocalyptic showdown between
the Muslim and non-Muslim world be-
cause that would bring about the emer-
gence of the 13th Imam-—the Hidden
Imam, the Mahdi, as they call him—
who will then come and govern the en-
tire world under the flag of Islam—his
version of radical Islam. We may say
that stuff sounds a little far-fetched.
That is what he believes. That is what
he passionately and legitimately be-
lieves.

So when someone wants to trigger an
apocalyptic showdown between the
Muslim and non-Muslim world, when
someone says they want to destroy the
State of Israel, wipe it off the face of
the Earth, and that person is trying to
acquire nuclear weapons capabilities,
we had better be very concerned, and
we had better conclude that is an unac-
ceptable risk for us to take. It is par-
ticularly scary for Israel because they
are closer to Iran than we are. They
are in their crosshairs both verbally
and militarily.

The administration would have us be-
lieve that we are in the midst of this
negotiation and hopefully we will delay
the Iranian nuclear program or extend
the amount of time they would need to
break out. Let me break it to everyone:
They are not going to break out. They
are going to sneak out. They will con-
coct some sort of excuse at some point
in the future as to why they need a nu-
clear weapons program.

Let me begin by saying that Iran is
an oil-rich nation. They have no need
for civilian nuclear power. But if they
want one, they can have it, like most
of the other countries in the world do,
by importing enriched uranium or re-
processed plutonium and using it for
their reactors for peaceful purposes.
But instead they insist on the ability
to enrich and reprocess, and there is
only one reason why they would insist
on that—because they want the infra-
structure necessary to one day build a
weapon when they decide they need it.

But don’t take my word for it. That
is not the only thing they are doing.
There are two other aspects of their
program that aren’t even being dis-
cussed.

The first is that they continue to de-
velop long-range rockets. Why do they
need intercontinental missiles? Why do
they need long-range rockets? They
don’t need them for conventional pur-
poses. They don’t put a conventional
warhead—they don’t spend all the time
and energy and money that it takes to
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build that capacity to bomb someone
with a conventional weapon. There is
only one reason to build long-range
rockets such as those, and that is to
put a nuclear warhead on them. That is
not being discussed in these negotia-
tions, and they continue to make
unabated progress toward their long-
range rocket capabilities.

The other is a weapons design. The
three things they need for a nuclear
weapons program: a weapons design,
long-range rockets, and the ability to
enrich and reprocess. They are already
building the rockets. The weapons de-
sign they can literally buy from dozens
of people around the world who will
sell it to them. And the reprocessing?
Even under the deal the President is
asking for, if it went down exactly the
way the President is asking for, they
would still keep all the infrastructure,
all the things that it takes to enrich to
weapons-grade. They would have all
the equipment, all the scientists, all
the infrastructure.

Here is one more point. Iran has al-
ways had a secret component to their
nuclear program. They have always
had some secret component to their
program. And I would venture to guess
that right now they have a secret com-
ponent to their program as well that
we do not know about.

That is why I have little hope in this
deal, and that is why Prime Minister
Netanyahu is so concerned about the
deal. See, he doesn’t have the luxury of
living an illusion. He doesn’t have the
luxury of pretending that somehow we
can work this out, as if somehow we
are negotiating with Luxembourg or
Belgium. He knows the neighborhood
he lives in, and he knows his enemy. He
knows their true nature. He knows
their true intentions. And it is his obli-
gation not just to protect his people
but to fight for that nation’s very ex-
istence. So he has chosen to come be-
fore the Congress at the invitation of
the Speaker. I am glad he has accepted
his invitation, and I think we owe him
the courtesy to hear what he has to
say.

I want you to go back and look at the
United Nations rollcall votes. Time and
again, when the interests of this coun-
try are being challenged around the
world, I want you to see how many
times Israel is one of the few coun-
tries—often the only country—that
vote with the United States of America
in that international forum. I want you
to see all the times that the Israelis
have stood with America on issue after
issue around the world.

I also want you to think about what
it says about us as a nation if we are
not prepared to make it very clear that
before anything else, we are the friends
of our allies. What does it say to our
other allies around the world, to other
nations in other parts of the world that
are counting on the American security
guarantee for their own existence and
their own security, what does it say to
Japan and to South Korea and to our
allies in NATO if the United States is
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prepared to create daylight between us
and the State of Israel?

That is exactly the message people
will get—that there is a division be-
tween us and Israel—if, in fact, Mem-
bers of Congress carry through on their
threat to boycott the Prime Minister’s
speech before Congress on the 3rd of
March. If a significant number of Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House boy-
cott his speech, that message will be
heard not only by Israel’s enemies but
also by our allies. And the message will
be twofold—one, that America is no
longer firmly on the side of Israel as it
once was, and two, that America is an
unreliable ally; look what they just did
to Israel.

I think everyone has the right to go
or not go to any speech they want, but
I hope my colleagues who are thinking
about not going will reconsider. You
may not like the way this went down.
You may not like the fact that the
Speaker did it the way he did it. That
is your choice. But I want you to think
about the implications beyond that. I
want you to think about the implica-
tions this leaves on Israel. I want you
to think about the message this sends
to Israel’s enemies because what we
have seen decade after decade is that
anytime Israel’s enemies get the per-
ception that somehow America is no
longer as committed to Israel’s secu-
rity as it once was, it emboldens them
to attack Israel, and Israel has no
shortage of enemies that want to not
just attack them but destroy them. We
have seen what Hamas has done. We
have seen what Hezbollah has done. We
have seen what Iran wants to do and is
doing.

If you boycott this speech, if a sig-
nificant number of Members of Con-
gress boycott this speech, you will send
an incredibly powerful message to
Israel’s enemies. So I hope you will re-
consider.

I don’t question anyone’s commit-
ment on this issue. I believe there are
supporters of Israel who won’t attend
the speech because they think it is dis-
respectful to the President. This is a
lot bigger than that. We are talking
about the existence of this nation. We
are talking about whether people in
that nation will survive in 20 years or
15 years. That is how important and
monumental this moment is.

I am not claiming that by you not at-
tending the speech, somehow that is
going to lead to Israel’s destruction. I
am claiming that if you boycott this
speech, you will send a message to
Israel’s enemies that could embolden
them, and I hope you will reconsider
that position.

I find it quite frankly outrageous
that reports are that the White House
has asked Members of Congress to boy-
cott the speech. I find it outrageous
that the Vice President of the United
States—the Vice President—has de-
cided to boycott that speech. I find it
outrageous, for example, that on the
one hand we are more than glad to send
administration officials at the highest
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levels to sit down and meet repeatedly
with the highest ranking officials that
Iran will send, but our strongest ally’s
Prime Minister is coming to Wash-
ington and they won’t even meet with
him? One of our strongest ally’s Prime
Minister wants to speak before the
Congress and they won’t even attend
the speech? What do you think the
headlines will be read as in Iran, by the
terrorists in Gaza, by the terrorists in
Judea and Samaria, by the terrorists in
all parts of the world, such as in Leb-
anon, who want to destroy Israel? What
do you think they are going to read
into it? What they are going to read
into it, unfortunately, is that somehow
Congress’s commitment to the future
security of Israel is not as strong as it
once was. And I fear what the implica-
tions of that will be. We should not
take this lightly.

I can think of no nation on Earth
that needs our help more right now
than Israel, and I can think of no peo-
ple on Earth who deserve our support
more than they do. As I said earlier,
they are a reliable, strong, committed
ally of this Nation. We have strong
links to them on personal, cultural, po-
litical, and economic levels. They have
stood by us time and again in inter-
national forums when America’s inter-
ests have been challenged. They are ev-
erything we want the Middle East to
look like in the future—free, pros-
perous, democratic, aligned with Amer-
ica, peace-loving, desirous of a better
future. What more do you want? What
more could they do? What else could
they be for us to be any stronger an
ally of theirs than we should be or are
right now? Yet there are people who
are talking about boycotting the
speech to protest because their feelings
are hurt, because they are upset about
the way it went down, because they
don’t like the way it was scheduled, be-
cause it was disrespectful to the Presi-
dent.

You have the right to voice your con-
cerns, but don’t do this to an ally.
Don’t do this to a nation that is as
threatened today as it has ever been at
any time in its existence. Don’t do this
to a people who are in the crosshairs of
multiple terrorist groups with the ca-
pability of attacking them. Don’t do
this to a nation whose civilians are ter-
rorized by thousands of rockets
launched against them at a moment’s
notice. Don’t do this to a country that
is facing down the threat of a nuclear
weapon annihilating them off the face
of the Earth. Don’t do this to a people
who are being stigmatized all over the
world even as we speak, who are being
oppressed. Don’t do this to a country
that in forum after forum has become
the subject of delegitimization, as peo-
ple argue that somehow Israel’s right
to exist is not real. Don’t do this to
them.

I hope my colleagues will reconsider
their decision to not attend. This is an
important speech. It is the Prime Min-
ister’s choice, obviously. He must al-
ways act in the best interests of his na-
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tion and his people. But I hope he will
speak to us on March 3, and I hope he
will speak to us clearly. I hope that
through his speech he will open the
eyes of this Congress and the American
people that this is not child’s play,
that what Iran intends to have is not
just a nuclear weapon to destroy Israel
but ultimately to terrorize the world. I
hope he will speak to us bluntly about
the true nature of this threat.

I know there is a lot going on in the
world, but there is no greater threat to
the long-term security of the planet
than the Iranian nuclear ambition. No
people and no nation on Earth know
that better than the people of Israel,
and no leader on Earth understands
that better than Prime Minister
Netanyahu.

I think after years of commitment to
this alliance, after the bravery he has
shown in his time in office and the
bravery the Jewish people of Israel
have shown in defending their nation’s
right to exist after being attacked mul-
tiple times throughout their history
and even to this modern day, they de-
serve our unambiguous support. Of
course, there are differences between
allies. There always have been and al-
ways will be.

If we won’t stand for Israel, for whom
will we stand? If the United States of
America will not defend its ally, whom
will we defend? What message do we
send to our alliances across the planet
and what message do we send to our
enemies and Israel’s enemies?

I hope cooler heads will prevail. I
hope Members of the House and Senate
who have announced they are boy-
cotting will reconsider. I hope we will
all be there, if we can, to hear what the
Prime Minister has to say the first
week in March.

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. DURBIN. 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. DURBIN. Madam President, are
we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in executive session.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

TRIBUTES TO KATHIE ALVAREZ

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, reg-
ular C-SPAN viewers, this is your DVR
alert. Get your TiVo ready. After today
you will no longer hear the dulcet
voice of Kathie Alvarez calling the roll
in the United States Senate. After
nearly 30 years as an integral part of
the floor staff, Kathie is leaving the
Senate.

Her road to the Senate began as a
young seventh grade history teacher in
Louisiana. In 1984 she chaperoned her
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students during a class trip to Wash-
ington, DC. During the trip she met an
old college friend who told her about a
job opening in the Senate Document
Room. While her students were touring
the Capitol, Kathie interviewed and
was hired on the spot. Unfortunately
for those students, they lost a great
teacher that day, but it turned out to
be a gain for the Senate.

In 1985 Kathie was hired as the sec-
ond assistant bill clerk and was quick-
ly promoted to assistant bill clerk.

In 1991, for the first time, Senators
came to this Chamber and heard a
woman’s voice taking the rollcall vote.
It was Kathie Alvarez, the first female
bill clerk of the United States Senate.
What an achievement.

Before the end of the millennium,
Kathie Alvarez was a part of another
first when she was 1 of 10 officers—all
women—presiding over the Senate at
the start of the day. If that were not
enough, Kathie once again made his-
tory when she was promoted to legisla-
tive clerk in 2009. She was the first
woman to serve in this role too. What
a career.

In 1922, for the history books, Re-
becca Latimer Felton was the first
woman to sit in the Senate. She served
in this body for only 1 day, but during
those 24 hours she made a bold pre-
diction for her time about the future
role women would play in the Senate.
She said:

When the women of the country come in
and sit with you . .. you will get ability,
you will get integrity of purpose, you will
get exalted patriotism, and you will get
unstinted usefulness.

Well, I will certainly second that.

As the first woman to serve as the
bill clerk and legislative clerk of the
United States Senate, I would say
Kathie Alvarez has certainly lived up
to Senator Felton’s prediction. She
began her career as a seventh grade
history teacher and came to the Sen-
ate, where she made history.

Thank you for your service to this
body. I know you will be joining your
husband John and your high school
student daughter Georgia in a much
more fulsome way now, but we will
miss you in the Senate, and I wish you
and your family the very best.

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. McCONNELL. 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. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I wish to say a word about a remark-
able woman in the Senate we will soon
be losing.

Kathie Alvarez, the Senate’s legisla-
tive clerk, is a bit of a celebrity. Every
C-SPAN aficionado knows her voice.
All she has to say is ‘“Mr. ALEXANDER,
Ms. AYOTTE . . .” and it is instantly
recognizable.
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Kathie has been calling the roll
around here for quite a while. In 1991,
she became the first woman to ever
call the roll in the Senate. In 1999, with
Senator COLLINS in the chair, Kathie
became a member of the first all-fe-
male team to preside over this body,
and in 2009 she became the Senate’s
first female legislative clerk.

So Kathie Alvarez has been making a
lot of history since she first arrived
here in 1984.

And you will notice, Madam Presi-
dent, that every female floor staffer is
paying tribute to her today. They are
each wearing something with Kathie’s
favorite design—animal print.

Along with the love of Cajun food,
sartorial distinction is one thing this
Louisianan has become known for, a
passion for perfection is another.

Kathie has maintained a laser-like
focus for three decades. That is good
news for the Senate because we rely on
her—and the American people rely on
her—to ensure that every bill, every
amendment, and every message from
the House is processed perfectly. That
is a lot of pressure.

So we can’t blame Kathie for wanting
to retire. I know she is looking forward
to spending more time with her hus-
band John, and I know Kathie wants to
see more of her daughter Georgia.

It will not be as though Kathie is
leaving us entirely. We will still be
able to hear her voice on the film every
tourist watches when they come to
visit the Capitol.

So the Senate thanks Kathie Alvarez,
its history-making celebrity, for her
many years of service, and we wish the
very best to her deputy, John Merlino,
as he steps into Kathie’s role as the
Senate’s new legislative clerk.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of Ashton B.
Carter, of Massachusetts, to be Sec-
retary of Defense?

Mr. INHOFE. 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 legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID) is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 93,
nays 5, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 56 Ex.]

YEAS—93

Alexander Boxer Casey
Ayotte Brown Cassidy
Baldwin Burr Coats
Barrasso Cantwell Cochran
Bennet Capito Collins
Blumenthal Cardin Coons
Booker Carper Corker
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Cornyn Johnson Roberts
Cotton Kaine Rounds
Cruz King Rubio
Daines Klobuchar Sanders
Donnelly Lankford Sasse
Durbin Leahy Schatz
Enzi Lee Schumer
Ernst Manchin Scott
Feinstein Markey Sessions
Fischer McCain Shaheen
Flake McCaskill Shelby
Franken McConnell Stabenow
Gardner Menendez Sullivan
Gillibrand Merkley Tester
Graham Mikulski Thune
Grassley Murkowski Tillis
Hatch Murphy Toomey
Heinrich Murray Udall
Heitkamp Nelson Vitter
Heller Paul Warner
Hirono Perdue Warren
Hoeven Peters Whitehouse
Inhofe Portman Wicker
Isakson Reed Wyden
NAYS—5

Blunt Crapo Risch
Boozman Kirk

NOT VOTING—2
Moran Reid

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.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session.

———————

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2015—MOTION TO PROCEED—Con-
tinued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for
2 weeks now Democrats have continued
to filibuster funding for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

They are filibustering Homeland Se-
curity for one reason, and that is to de-
fend actions President Obama himself
referred to as ‘‘unwise and unfair’’ and
‘‘ignoring the law.”

For 2 full weeks, Democrats have pre-
vented the Senate from even consid-
ering legislation to fund the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. Democrats
won’t allow the Senate to even debate
this funding. Democrats won’t allow
the Senate to even consider amend-
ments to this funding.

Democrats appear willing to do any-
thing and everything they can to pre-
vent the Senate from taking any ac-
tion to fund Homeland Security, and
all to defend ‘‘unwise and unfair’—the
President’s words, not mine—over-
reach.

This includes Democrats who claim
to be against overreach and who claim
to be for funding the Department of
Homeland Security. Yet these Demo-
crats continue to filibuster things they
claim to want.

Listen to the things Democrats have
been saying too. We have heard a claim
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from them the Democratic filibuster
wasn’t actually a filibuster. We heard a
call from them for the Senate to start
with funding legislation of its own. Of
course, the Democratic leader has been
clear in the past that the Senate can
do no such thing.

Well, here is some good news. There
is already a funding bill before us. It
has already passed the House. It would
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity fully, and we can consider it
today, right now. All Democrats have
to do is stop blocking the Senate from
even debating it. If our Democratic col-
leagues don’t like provisions of the bill
the House has passed, the Senate has a
process for modifying bills. It is called
amending them. But the Senate can
only consider amendments to a bill if it
is not being filibustered.

This strained logic of our Democratic
friends is very hard to swallow. We un-
derstand Democrats might be having a
tough time Kkicking this years-long
gridlock habit of theirs, but it is about
time they did.

I have already offered a fair and open
debate to them several times now. It is
a debate that would allow amendments
from both parties—that means amend-
ments from our Democratic friends as
well. If you want to make changes to
the bill, colleagues, that is the way to
do it. But to do so you first need to end
the weeks-long Democratic filibuster
of Homeland Security funding.

Why don’t we get serious instead and
let the Senate fund the Department of
Homeland Security.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion to proceed to H.R.
240 be agreed to, and that it be made in
order for the managers or their des-
ignees to offer amendments in an alter-
nating fashion, with the majority man-
ager or his designee being recognized to
offer the first amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The acting minority leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I don’t
understand why the Republicans in the
House and the Senate have decided to
hold up one appropriations bill of our
Federal Government, the appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland
Security, the one agency that is sup-
posed to protect us against terrorism.

Last December, the House Repub-
licans said: We are just not going to
give regular funding to this Depart-
ment—$48 Dbillion this Department
spends on the Coast Guard, border se-
curity, and a myriad of different things
to keep America safe—but the Repub-
licans said this is one agency we are
not going to fully fund. We will put
them on temporary funding, called a
continuing resolution, and we will get
back to you on February 27.

Then what they did is to lash the
budget of this Department to the
thorny, difficult issue of immigration
and insist that we can’t fund the De-
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partment of Homeland Security unless
we take up what I consider to be some
rather outrageous riders put on by the
House of Representatives on the issue
of immigration.

The good news is we have come up
with a solution on this side. I am going
to make it in the manner of a unani-
mous consent request, and it is very
straightforward.

First, because Senator JEANNE SHA-
HEEN from New Hampshire has stepped
forward and offered, with Senator MI-
KULSKI, S. 272, we have a clean appro-
priations bill for the Department of
Homeland Security.

If the Senator would like me to yield
for a question, I will yield at this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. If I could ask my
colleague a question, isn’t it true, I say
to Senator DURBIN, that the bill you
are talking about, the clean bill Sen-
ator MIKULSKI and I have introduced, is
the legislation that was agreed to last
December by Senator MIKULSKI, when
she was chair of the Appropriations
Committee, and HAL ROGERS, chair of
the House Appropriations Committee?
It was a bipartisan agreement, a bi-
cameral agreement, and each side gave
some.

What is at issue here is not that un-
derlying bill. What is at issue are the
five riders, the amendments the House
put on, that have nothing to do with
funding the Department of Homeland
Security.

Mr. DURBIN. I would answer in the
affirmative. That is why the unani-
mous consent request I am going to
make is the easiest, quickest solution
to our problem—a clean, bipartisan ap-
propriations bill for the Department of
Homeland Security. But we are not
running away from the immigration
issue. Because Senator MCCONNELL is
now the majority leader and controls
the business of the Senate and Speaker
BOEHNER controls the business of the
House, they can take up the immigra-
tion issue immediately after we have
funded this Department.

So what I am going to suggest in my
unanimous consent request is that
they use their power in the majority to
take us to this important debate on
immigration after we have given a
clean appropriation to the one Federal
agency empowered with keeping Amer-
ica safe from terrorism.

Let’s not play politics with ter-
rorism. Let’s not play politics with the
budget of the Department of Homeland
Security.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that following the enactment of the
text of S. 272, the Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 2015, at a time to be deter-
mined by the majority leader, after
consultation with the Democratic lead-
er but no later than Monday, March 16,
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of the Border Security, Economic
Opportunity, and Immigration Mod-
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ernization Act, as passed by the Senate
by a vote of 68 to 32 on June 27, 2013,
the text of which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MCCONNELL. What is the pend-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed to H.R. 240.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. MCCONNELL. 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 read the motion.

The assistant 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, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to H.R. 240, making appro-
priations for the Department of Homeland
Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015.

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Thad
Cochran, Tom Cotton, Roger F.
Wicker, David Vitter, Jerry Moran,
Daniel Coats, Michael B. Enzi, Mike
Crapo, Bill Cassidy, John Boozman,
John Thune, Tim Scott, John Hoeven,
James Lankford, Jeff Sessions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

(The remarks of Mr. CORNYN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 76
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”)

——
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate be
in a period of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Minnesota.

(The remarks of Ms. KLOBUCHAR per-
taining to the introduction of S. 491 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
20 minutes.

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

———

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY
INSURANCE PROGRAM

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, yes-
terday the Budget Committee, of which
I am the ranking member, held a very
important hearing on the Social Secu-
rity Disability Insurance Program,
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which is a life-and-death program for
nearly 11 million Americans, including
more than 1 million veterans and al-
most 2 million children who rely on
this program to get the nutrition they
need, to heat their homes, and to pay
for their medicine. This is a program
that impacts some of the most vulner-
able people in this country.

Let me be very clear in describing
this program. This is a program Amer-
ican workers have paid into. It is an in-
surance program. This is not charity.

When Americans pay 6.2 percent of
their income in payroll tax, almost 1
percent of that amount goes into the
disability insurance program. The av-
erage disability insurance benefit is
less than $1,200 a month, and for 30 per-
cent of beneficiaries this is all of the
income they have—$1,200 a month, 30
percent of the beneficiaries of SSDI.
For them this is all of their income.
Nobody is getting rich off of disability
benefits.

Sadly, on the very first day of the
new Congress, House Republicans
passed a rule that would lay the
groundwork for a 19-percent cut in So-
cial Security disability insurance bene-
fits. Specifically, this rule would pro-
hibit the reallocation of payroll taxes
from the Social Security retirement
fund to the disability insurance fund, a
routine accounting practice that has
been done 11 times in the past in a very
noncontroversial, nonpartisan way.
But Republicans in the House said they
will not allow this to happen unless it
is accompanied by a cut in Social Secu-
rity benefits or an increase in taxes.

In other words, what the House Re-
publicans are saying is that either
there will be cuts to the disability pro-
gram or, if that fund is to be replen-
ished, the money will have to come
from cuts to the Social Security Re-
tirement Program. In my view, that is
very wrong.

If the Social Security disability pro-
gram was cut by 19 percent, it would
mean the average benefit of approxi-
mately $13,980 a year for a disabled per-
son—which is already where the pov-
erty level is—would be cut by 19 per-
cent to $11,324. That is what a 19-per-
cent cut to the average Social Security
disability insurance benefit would
mean.

Do any of my colleagues believe a
person with a severe disability—maybe
that person is facing a terminal illness,
maybe that person is paralyzed, maybe
that person is an amputee. Does any-
body believe a disabled person in Amer-
ica in the year 2015 should be forced to
live on $11,324 a year?

Unfortunately, that is what the
House Republicans are laying the
groundwork for. That is what a 19-per-
cent cut in disability benefits would
mean, and we must not allow that to
happen.

In my view, the debate we are having
is nothing more than a manufactured
crisis which is part of the long-term
agenda of a number of Republicans who
in fact are trying to cut Social Secu-
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rity. In my view, cutting Social Secu-
rity is a very bad idea.

Let us be very clear because there is
a lot of misinformation about Social
Security that is getting out there. The
fact is Social Security has a $2.8 tril-
lion surplus and can pay out every ben-
efit owed to every eligible American
for the next 18 years.

Let me repeat that. Social Security
has a $2.8 trillion surplus and can pay
out every benefit owed to every eligible
American for the next 18 years. That is
not the opinion of Senator BERNIE
SANDERS. That comes from report of
the Social Security trustees.

There are a lot of folks out there who
are talking in one way or another
about cutting Social Security. Some of
them are saying let’s raise the retire-
ment age. Let’s have struggling work-
ers work another 1 or 2 years or more
before they can get Social Security
benefits. Other people are saying these
COLA benefits are just too generous. In
recent years, Social Security bene-
ficiaries know we have had several
years where people have gotten a zero
cost-of-living increase and other cost-
of-living increases in recent years has
been minuscule. Yet some are saying
let’s move to a so-called chained CPI
and lower the cost-of-living adjust-
ments.

Other people are talking in one form
or another about a means test, which
would mean significant reduction in
benefits for many seniors. Others who
are bolder—including some of our Re-
publican colleagues—are talking about
the privatization of Social Security. As
many will remember, under President
Bush that proposal in fact was brought
forward and pushed very hard by Re-
publicans.

Because of an aging population, be-
cause more women are in the work-
force today, and because of an increase
in the retirement age, it is true there
has been an increase in the number of
Americans who are receiving disability
benefits, but this is not a surprise. This
is a demographic reality that the So-
cial Security Administration predicted
would happen back in 1994. The fact
that the Social Security Disability In-
surance Program is facing a funding
shortfall next year is a surprise to ab-
solutely no one. It was predicted 20
years ago.

Furthermore, shortfalls in the Social
Security Disability Insurance Program
or the Social Security Retirement Pro-
gram is nothing new. It has happened
11 times in the past and has always
been resolved in a simple, non-
controversial way. That is the reason
for the reallocation of payroll taxes be-
tween the Social Security retirement
fund and the Social Security disability
fund.

As this chart shows, reallocation was
done in 1968 under President Johnson;
in 1970 under President Nixon; in 1978,
1979, and 1980 under President Carter;
in 1982, 1983, and 1984 under President
Reagan; and in 1994, 1997, and 2000
under President Clinton. In other
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words, this is a commonplace proce-
dure which has happened under Demo-
cratic and Republican Presidents in an
absolutely noncontroversial way.

Interestingly, of the 11 times funds
were reallocated, it turns out that on 5
occasions it was the disability fund
that was reallocated to help the retire-
ment fund. In other words, money was
shifted from disability to the retire-
ment fund. This time it is going the
other way.

At an interesting committee hearing
yesterday, a number of colleagues—Re-
publicans and Democrats—made the
point that the reallocation of funds in
order to prevent a 19-percent cut in dis-
ability benefits was a short-term solu-
tion; that it was not going to solve the
overall issue of how do we fund Social
Security for our kids and our grand-
children. That point is clearly right.
No one can argue with that. What we
have to do right now in fact is to pre-
vent a massive cut to the disability
program, but at the same time, while
Social Security can pay out all bene-
fits for the next 18 years, it is impor-
tant that sooner than later we begin to
address the problem of how do we make
Social Security solvent, not just for 18
years but for decades beyond that.

In terms of the disability program
and the need to go forward with re-
allocation, every major senior organi-
zation in this country, representing
tens of millions of people, wants us to
do just that. These organizations in-
clude AARP, the National Committee
to Preserve Social Security and Medi-
care, and the Alliance for Retired
Americans, which together represent
over 60 million older Americans. What
they are saying loudly and clearly is it
is imperative we go forward with this
reallocation to prevent cuts in the So-
cial Security disability fund. They are
united in opposition to the rule passed
by the House Republicans to make re-
allocation more difficult.

Yesterday AARP wrote a letter to
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senator ENZI, and to myself,
the ranking member. Let me quote
from this letter:

To prevent any imminent reductions in
SSDI benefits, we urge you to rebalance the
allocation of social security payroll taxes be-
tween the OASI trust and the DI trust as
Congress has done with success in the past.
Because of SSDI, millions of disabled Ameri-
cans are able to live their lives with dignity,
and support their families. The highest pri-
ority in the near term is to ensure that SSDI
beneficiaries, most of whom are older Ameri-
cans, are not put at risk of a 20 percent ben-
efit cut in the very near future.

That is from AARP and virtually
every major senior organization. To-
gether, they represent some 60 million
older Americans and agree exactly
with the sentiment expressed by
AARP.

I am delighted President Obama pro-
posed this reallocation plan in his
budget request. I applaud the President
for doing that. As I mentioned, the So-
cial Security trust fund can pay out
every benefit owed to every eligible
American for the next 18 years.
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At yesterday’s hearing, my Repub-
lican friends—and, again, some Demo-
crats—made the very valid point that
we have to go further than just re-
allocation, that we need a long-term
solution to make certain our children
and our grandchildren will have all of
the benefits to which they were prom-
ised. I agree with that sentiment. That
is why last year I introduced far-reach-
ing Social Security legislation which
in fact would make Social Security sol-
vent for decades to come.

The concept behind this legislation is
pretty simple. It would simply apply
the Social Security payroll tax on in-
come above $250,000. In other words, it
would scrap the cap that currently ex-
ists. Right now in the midst of massive
wealth and income inequality in our
country, a Wall Street CEO who makes
$20 million a year pays the same
amount into Social Security as some-
one who makes $118,500. If you make
$20 million or you make $118,000, the
amount of money you put into the So-
cial Security trust fund is the same be-
cause the cap is now at $118,000.

In 2013 I asked the Chief Actuary of
the Social Security Administration to
estimate how long the solvency of So-
cial Security would be extended if we
simply applied the Social Security pay-
roll tax on income above $250,000. His
answer was that Social Security would
be made solvent until 2060—45 years
from today. I refer my colleagues to
the letter from the Social Security
Chief Actuary that I had printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on February 5
of this year.

Further, the Center for Economic
and Policy Research has estimated
that my proposal—my legislation—
would only impact the top 1.5 percent
of wage earners. More than 98.5 percent
of Americans would not see their taxes
g0 up by one dime under this plan.

So I say to my colleagues, if you
want to extend the solvency of Social
Security—not just for the next 18
years, which is currently the case, but
for the next 40 to 45 years—I hope you
will join me in making sure the very
wealthiest people in our country—the
top 1.5 percent—pay their fair share
into the Social Security trust fund. To
my mind that is a much better idea
than raising the retirement age, forc-
ing hard-pressed workers to work an-
other year or two before they get their
benefits. It is a much better idea than
cutting the cost of living adjustment.
It is a much better idea than many of
the ideas I have been hearing for the
last few years.

We all know that the huge increase
that we have seen in this country in
wealth and income inequality has re-
sulted in millions of Americans seeing
a decline in their income, and we have
people from one end of this country to
the other working longer hours for
lower wages.

In fact, while the wealthiest people
have become much richer, real median
family income today is almost $5,000
less than it was in 1999. Incredibly, the
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typical male worker—the man right in
the middle of our economy—made $783
less last year than he did 42 years ago.
The typical female worker—the woman
in the middle of the economy—earned
$1,300 less last year than she did in 2007.

Today the top one-tenth of 1 percent
owns more wealth than the bottom 90
percent. As this chart shows, the top
one-tenth of 1 percent owns as much
wealth as the bottom 90 percent. In
terms of income what we are looking
at is a situation where almost all of
the new income generated since the
Wall Street crash goes to the top 1 per-
cent.

Why is this significant? Well, obvi-
ously it is significant because millions
of Americans have not seen growth in
their income. In fact, they have seen a
decline in their income. But what
makes it also significant is that this
decline in income for millions of Amer-
icans—this growth in income and
wealth disparity—has also had a pro-
found impact on the solvency of Social
Security.

I want all of my colleagues to under-
stand that if income inequality re-
mained at the same level today as it
was in 1983, Social Security would have
$1.1 trillion more in the trust fund than
it does today. Why? Because, obvi-
ously, when workers saw their wages
go down, less money went into the So-
cial Security trust fund. When people
on the top went over the cap, they were
no longer contributing from their in-
come that was above the cap. So less
money goes into the Social Security
trust fund.

If the payroll tax had simply contin-
ued to cover 90 percent of all earnings,
which it did in 1983, rather than the 83
percent that it covers today, the Social
Security trust fund would be able to
pay every benefit owed to every eligi-
ble American—not just for the next 18
years but for the next 38 years.

So when we talk about income and
wealth inequality in this country, that
is not only a tragedy unto itself; when
we see the middle class shrinking and
real wages for American workers going
down, in some cases significantly, it is
also a major problem for the Social Se-
curity trust fund.

Once again, if income levels had re-
mained the same today as they were in
1983—if incomes had gone up rather
than gone down—we would see over $1
trillion more in the Social Security
trust fund.

So, I agree with my Republican col-
leagues who say that doing the re-
allocation for the disability trust fund
is a temporary solution. It is. But it is
an important solution, and it is some-
thing that has been done 11 times in
the past. It is something that is sup-
ported by the AARP and every major
senior organization. It is something we
must do right now to prevent a 19-per-
cent cut in benefits for some of the
most vulnerable people in this country.
So I won’t argue with anyone who says,
well, that doesn’t go far enough. We
need a long-term solution.
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So I challenge my Republican
friends: Do you have the courage to
come up with a solution other than
cutting benefits for seniors? Do you
have the courage to come up with an
idea that says: No, it is bad, it is wrong
to raise the retirement age, and it is
wrong to cut cost of living adjust-
ments.

Are you prepared to deal with the re-
ality that because of the growing dis-
parity in income in America, we have
lost substantial funding for Social Se-
curity, and the way to address that
issue—the way to extend Social Secu-
rity—is to ask the people on top, the
people who have been doing phenome-
nally well in recent years, to pay more
into the Social Security trust fund?

I do agree with my Republican col-
leagues that we have to look at Social
Security from a long-term perspective
for our kids and our grandchildren.

We have brought forth an idea: Raise
the cap. Ask people making more than
$250,000 a year to pay the same percent-
age of their income into the Social Se-
curity trust fund as somebody making
$50,000 a year. I think that is a sensible
idea, and I look forward to hearing
some of my Republican friends work
with us on this concept.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-
SIDY). The Senator from Utah.

————
PATIENT CARE ACT

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, last week
I joined my colleague Senator BURR in
unveiling the latest version of our leg-
islative proposal to repeal and replace
the so-called Affordable Care Act. We
are joined this time around by our
friend in the House, Chairman UPTON of
the House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee.

We call our proposal the Patient
Choice, Affordability, Responsibility,
and Empowerment Act, or the Patient
CARE Act for short. As you may recall,
we first unveiled this framework last
year and in general it received high
marks for being a serious, responsible
alternative to ObamaCare. We have un-
veiled the latest version of the proposal
in hopes of continuing the conversation
we began in the last Congress.

Let’s face it. ObamaCare isn’t work-
ing. It is not working. Sure, its pro-
ponents in the Senate and elsewhere
have gotten pretty good at cherry-
picking data in order to convince the
American people that the President’s
health care law is a success. But the
American people know the truth. The
law is a disaster for individuals, fami-
lies, and employers alike.

Despite the claims that ObamaCare
would lower health care costs, costs
have continued to skyrocket. Due to
all the mandates in the law, businesses
are slowing hiring and moving employ-
ees into part-time work. Of course, the
law includes more than a trillion dol-
lars in new taxes that impact con-
sumers and businesses around the
country. We need a better path forward
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and a long-term vision for sustainable
health care reform.

I want to take just a few minutes
today to talk about the approach we
want to take with the Patient CARE
Act and why it is a better approach
than the one being taken under
ObamaCare. Our plan rests on four sim-
ple principles. First, repeal ObamaCare
with all its costly mandates, taxes, and
regulations. Second, reduce costs by
taking the government out of the equa-
tion and instead empowering con-
sumers to make choices about their
own health care. Third, provide com-
mon sense consumer protections, in-
cluding protections for individuals
with preexisting conditions. And
fourth, reform our broken Medicaid
system by giving States more flexi-
bility to provide the best coverage for
their citizens.

Let me talk about each of these prin-
ciples in a little more detail. For any
health care proposal to have a chance
of success, it must get rid of
ObamaCare. The failures of ObamaCare
have been well documented here on the
Senate floor and elsewhere. The Amer-
ican people deal with those failures on
a daily basis. That is why the first
principle of our proposal is to repeal
ObamaCare once and for all. Then we
move on to address the biggest barrier
to health care in this country—sky-
rocketing costs.

Our plan would give taxpayers afford-
able options to meet their health care
needs by harnessing the power of the
marketplace—mot  through  Federal
Government mandates. With more op-
tions in the private insurance market-
place, people will be better able to find
insurance that meets their needs. The
lack of choice and draconian coverage
mandates is one of ObamaCare’s larg-
est shortcomings. Our proposal would
allow consumers to find affordable
plans that address their particular
needs without making them pay for
coverage they will never use or want.

Our proposal would also give States
more options to provide people with
more coverage. Under our plan families
earning up to 300 percent of the Federal
poverty level would be eligible for a
tax credit to purchase insurance of
their choosing. In addition, our plan
would help small businesses enjoy the
same advantages in the marketplace as
large businesses by allowing them to
band together to leverage their pur-
chasing power to buy insurance for
their employees.

The Patient CARE Act also proposes
an expansion of the health savings ac-
counts so that people can plan and save
for their future medical needs. Under
our plan, for the first time consumers
would be able to use their pretax dol-
lars to pay premiums and deductibles.
Our proposal would inject more trans-
parency into health care costs so peo-
ple can know what their providers are
charging and how successful they are.

In addition, we include other cost-
saving measures such as medical mal-
practice liability reform to help reduce
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the expensive practice of unnecessary
defensive medicine.

Our plan would reduce the distor-
tions in the Tax Code that actually in-
crease the cost of health care in our
country by capping the unlimited em-
ployee exclusion. This is a key way of
restraining costs that has support
across the political and economic spec-
trum.

In our proposal the exclusion is
capped at a generous $30,000 for a fam-
ily plan, and that threshold will con-
tinue to grow at CPI plus one. Most im-
portantly, we make sure we preserve
the employer-sponsored health care
system for those 160 million Americans
who rely on it by leaving the employer
deduction untouched and by repealing
the job-killing employer mandate. By
increasing consumer choice and uti-
lizing the power of the market, our
proposal will actually reduce health
care costs, something ObamaCare has
miserably failed to do.

Our plan also includes a number of
commonsense consumer protections.
For example, we would make sure a
person would not see their coverage get
canceled if they get sick. Our plan
would also ensure that people with pre-
existing conditions could not be denied
access to health insurance. Period.

I will repeat that for my friends on
the other side, who were confused
about this in some of their speeches:
No American with a preexisting condi-
tion can be denied coverage under our
plan. End of story.

We would also let children stay on
their parents’ plans through age 26 and
prevent insurers from putting caps on
total benefits paid out over a person’s
lifetime so that no patient will have to
worry about maxing out their cov-
erage.

Finally, our plan would address the
current failings of the Medicaid Pro-
gram. Keep in mind, many of the newly
insured people credited to ObamaCare
have obtained their coverage through
the expansion of Medicaid. Of course,
this is absurd as Medicaid is a finan-
cially unsound program that continues
to swallow up State budgets on a year-
ly basis. ObamaCare did not improve
the stability of Medicaid, it only
threatened it further.

The Patient CARE Act includes a
key reform that is similar to the Med-
icaid modernization plan that Chair-
man UPTON and I proposed in the last
Congress.

Currently, Federal taxpayers have an
open-ended liability to match State
Medicaid spending, which is a signifi-
cant driver in Medicaid’s budgetary
challenges. Our proposal would create
per capita spending caps—something
President Clinton, and many Demo-
crats who remain in this Chamber, sup-
ported in the past.

We would couple this structural re-
form to Medicaid with new flexibility
for States to manage their Medicaid
populations. On top of that, we would
give those on Medicaid the option of
purchasing private health insurance,
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which is more frequently accepted by
quality doctors.

I hope you are grasping a pattern
when it comes to this proposal. At vir-
tually every step, our aim with this
proposal is to take the Federal Govern-
ment out of the equation and put indi-
viduals and families in charge of mak-
ing their own health care decisions. We
trust the American people to make the
best choices for themselves.

The Patient CARE Act represents a
sustainable and achievable alternative
to ObamaCare, one that will succeed
without the tax hikes, the mandates,
and the outrageous government spend-
ing that came part and parcel with the
Affordable Care Act. Most importantly,
it will actually reduce the cost of
health care in this country.

Once again, our hope with unveiling
the latest version of this framework is
that we can continue the conversation
about improving health care for indi-
viduals and families. I have given just
a top-line, 35,000-foot overview of the
proposal here today. I want to invite
my colleagues to take a look at our
ideas and give us your feedback. I hope
health care experts around the country
will continue to do the same.

Unlike ObamaCare, this is a product
that will rely on consensus and feed-
back. We have more work to do. It is
important, and I look forward to more
discussions and conversations about
these issues.

————
REGULAR ORDER IN THE SENATE

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I also rise
today to speak about the recent
progress we have made in restoring the
Senate as an institution.

After being sworn in as President pro
tempore just over a month ago, I rose
to address the state of the Senate and
how we, as Members, must work to-
gether to restore its greatness. This is
an opportune moment to take stock
and to reflect briefly on our progress
toward achieving this goal.

I am pleased to report that we have
embarked on a new chapter of thought-
ful, productive legislating in this
Chamber, just as the Framers intended
us to and just as the American people
expect us to.

We have had hours upon hours of
open, constructive debate with argu-
ments from both sides of the aisle. We
have considered dozens of amendments
reflecting a full range of political view-
points. The majority leader promised
this body that he would restore regular
order, and that is precisely what he has
done. Not only have we engaged in ful-
some debate and considered dozens of
amendments, but we have also already
passed four major bipartisan bills in a
single month to reform and extend the
Terrorism Risk Insurance Program, to
approve the Keystone XL Pipeline, to
address the critically important issue
of veteran suicides, and—my bill yes-
terday—to provide effective restitution
for victims of child pornography.

That is what voters elected us to do—
to craft good legislation, to debate it,
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to improve it through the open amend-
ment process, and then send it to the
President’s desk.

In my remarks when I was sworn in
as President pro tempore, I noted that
in recent years the foundations of the
Senate’s unique character—meaningful
debate and an open amendment proc-
ess—have come under sustained assault
by those who have prioritized scoring
political points over preserving the
Senate’s essential role in our system of
government.

What a difference such a short time
can make. What a breath of fresh air
these last 6 weeks have been for this
body on both sides of the aisle. We are
moving forward. We are keeping our
promises, and we are helping to restore
the Senate as the world’s greatest de-
liberative body.

I wish to highlight some specifics of
these positive changes we have wit-
nessed over the past work period.

First, robust debate. The late Sen-
ator Robert C. Byrd liked to say that
‘“‘as long as the Senate retains the
power to amend and the power of un-
limited debate, the liberties of the peo-
ple will remain secure.” In this new
Congress, we are restoring the right to
meaningful debate.

As I noted last month, when a full
and robust debate has occurred, invok-
ing cloture—a motion to end debate—is
often appropriate. But we must not
abuse this power by always seeking re-
flexively to cut off debate before it
even begins. In the dark days of the
previous Congress, we often saw such
motions to cut off debate filed as soon
as debate had begun, eviscerating any
meaningful opportunity for considering
the issues.

The Senate desperately needed to re-
turn to a system where all Senators
have a say in what the Senate does and
are able to express their views without
getting cut off at the pass. We are now
returning to that system. We have re-
sisted the temptation to cut off debate
immediately.

Under the majority leader’s leader-
ship, this body spent the better part of
3 weeks considering the Keystone XL
Pipeline bill. During that time, Sen-
ators—both Republican and Demo-
crat—enjoyed ample opportunity to
voice their position on the bill as well
as on our energy policy more broadly.
This represents the exact sort of delib-
erate character the Senate was de-
signed to embody.

Indeed, the Democratic minority ac-
tually used more hours of floor debate
on Keystone than did the Republican
majority. To me, this is a remarkable
statistic indicative of our new major-
ity’s commitment to treat the minor-
ity fairly and to approach individual
Senators, regardless of party, as valu-
able contributors to our work rather
than as mindless partisans.

The Senate was also designed to be
the institution in our system of repub-
lican self-government that produced
wise legislation. Popular passions, pa-
rochial interests, and factionalism—
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what Edmund Randolph called the
“turbulence and follies of democ-
racy’’—were to be defined in the Senate
where smaller membership and larger
constituencies and longer terms would
improve the legislative product.

These structural features of the Sen-
ate led to the development of a tradi-
tion in which individual Members were
allowed to offer amendments freely—
one of the primary mechanisms by
which this body can refine legislation
for the better. For centuries, this no-
tion of an open amendment process has
been at the core of the Senate’s iden-
tity. But in recent years, many of us
have bemoaned the demise of this tra-
dition. In effect, one of this institu-
tion’s most defining characteristics
was emasculated for partisan political
purposes. But the way we dealt with
amendments over the course of the last
month shows that the open amendment
process is making a comeback.

The majority leader shepherded
through votes on more than 30 amend-
ments in January, more than double
the amendment votes permitted by the
Democrats in all of 2014. In fact, in 1
week alone, we voted on more amend-
ments than the previous majority al-
lowed us to vote on all of last year.
There could be no clearer evidence of
this body’s resurgence.

The facts speak for themselves.
While one former Democratic Senator
did not receive a vote on any of his
amendments during the entire extent
of his service in this body over the
prior 6 years, the lone freshman Demo-
crat Senator in this Congress, the jun-
ior Senator from Michigan, has already
received a vote on one of his amend-
ments in just the first few weeks of his
service here. Truly, under this new ma-
jority, Senators of both parties are in-
dividually contributing to our work for
the common good.

A key part of returning to regular
order is restoring the committee proc-
ess. A healthy committee process is es-
sential to a well-functioning Senate. In
committees, Members are often best
able to work together to debate, draft,
and amend legislation that ultimately
passes the Senate. We began resusci-
tating the committee process in our
consideration of the Keystone XL Pipe-
line bill.

I commend the tireless efforts of the
distinguished Chair and ranking mem-
ber of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, who together mas-
terfully led this body through recently
unfamiliar territory of legislating
through regular order.

The Senator from Alaska merits par-
ticular praise for the skill she dem-
onstrated in guiding this bill through
the process, while the Senator from
Washington should be lauded for her
commitment to a fair and orderly proc-
ess despite her opposition to the under-
lying policy. Their admirable work set
an important example for the rest of us
as we return to regular order in the
114th Congress by working together to
improve legislation rather than simply
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trying to shut each other out of the
process.

I heard voices from some corners
quibbling over certain elements of the
Keystone debate process, but to focus
on these criticisms misses the forest
for the trees by fixating on one or two
nitpicks and ignoring how deliberative
and inclusive the process really was.
We enjoyed open debate, ample oppor-
tunity to amend, and respect for com-
mittee expertise. This all contributed
to the passage of a bipartisan bill.

The proof is in the votes. Of the al-
most 50 votes on Keystone-related mat-
ters, few followed strict party lines,
and the final bill won passage with 62
affirmative votes, including those of 9
Democrats. Twenty percent of Demo-
crats present, nearly one-fifth of the
caucus, voted for the Keystone bill.
This was real bipartisanship.

The result was a critically important
piece of legislation that the President
of the United States should sign into
law. I urge him to do so. But that is
not what we are hearing from 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue. No, the Presi-
dent has said he will veto the bill. In
fact, he said he would veto it before we
even took it up—before any amend-
ments had even been offered.

Instead, President Obama appears de-
termined to ignore the will of the U.S.
Congress, dismissing bills out of hand
that have yet to reach his desk. I fail
to see how this recalcitrance advances
the cause of responsible governance or
responds to the will of the American
people who made their preferences
clearly known at the ballot box last
November.

I, for one, will not let the President’s
irresponsible attitude toward this in-
stitution diminish my commitment to
it. In fact, I call on each Senator to
continue working to restore our Cham-
ber’s proper functioning. I urge all of
us to participate actively in the com-
mittee process, help produce sound leg-
islation, and carry out our institu-
tional duties.

The American people can then see for
themselves the stark difference be-
tween a Senate that works and a White
House that is unwilling to engage in
genuine negotiation and compromise.

I will close with a note on civility,
that crucial ingredient we must never
overlook, even in the heat of political
discourse. I recall the words of Senator
Chris Dodd, my friend, who represented
Connecticut in this body for 30 years.
In his final speech here on the Senate
floor in late 2010, he reminded us that
the Senate was intended to be a place
where every Member’s voice could be
heard and where deliberation and even
dissent would be valued and respected.
As Senator Dodd explained, ‘‘Our
Founders were concerned not only with
what was legislated, but—just as im-
portantly—with how we legislated.”

I have observed that debate on this
floor during the past few weeks—al-
though tense at times—has on the
whole been genuine, balanced, and re-
spectful. We must remain true to this
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ethos as we continue to reinvigorate
the debate and amendment process.

In the weeks and months ahead, new
disagreements will surely arise. This is
when civility and statesmanship are
most needed. We must each overcome
whatever instincts may drive us away
from civil discourse and toward anger,
bitterness, petulance, or self-pro-
motion.

When this new Congress convened
just over six weeks ago, I spoke of our
collective duty to restore the Senate. I
expressed my confidence that we could
make the Senate work again by return-
ing to regular order, promoting robust
debate, and enabling an inclusive
amendment process. We have made ad-
mirable progress over the last month.
Our actions are backing up our rhet-
oric. Let us sustain this momentum.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

——

PRESIDENT’S NATIONAL SECURITY
STRATEGY

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, this
afternoon the Senate voted to approve
Dr. Carter’s nomination as the next
Secretary of Defense. I supported his
nomination and appreciated the candor
he displayed during both his confirma-
tion hearing and in our private meet-
ing.

I believe the many challenges facing
our Nation require a fresh perspective
and a strong analytical mind. I am con-
fident Dr. Carter possesses both. De-
spite the fact the international land-
scape has changed dramatically over
the past few years, the Obama adminis-
tration has failed to modify its policies
to meet the new challenges facing our
Nation. In fact, top administration of-
ficials have emphasized in recent inter-
views their approach is not changing
and instead offer Americans a laundry
list of things they will continue to do.
This is unacceptable.

I am very concerned this administra-
tion actually believes the correct
course of action is to continue what we
have been doing. In the Senate, the
Armed Services Committee has held a
number of hearings to examine the ef-
fectiveness of the current U.S. national
security strategy.

Witnesses from across the political
spectrum have merged on one point. In
several key areas, U.S. national secu-
rity strategy and our regional goals are
either ambiguous or divorced from
events on the ground. What is needed is
a reevaluation, not a continuation.

In Syria, for example, President
Obama called on Bashar al-Assad to
step down 3 years ago. However, the
President has failed to lay out a strat-
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egy to accomplish his stated goal.
After hundreds of thousands of Syrians
have died, terrorist groups have seized
control of about half of that country.
Further, thanks to assistance provided
by Iran and Russia, Assad has fortified
his control over much of western Syria.

In response to all of this, President
Obama has continued to call for a ne-
gotiated transfer of power without any
articulation of how this would be ac-
complished. The President’s goal was
probably unlikely when it was first
conceived, but now it is thoroughly un-
imaginable.

The Obama administration has also
stated the United States intends to de-
grade and destroy ISIL. While I support
this goal, I am concerned we have yet
again failed to lay out a strategy to ac-
complish it.

Yesterday President Obama sent to
Congress his authorization of military
force. The decision to send young men
and women to war is the most serious
decision that elected officials will
make. This deserves a serious, open,
transparent debate that is worthy of
the American people. I look forward to
a robust committee process on this
issue.

I am also eager to hear more from
the President about the exact contours
of his strategy, particularly when it
comes to achieving very clear goals.
What exactly do we hope to achieve?
Simply stating our objective is to de-
stroy ISIL doesn’t reflect the complex-
ities of actually realizing this goal.

The President has waged a campaign
of airstrikes against this barbaric ter-
rorist group, but we know airpower
alone will not be sufficient to destroy
ISIL. While the White House has pro-
posed arming and training Syrian op-
position fighters, this effort will take
years to produce a force that is strong
enough to dislodge ISIL from its
strongholds in eastern Syria. What is
more, it is unclear how the Syrian
fighters—any of whom view Assad as
the primary target—will be convinced
to first fight ISIL. Questions about the
extent to which the United States will
provide opposition forces direct air
support if they are attacked by ISIL or
Assad—those questions remain unan-
swered. For these reasons, the Presi-
dent has been rightly criticized for not
having a clear and effective strategy.

Again, I support the goal of destroy-
ing ISIL. But this is a multilayered
problem. In Iraq, the administration
seems to embrace a growing Iranian
role, even though this puts our goal of
maintaining a wunified Iraq in even
greater jeopardy.

With respect to Iran itself, the ad-
ministration unequivocally states it
will not allow that nation to develop a
nuclear capability, but we hear reports
repeatedly that are suggesting the U.S.
negotiators are crafting an agreement
that would accept its enrichment pro-
gram and leave Iran as a threshold nu-
clear power 1 year away from a bomb,
at most.

In Ukraine, the United States im-
posed sanctions on Russia in March for
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its intervention. Since that time, Rus-
sia has continued to pour heavy weap-
ons and fighters into that conflict.
Clearly our policy is not working. We
must acknowledge that as Putin con-
tinues to build momentum on the bat-
tlefield, the incentive for him to honor
his diplomatic commitments and end
the conflict diminishes.

Additional measures—including de-
fensive weapons for the Ukrainians—
are necessary, and they must be imple-
mented. The international community
and most Americans are understand-
ably confused by the stark contrast be-
tween what they see and what they
hear from the White House. They hear
vague assertions, but they see no strat-
egy. They hear a goal, but they see no
discussion on how to achieve it. This
damages our global credibility.

In a world where we rely heavily on
partner nations to be our boots on the
ground, we cannot afford to have our
international allies wondering if we
mean what we say.

Dr. Carter will have a lot on his plate
in his new role. I hope his appointment
will help encourage the strategic re-
evaluation that is so desperately need-
ed.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

(The remarks of Mr. BOOKER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 502 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand be-
fore this body this afternoon to encour-
age my colleagues—particularly my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle—to take into account the need to
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity.

The House of Representatives acted
responsibly in passing legislation to
keep the Department of Homeland Se-
curity funded, and they did so acting
more than 1 month in advance of the
scheduled expiration of the existing
funding stream for the Department of
Homeland Security. This was a good
move. It was likewise a good move of



S974

the majority leader to bring up this
bill for consideration nearly 1 month
before the expiration of the existing
funding. I applauded this effort and
still do.

One of the reasons it was so impor-
tant is it would help us avoid the cliff
effect. What I mean by that is the dy-
namic that occurs every time we have
a scheduled expiration of funding and
the House and the Senate wait until
the last minute, sometimes with only 1
or 2 days, sometimes with only 1 or 2
hours to spare before we act.

What this does is effectively shuts
out the voices of most Members of the
House and most Members of the Sen-
ate. It strips us of our right to offer im-
provements, amendments, to legisla-
tion before that legislation has a
chance to become law.

Ultimately this enures to the advan-
tage of just a few people, and it results
in the effective disenfranchisement of
s0 many people throughout America
whose voices don’t have an opportunity
to be considered through their duly-
elected Senators and Representatives.

That is why this time it was going to
be different. That is why this time it
was so great the House and the Senate
acted early in bringing up this legisla-
tion.

Nevertheless, it has been 2 weeks
since we brought up this bill, the bill
passed by the House to keep the De-
partment of Homeland Security fund-
ed. Two weeks, and we have cast vote
after vote trying to get on the bill—
just trying to consider the bill—and we
have seen those efforts to get on the
bill blocked by my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle.

Earlier today I heard colleagues on
the other side of the aisle trying to ex-
plain their reasons for continuing to
block consideration of this bill. I heard
arguments that suggested that al-
though they want to keep the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security funded,
they don’t want to consider this bill
because, as some of them have put it,
they don’t like everything the House of
Representatives put into the bill. They
don’t like the provisions in the bill re-
stricting the administration’s ability
to use those funds to carry out—to im-
plement—the President’s Executive or-
ders issued in November of this last
year, Executive orders that would have
the effect of granting amnesty to mil-
lions of people currently inside the
United States illegally.

Look, people are entitled to their
opinions about how best we should pro-
ceed, how best we should deal with
those who are currently inside the
country illegally. There are a lot of
opinions about this, and everyone is
entitled to their own opinion. But
Americans are overwhelmingly united
behind the uncontroversial proposition
that when Congress has established a
law in a particular area, as it has with
our immigration code, in order for that
law to be changed, it needs to be
changed by congressional action. The
House needs to pass it, the Senate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

needs to pass it, and the President
needs to sign it into law.

As the President has acknowledged
repeatedly, he lacks the authority to
make those changes on his own. He
lacks the authority to act unilaterally.
He lacks the authority under our sys-
tem to behave as if he were a govern-
ment of one. Ours is not a government
of one. In fact, our Founding Fathers,
while they disagreed on a number of
issues, they were united behind one
core principle behind our 227-year-old
governing document that has fostered
the development of the greatest civili-
zation the world has ever known. They
were united behind the proposition
that bad things happen when too much
power gets consolidated into the hands
of the few or, even worse, into the
hands of one person.

That is why they put in place this
system that would split the powers of
government into three coequal
branches, and within the legislative
branch—which many of them tended to
view as wielding potentially the most
dangerous power—they split up that
power into two bodies and then split up
the power within each of those bodies
S0 no one person and no one group of
people could accumulate too much
power.

They certainly never intended a sys-
tem in which we would have a virtual
monarch, albeit a monarch serving for
a term of years who could by the
stroke of a pen change the law accord-
ing to his own will, change the law in
order to suit his own political inter-
ests, change the law without going
through Congress. Yet that is what has
happened, which brings me back to ar-
guments made today and over the last
few days by my colleagues across the
aisle. They say we are fine with fund-
ing the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, but we don’t like all the provi-
sions put in there by the House of Rep-
resentatives. We don’t like those provi-
sions that would restrict the Presi-
dent’s authority to spend money imple-
menting the President’s Executive am-
nesty program.

Again, Americans, regardless of how
they feel about amnesty, as a matter of
policy, are overwhelmingly of the opin-
ion—and correctly so—that this is a de-
cision that needs to be made by Con-
gress and not the President of the
United States.

Secondly, this is the kind of issue we
deal with, with some regularity, within
Congress.

Within the system as it has evolved,
within the system as dictated by oper-
ation of the rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, typically—and for more
than a century exclusively—it has been
the role of the House of Representa-
tives to initiate appropriations bills
when we are trying to fund a govern-
ment program that starts in the House,
and that has been the case for well over
a century. So they have the preroga-
tive of starting a bill to fund the gov-
ernment, and that is what they did.

When it comes over here, if you don’t
like it, that is fine. This is a great
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place to be if you don’t like a bill as it
starts out. The U.S. Senate has been
called the world’s greatest deliberative
legislative body with good reason—be-
cause our rules, when properly fol-
lowed, protect the right of every Mem-
ber to make sure his or her views are
adequately aired and protect and pre-
serve the right of each and every Mem-
ber to offer improvements to bills and
offer amendments to make changes to
legislation before it is put into law.
Our rules are very clear on this.

It is unfortunate that in the last few
years under the previous leadership
those rights were trampled. Those
rights were suppressed. We often didn’t
have those rights. We often had legisla-
tion that came up without a fair, open
opportunity for each Member to offer
amendments.

But we have moved on. We have a
new majority leader, a majority leader
who has, to his great credit, stood be-
hind his commitment to protect the
right of each Member to offer amend-
ments to legislation. I thank him for
that and encourage him to continue
following this because it is good for
this body. But because it is good for us
and because our rules already provide
for it and because we are following
those rules now, as evidenced by the
fact that we have now voted on more
amendments on the floor in the form of
a rollcall vote to pending legislation
just in the last few weeks than we did
in the entire last Congress, as evi-
denced by that, we don’t need to fear
the old order anymore. We don’t need
to fear the possibility of legislation
coming into this body, and if we pro-
ceed to it, that that legislation will be
without the opportunity to offer
amendments.

So if Members don’t like something
in this bill, vote at least to proceed to
it, vote at least to allow the debate to
begin, but that, alas, is not what my
colleagues across the aisle have chosen
to do.

What they have chosen to do is to
say: No. No, no, no. They are obstruct-
ing. They are obstructing the process
as it was designed by the Constitution
and as contemplated by the rules of the
Senate and the rules of the House of
Representatives.

They are saying, no, we will not con-
sider this because we don’t like some
provisions of this bill. Yet they are
also saying at the same time we want
to keep the Department of Homeland
Security funded.

I agree with exactly half of that
statement. I agree with them I think
when they say they want to keep the
Department of Homeland Security
funded. At least I will take that at face
value. But if they truly do, then why
on BEarth would they not proceed to it?
And if they don’t like some of the
other provisions, let them offer amend-
ments. Let them change that.

At the end of the day, we have to
come to terms with the fact that not
all of us are going to like every part of
every bill that comes over from the
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House of Representatives. In fact, I
dare say it hardly ever happens that
any one Member of this body imme-
diately, automatically feels great
about every jot and title, about every
section, every syllable, every para-
graph of a bill that comes over from
the House of Representatives.

That is exactly why we have the
rules we do. That is exactly why par-
liamentary procedures, as they have
evolved over the centuries, generally
have as their central feature the pro-
tection of Members of any body such as
this of the right to offer amendments,
to offer helpful suggestions. But under
our rules in the Senate, that cannot
operate, it will not operate, it is not
available, it doesn’t exist unless we
first vote to proceed to the bill.

So I invite my colleagues across the
aisle—I challenge them—if they want
to keep the Department of Homeland
Security funded, vote to get on this
bill. If they care about America’s na-
tional security, there is a way to prove
it. There is a way to prove they mean
what they say when they say they
want to keep it funded. Vote to get on
this bill. It doesn’t mean they have to
agree with me, but it was not only ac-
ceptable but entirely appropriate and
even necessary for the House to act to
protect the constitutional order and to
do so by restricting the President’s
ability to spend money to implement
his Executive amnesty program.

People don’t have to agree with me
on that, but if Members want to keep
the Department of Homeland Security
funded, they can and they must and
they will vote to proceed to this bill.
Now we may disagree on what amend-
ments you offer, but the Senate major-
ity leader has repeated his offer, to
make sure that we have an open
amendment process, and we will.

In light of that, there is no excuse—
there can be no excuse for my Demo-
cratic colleagues to continue to insist
on the one hand that they care about
our Nation’s security and funding the
Department of Homeland Security,
while voting on the other hand against
proceeding to this funding bill to keep
the Department of Homeland Security
funded. There is no excuse and there
can be none.

It is most unfortunate that we have
gone now 2 weeks without being able to
proceed to this bill—2 weeks in which
we could have offered amendments, 2
weeks in which my Democratic col-
leagues may well have succeeded in
getting rid of some or perhaps all of
the provisions they don’t like added by
the House of Representatives. They
may have ended up with a piece of leg-
islation that is exactly what they
would have written had they started it
over here, but they didn’t do that.

Meanwhile, they have the audacity
to accuse Republicans of causing this
problem. This is something I don’t un-
derstand. There are those among them
who insist that Republicans did this
very thing in the last Congress. Well,
there were times when Republicans
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voted in the last Congress not to pro-
ceed to something, but overwhelm-
ingly—and if I recall correctly, perhaps
entirely—when Republicans stopped
their motion to proceed, when Repub-
licans blocked cloture on a motion to
proceed to the legislation, it was on
the basis of a well-founded complaint
that there would be no open amend-
ment process. But there is no such ar-
gument to be made here. That argu-
ment has thankfully been taken off the
table by our majority leader, who has
thankfully opened up the Senate once
again and made an amendment process
possible.

Perhaps my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle are still fearing the
shadow cast by the previous leadership
exercised in the previous Congress in
the Senate that blocked out the
amendment process, that made amend-
ments impossible. If that is what they
are afraid of, they have no need to fear.
The Sun is now shining. The oppor-
tunity to offer up amendments and
have those amendments considered has
been restored to the Senate. There is
no reason to be afraid. No reason to be
afraid, of course, unless we somehow do
the unthinkable—unless we continue to
kick this can down the road farther
and farther until we have no options
left on the table.

We have just a few legislative days
remaining between now and the time
the existing funding for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security will expire.
Our next vote has been scheduled on
this, as I understand it, a week from
Monday. I would implore each of my
colleagues to reconsider their current
strategy. Whether you like it or not,
the way our system is set up is that the
House of Representatives starts our
spending bills. They have to pass
spending bills first. If you don’t like
everything in the Homeland Security
bill that the House passed—fine, vote
to proceed to it and then change it.
Change it back however you want. Pro-
pose amendments. I might not vote for
all of them, I might not agree to all of
them, but propose them. Have them
aired out, have them considered by this
body, by the American people, and let’s
have the debate, because our clock is
ticking and our Nation’s homeland se-
curity is too important for us to con-
tinue to put this off. But that is what
we have been doing. That is what my
colleagues who have been voting
against cloture on the motion to pro-
ceed have been doing every time they
voted no on this important issue.

The time has come for this body to
accept the fact that a new day has
dawned and we now have the ability
once again to offer amendments, and
because that opportunity now exists
again, there is no reason to be afraid to
move to legislation that has been
passed by the House of Representatives
to keep one of our government’s impor-
tant departments operating—no reason
to fear whatsoever. In fact, if you are
worried about what you should be fear-
ful of, you should be fearful of not pro-
ceeding to this bill.
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The next time we cast a vote on this,
I encourage each of my colleagues to
vote yes. Let’s get on the bill and have
an open, robust debate and whatever
the outcome of that debate, we will get
something passed. We will get it to the
President, and we will make sure we
keep this Department funded.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR-
RASSO0). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs-
SIDY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————

TRIBUTE TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE

RAMIRO GARZA, JR.
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, here in
Congress, as the Presiding Officer
knows, we do a lot of oversight. Over-
sight is focused on what is going right
as well as what is going wrong in our
government. There is a lot of each, ac-
tually. That oversight is critically im-
portant work. It is sometimes over-
looked, but critically important.

I think it is also important to stop
and recognize where things are going
right from time to time and the people
who are doing the right thing. Fol-
lowing in the footsteps of one of our
former colleagues here—I don’t think
the Presiding Officer ever had a chance
to work with him, but Ted Kaufman
was a Senator who served here for 2
years. He succeeded JOE BIDEN who
went off to do some other job—Vice
President, maybe that is what it is.
And then, before Senator CHRIS COONS
was elected 2 years later, Ted Kaufman
was our Senator, a great guy. He used
to be Senator BIDEN’s chief of staff for
20 years or so.

Ted used to come to the floor pretty
regularly and talk about different Fed-
eral employees who are doing exem-
plary work; people who had gone above
and beyond to achieve the mission of
solving problems and giving the U.S.
taxpayer something to be proud of.

When somebody has a good idea, I
like to steal it, and I think Ted Kauf-
man had a great idea. I have not really
stolen it, but we have taken an idea
and we have focused it a little bit, to
focus on some of the people the Pre-
siding Officer and I, along with Senator
RON JOHNSON, met with this last week-
end on the U.S. border with Mexico. I
have decided to take the Ted Kaufman
idea and focus it, put a spotlight on a
number of employees within the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

As many of us know, the Department
of Homeland Security, which does im-
portant work—sometimes heroic work,
dangerous work—they suffer from low
morale, but it is filled with men and
women who, frankly, deserve, I think,
in many cases, a lot more credit than
they receive.
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Today I wish to speak for the next
several minutes about one of the people
we met, a fellow whose name I think
the Presiding Officer will probably re-
member. His name is Ramiro Garza,
Jr., and he goes by Ram. I think he has
probably gone by Ram all his life. I will
always remember him as Ram. He is an
outstanding Border Patrol officer
whom we met last week in McAllen,
TX, while we were visiting the Mexican
border in South Texas—the three of us,
the Presiding Officer, Senator RON
JOHNSON, and yours truly.

This is Ram. Some of my colleagues
may remember the pictures last sum-
mer, when an unprecedented surge of
Central American children and families
arrived at our Texas border. They are
the kind of pictures that really burn
into our memories for a lot of us. The
pictures we are more used to seeing
may be from war zones than to see here
in our own country, with hundreds
upon hundreds of unaccompanied mi-
nors and a lot of mothers with young
children in search of protection, lit-
erally turning themselves in to our
Border Patrol agents; not running
away from them, but turning them-
selves in and asking for asylum.

The Rio Grande Valley in South
Texas is where Agent Ram Garza
works. Ram is the acting patrol agent
in charge of the Rio Grande Valley sec-
tor of the U.S. Border Patrol. The Rio
Grande Valley where Ram works is the
epicenter of that humanitarian crisis
we witnessed last year. That is because
most of the migrants were from the
northern triangle of Central America,
and they were fleeing violence, fleeing
economic desperation, and fleeing a
sense of hopelessness in Guatemala,
Honduras, and El Salvador.

These migrants had to travel some
1,500 miles through Mexico, risking life
and limb to get to the United States.
The shortest route—though by no
means an easy one—runs up the east
side of Mexico from Central America to
the South Texas border, and many of
the people who are making that 1,500
mile trek did it on top of a train. In
fact, they did it on a series of trains—
freight trains, not passenger trains—
where people actually get on top of the
trains and try to hold on for a 1,500
mile trip. Some of them succeeded and
some of them didn’t. Some of them fell
down between the trains and cars and
lost their lives. Some made it to the
border. Some fell off the train. Some
got hurt. Some got on another train.
Some didn’t make it. But many of
them rode on top of those trains to get
here, and they suffered violence. If
they made it safely on the train, a lot
of them suffered violence at the hands
of predatory gangs along the way.

When these children showed up in
South Texas, they literally over-
whelmed the Border Patrol stations
along the border. These stations are
only supposed to hold detained mi-
grants for a short period of time as
they are processed for removal back to
where they came from, or for deten-
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tion. Usually along the border, they
deal with the young men. However, last
yvear stations were packed with moth-
ers and young children who were
trapped there for days as our govern-
ment struggled to find suitable shelters
and decide what to do with them.
There were no adequate meals, no
clothing, no diapers. There is literally
no room at times for someone to lie
down, either.

Faced with this human crisis, Cus-
toms and Border Protection agents
sprang to action. Among their leaders
was our agent here today whom I espe-
cially want to put a spotlight on:
Ramiro Garza. With the help of his col-
leagues, Ram went above and beyond
to process the arrivals, according to
the law, while also responding to the
human needs of these people. Agent
Garza helped create an emergency op-
erations center to manage the crisis
and worked to transfer unaccompanied
children to the Office of Refugee Reset-
tlement.

Perhaps most impressive, though, he
worked with his colleagues to convert
an enormous abandoned warehouse
that we visited in McAllen, TX. I will
not soon forget that. It is just a few
miles from our border with Mexico. He
turned it into a processing center for
detained migrants and they did it in 18
days. They looked at a place—and they
described what it was like before they
started working on it, and then what
they did in 19 days, they did pretty re-
markable stuff. And Ram, whom we
honor especially here today, and those
who worked with him deserve our rec-
ognition.

This processing center helped greatly
relieve the crowded and inadequate
conditions in multiple Border Patrol
stations along the border. When Sen-
ator RON JOHNSON, our Presiding Offi-
cer, Senator SASSE, and I visited this
past weekend the extraordinary proc-
essing center that Agent Garza helped
set up, we were amazed to see a cav-
ernous, orderly center equipped with
the humanitarian necessities needed
for hundreds of children and their par-
ents. The center also had space for Cen-
tral American officials to work with
Customs and Border Protection in
order to properly identify migrants and
arrange for speedier repatriations, in
many cases to their home countries,
where appropriate.

Agent Garza was instrumental in de-
signing the processing facility and get-
ting it up and running quickly. Today
he is in charge of that facility.

This is just the latest achievement in
Agent Garza’s career with the Border
Patrol. As I said, known most of his
life as Ram, he grew up in the Rio
Grande Valley. There he attended high
school and the University of Texas-Pan
American. He joined the Border Patrol
in 1996. His first assignment was to the
Brownsville station in the Rio Grande
sector. In 2004, he was promoted to su-
pervisory Border Patrol agent at the
Rio Grande City station. That was fol-
lowed by tours at the Rio Grande sec-
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tor’s intelligence office and at Har-
lingen station.

Agent Garza also worked on detail
here in Washington, DC, where his du-
ties included supporting the agency’s
efforts in biometric collection—some-
thing we think is very important.
While he is helping to humanely proc-
ess migrants apprehended at the bor-
der, Agent Garza also cares for his own
family—his wife and their own two
children. We thank them for sharing
with us their husband and their dad—a
very good man.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity and our Nation are truly blessed
by Ram’s exemplary service.

Agent Garza, if you are out there lis-
tening, we want to thank you for what
you do each and every day for all of us.
We thank you for your tireless service
to our Nation for all of these years.

————

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. CARPER. As the Presiding Offi-
cer, along with Senator JOHNSON and
myself, met the men and women of the
Border Patrol last weekend, including
Agent Garza, we heard about their
work, and it is hard to ignore the fact
that they might not know if they will
be getting a paycheck next month
when the continuing resolution which
funds the Department of Homeland Se-
curity expires in actually about 2
weeks, on February 27.

Many of them don’t know if they will
be able to obtain the technology or
supplies they need to do the jobs as ef-
fectively as possible either. This is not
the way we would want to be treated if
we were in their shoes, but it is how I
think we are treating the men and
women who work around the clock to
protect our borders and to keep our Na-
tion safe and secure. Those of us here
in Congress can change that, and I
think we should.

Two of our colleagues—Senator
JEANNE SHAHEEN of New Hampshire
and BARBARA MIKULSKI of Maryland—
have introduced a clean appropriations
bill that would fund the Department of
Homeland Security for the balance of
the fiscal year, up through the end of
September. Overall, the funding provi-
sions in their bill, S. 272, which I un-
derstand both Democrats and Repub-
licans on the Appropriations Com-
mittee agreed to in December—just 2
months ago—provide just under $40 bil-
lion in discretionary funding for the
Department of Homeland Security for
the remainder of the fiscal year. I
think that is an increase from year to
year of about $400 million. It sounds
like a lot money. It is about a 1-per-
cent increase above 2014 funding. This
bill would ensure that Department em-
ployees get their paychecks on time
and have the resources they need to
best meet the Department’s critical
mission and the security needs of our
Nation.

The clean bill put forward by Sen-
ators SHAHEEN and MIKULSKI would
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take additional measures to secure
order and enforce our immigration
laws—something that I know is a pri-
ority to me and I know to our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle. In
fact, most of the funding increase in
the Shaheen-Mikulski bill would go to
border security and immigration en-
forcement.

The bill our colleagues have put for-
ward contains a little more than $10
million for Customs and Border Protec-
tion—an increase of approximately $118
million above last year’s enacted level.
This funding level would support the
largest operational force levels for the
agency in its history—a total of more
than 21,000 Border Patrol agents and
nearly 24,000 enforcement officers.

But if the Department of Homeland
Security remains on a continuing reso-
lution—or worse, shuts down—we just
won’t be as effective as we ought to be
in securing our Nation’s borders. If
Congress forces a shutdown of the De-
partment—I hope we won’t—frontline
personnel would be asked to continue
to work without pay. We met some of
them just a few days ago when we were
on the border. They don’t look like fast
boats, but they move pretty good. We
went zipping up and down the Rio
Grande River looking for people trying
to slip across the border, looking for
folks who were trying to bring contra-
band—drugs, illegal drugs—across the
border.

There are some 40,000 Customs and
Border Protection officers who are
needed to keep our borders secure. If
we allow the funding for the Depart-
ment to lapse on February 27, we are
going to expect these guys and gals to
still come to work. We are not going to
pay them, at least not in a timely way.

If Congress continues to keep the De-
partment on a continuing resolution,
Immigration and Customs Enforcement
will see a shortfall—I am told a little
over half a billion dollars—to respond
to unaccompanied minors and families
with children.

In addition, Customs and Border Pro-
tection won’t be able replace or up-
grade border surveillance technology,
including upgrades to obsolete remote
and mobile video surveillance systems
in the high-risk area of the Rio Grande
Valley.

The drone is a pilotless aircraft. We
fly aircraft similar to these all over the
planet. We fly a number of them along
the border of our country with Mexico
in an effort to try to see, visualize, and
detect people making their way to our
border, maybe just to come across,
maybe to flee a bad situation in their
own country. Maybe it is to bring drugs
or other things that are illegal into our
country. We are not going to be able to
replace or upgrade this kind of tech-
nology and bring it to high-risk areas
along the Rio Grande Valley.

Department of Homeland Security
Secretary Jeh Johnson recently said—
I want to quote Secretary Johnson just
briefly. He said, ‘‘Border security is not
free. The men and women of [the De-
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partment of Homeland Security] need a
partner in Congress to fund their ef-
forts.” He added, ‘‘Time is running
out.” Those were his words. I couldn’t
agree with him more.

In the next week or so, I pray that
those of us in Congress will come to-
gether and will do what I believe is the
right thing; that is, support the pas-
sage of a clean full-year appropriations
bill for the remainder of this fiscal
yvear for the Department of Homeland
Security and do it by February 27.

After we have done that, for God’s
sake, let’s get to work on crafting
thoughtful, comprehensive, bipartisan
immigration reform law for our coun-
try, one that better secures our bor-
ders, one that strengthens our econ-
omy, and one that reduces our budget
deficit over the next two decades by
hundreds of billions of dollars. That is
what we ought to do. I would pledge
here today to my colleagues, Demo-
crats and Republicans, one or two Inde-
pendents, and our Presiding Officer,
that we will meet you in the middle
and do our dead level best to make sure
we meet our responsibilities.

With that, I am looking for others on
the floor who may want to speak. I
don’t see anybody.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SASSE). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

TRIBUTE TO DEPARTING
STAFFERS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
today I would like to pay tribute to
two of the hardest working staffers in
the Senate: John Ashbrook and Russell
Coleman.

RUSSELL COLEMAN

First, there is Russell, a dyed-in-the-
wool Kentuckian. He is a huge Wildcats
fan. The only words one associates
with Russell more often than ‘‘affable’
are these two: ‘“‘persuasive’ and ‘‘deter-
mined.”” When Russell sets his mind to
something, there is not much you can
do to stop him—not that you would
want to because he is one of the friend-
liest guys you will ever meet. More
than a few times, you will see a group
entering a meeting with Russell, spoil-
ing for a fight. Then the door opens,
and they are his best friends. It is quite
a skill. It is nearly as impressive as
this one: Russell Coleman knows just
about everybody in Kentucky. His
Rolodex is something to behold.

He has done a lot of great work here
in the Senate. This one-time FBI agent
is passionate about law-enforcement
issues. This one-time intern is pas-
sionate about mentoring others, let-
ting those around him know, no matter
how junior, that their contributions do
matter.
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Russell is also a great fighter. That
tough will has helped Russell push
through adversity with grace and with
grit. Faith is a big part of Russell’s life
too. It is something he shares with
Chaplain Black every Friday in Bible
study.

Russell is ready to share more of
himself, too, with his family, his wife
Ashley and his children, Annie and
Clay. They are all making the move
back to Louisville. They will have a lot
more time together, and I know they
and Russell couldn’t be happier.

So congratulations, Russell, and
thanks for your service.
JOHN ASHBROOK
Let me tell you about John

Ashbrook. John has been with me since
I first became Republican leader. He
was a fresh-faced kid back then, a
young guy from Cincinnati who wanted
nothing more than to work in the
White House. I am grateful he chose to
work for me instead. I am grateful
John was willing to transfer his alle-
giance across the Ohio River for the
past 8 years because John Ashbrook is
easy-mannered, matched with unbend-
ing will. You don’t see that very often.
He has been an important player on
our staff not only for his profes-
sionalism but for his character too.

John is known around the Capitol as
a founding member of the Senate Re-
publican Communications Center. With
John’s help, it has been a real success.

The Capitol is going to be a different
place without John’s laughter echoing
in the corridors. Every reporter knows
his name. Every member of my staff
knows his smile. It is pretty hard to
miss.

John, muffin in hand, is usually the
first guy in every morning. Many hours
later, he is often the last one out. I ap-
preciate it deeply.

I know John’s wife Kate takes a
somewhat different view. I can’t blame
her. Kate is ready for dinners without
John’s Blackberry at the table, and
John is ready to spend more time with
his three beautiful daughters—Mar-
garet, Abigail, and Charlotte, all born
during his service here. John’s daugh-
ters and Kate mean everything to him,
and I couldn’t be happier that John
will be seeing more of all of them very
soon.

———

CELEBRATING THE 206TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF PRESIDENT ABRA-
HAM LINCOLN’S BIRTHDAY

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today I
wish to celebrate one of the most ad-
mired, well-known Americans and
Presidents this great Nation has ever
seen. Just 56 years ago, Carl Sandburg
addressed a joint session of Congress
and remarked about him: ‘“Not often in
the story of mankind does a man arrive
on Earth who is both steel and velvet,
who is as hard as rock and soft as drift-
ing fog, who holds in his heart and
mind the paradox of terrible storm and
peace unspeakable and perfect.”

Those words echo today, as it marks
the arrival as the 206th anniversary of
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President Abraham Lincoln’s birth.
Born on February 12, 1809, Lincoln had
humble beginnings in Kentucky and In-
diana before moving to Illinois as a
young adult. He began his journey into
politics there, serving in the State leg-
islature, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, and eventually as U.S. President.

As President, he led our Nation
through its most perilous times, suc-
cessfully ended slavery, and saved the
Union. His contributions were timeless
as he paved the way for America to ap-
preciate the true meaning of freedom,
opportunity, and equality. We have
come a long way since his time and
continue to work towards the America
that President Lincoln envisioned.

Every day we are reminded of Presi-
dent Lincoln’s contributions. Symbols
of him are found anywhere you go—
whether it be on the face of the penny
or the monument down the street. We
can and should preserve these remind-
ers of his work and his ideals of free-
dom, opportunity, and equality for gen-
erations to come.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, today I
wish to celebrate the 206th birthday of
the 16th President of the TUnited
States, as well as the penny that hon-
ors his name. Hailing from the Land of
Lincoln, I have long celebrated the life
and legacy of President Abraham Lin-
coln.

For more than 100 years, Abraham
Lincoln has been the face of the penny.
Lincoln was the first person to appear
on an American coin, and the Lincoln
penny is the longest used design of any
American coin.

For generations of Americans, the
penny has served as a memorial to the
first President assassinated in office. It
is a reminder of the liberation of the
African slaves and of the brutal Civil
War that threatened to end the Amer-
ican experiment.

Different versions of the penny have
been produced throughout the years. In
1959, the 150th anniversary of Lincoln’s
birth, a representation of the Lincoln
Memorial was put on the reverse side
of the coin. To honor Abraham Lin-
coln’s 200th birthday, four new penny
designs were released. One reflects a
log cabin, similar to the one in Ken-
tucky where Lincoln was born. The
second features Lincoln reading a book
with an axe by his foot, showing his
formative years and self-education in
Indiana. The third penny shows Lin-
coln speaking in front of the State cap-
itol in Springfield, representing his
professional life as legislator from Illi-
nois. Finally, the fourth design fea-
tures a half-finished Capitol dome dur-
ing the Civil War to represent his Pres-
idency. The newest reverse design de-
picts a Union shield with a scroll and
carries the words ‘‘Preservation of the
Union” marking what is seen as Lin-
coln’s greatest achievement.

The Lincoln penny is the most com-
mon and most highly circulated coin in
the United States. The penny signifi-
cantly contributes to the U.S. econ-
omy, especially in charitable contribu-
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tions. Tens of millions of pennies have
been donated to charities over the past
decade.

It may be the lowest coin denomina-
tion, but the penny carries a lot of
weight in terms of our Illinois and
American history, culture, and society.
It is an intrinsic part of the American
experience and represents the oppor-
tunity that many believe is inherent in
the American dream.

——————

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND
NATURAL RESOURCES

RULES OF PROCEDURE

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in
accordance with rule XXVI, paragraph
2, of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
I submit the rules governing the proce-
dure of the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources for publication in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent that they be
printed in the RECORD.

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

RULES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND NATURAL RESOURCES

GENERAL RULES

Rule 1. The Standing Rules of the Senate,
as supplemented by these rules, are adopted
as the rules of the Committee and its Sub-
committees.

MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE

Rule 2. (a) The Committee shall meet on
the third Thursday of each month while the
Congress is in session for the purpose of con-
ducting business, unless, for the convenience
of Members, the Chairman shall set some
other day for a meeting. Additional meetings
may be called by the Chairman as he may
deem necessary.

(b) Hearings of any Subcommittee may be
called by the Chairman of such Sub-
committee, Provided, That no Subcommittee
hearing other than a field hearing, shall be
scheduled or held concurrently with a full
Committee meeting or hearing, unless a ma-
jority of the Committee concurs in such con-
current hearing.

OPEN HEARINGS AND MEETINGS

Rule 3. (a) All hearings and business meet-
ings of the Committee and all the hearings of
any of its Subcommittees shall be open to
the public unless the Committee or Sub-
committee involved, by majority vote of all
the Members of the Committee or such Sub-
committee, orders the hearing or meeting to
be closed in accordance with paragraph 5(b)
of Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the
Senate.

(b) A transcript shall be kept of each hear-
ing of the Committee or any Subcommittee.

(c) A transcript shall be kept of each busi-
ness meeting of the Committee unless a ma-
jority of all the Members of the Committee
agrees that some other form of permanent
record is preferable.

HEARING PROCEDURE

Rule 4. (a) Public notice shall be given of
the date, place, and subject matter of any
hearing to be held by the Committee or any
Subcommittee at least one week in advance
of such hearing unless the Chairman of the
full Committee or the Subcommittee in-
volved determines that the hearing is non-
controversial or that special circumstances
require expedited procedures and a majority
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of all the Members of the Committee or the
Subcommittee involved concurs. In no case
shall a hearing be conducted with less than
twenty-four hours’ notice. Any document or
report that is the subject of a hearing shall
be provided to every Member of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee involved at least 72
hours before the hearing unless the Chair-
man and Ranking Member determine other-
wise.

( b) Each witness who is to appear before
the Committee or any Subcommittee shall
file with the Committee or Subcommittee,
at least 24 hours in advance of the hearing, a
written statement of his or her testimony in
as many copies as the Chairman of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee prescribes.

(c) Each Member shall be limited to five
minutes in the questioning of any witness
until such time as all Members who so desire
have had an opportunity to question the wit-
ness.

(d) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee or Subcommittee
or the Ranking Majority and Minority Mem-
bers present at the hearing may each appoint
one Committee staff member to question
each witness. Such staff member may ques-
tion the witness only after all Members
present have completed their questioning of
the witness or at such other time as the
Chairman and the Ranking Majority and Mi-
nority Members present may agree. No staff
member may question a witness in the ab-
sence of a quorum for the taking of testi-
mony.

BUSINESS MEETING AGENDA

Rule 5. (a) A legislative measure, nomina-
tion, or other matter shall be included on
the agenda of the next following business
meeting of the full Committee if a written
request by a Member of the Committee for
such inclusion has been filed with the Chair-
man of the Committee at least one week
prior to such meeting. Nothing in this rule
shall be construed to limit the authority of
the Chairman of the Committee to include a
legislative measure, nomination, or other
matter on the Committee agenda in the ab-
sence of such request.

(b) The agenda for any business meeting of
the Committee shall be provided to each
Member and made available to the public at
least three days prior to such meeting, and
no new items may be added after the agenda
is so published except by the approval of a
majority of all the Members of the Com-
mittee on matters not included on the public
agenda. The Staff Director shall promptly
notify absent Members of any action taken
by the Committee on matters not included
on the published agenda.

QUORUMS

Rule 6. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (c), eight Members shall con-
stitute a quorum for the conduct of business
of the Committee.

(b) No measure or matter shall be ordered
reported from the Committee unless twelve
Members of the Committee are actually
present at the time such action is taken.

(c) One Member shall constitute a quorum
for the purpose of conducting a hearing or
taking testimony on any measure or matter
before the Committee or any Subcommittee.

VOTING

Rule 7. (a) A rollcall of the Members shall
be taken upon the request of any Member.
Any Member who does not vote on any roll-
call at the time the roll is called, may vote
(in person or by proxy) on that rollcall at
any later time during the same business
meeting.

(b) Proxy voting shall be permitted on all
matters, except that proxies may not be
counted for the purpose of determining the
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presence of a quorum. Unless further limited,
a proxy shall be exercised only upon the date
for which it is given and upon the items pub-
lished in the agenda for that date.

(c) Bach Committee report shall set forth
the vote on the motion to report the meas-
ure or matter involved. Unless the Com-
mittee directs otherwise, the report will not
set out any votes on amendments offered
during Committee consideration. Any Mem-
ber who did not vote on any rollcall shall
have the opportunity to have his position re-
corded in the appropriate Committee record
or Committee report.

(d) The Committee vote to report a meas-
ure to the Senate shall also authorize the
staff of the Committee to make necessary
technical and clerical corrections in the
measure.

SUBCOMMITTEES

Rule 8. (a) The number of Members as-
signed to each Subcommittee and the divi-
sion between Majority and Minority Mem-
bers shall be fixed by the Chairman in con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber.

(b) Assignment of Members to Subcommit-
tees shall, insofar as possible, reflect the
preferences of the Members. No Member will
receive assignment to a second Sub-
committee until, in order of seniority, all
Members of the Committee have chosen as-
signments to one Subcommittee, and no
Member shall receive assignment to a third
Subcommittee until, in order of seniority,
all Members have chosen assignments to two
Subcommittees.

(¢) Any Member of the Committee may sit
with any Subcommittee during its hearings
but shall not have the authority to vote on
any matters before the Subcommittee unless
he is a Member of such Subcommittee.

NOMINATIONS

Rule 9. At any hearing to confirm a Presi-
dential nomination, the testimony of the
nominee and, at the request of any Member,
any other witness shall be under oath. Every
nominee shall submit the financial disclo-
sure report filed pursuant to title I of the
Ethics in Government Act of 1978. Such re-
port is made available to the public.

INVESTIGATIONS

Rule 10. (a) Neither the Committee nor any
of its Subcommittees may undertake an in-
vestigation unless specifically authorized by
the Chairman and the Ranking Minority
Member or a majority of all the Members of
the Committee.

(b) A witness called to testify in an inves-
tigation shall be informed of the matter or
matters under investigation, given a copy of
these rules, given the opportunity to make a
brief and relevant oral statement before or
after questioning, and be permitted to have
counsel of his or her choosing present during
his or her testimony at any public or closed
hearing, or at any unsworn interview, to ad-
vise the witness of his or her legal rights.

(c) For purposes of this rule, the terms ‘‘in-
vestigation” shall not include a review or
study undertaken pursuant to paragraph 8 of
Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate or a preliminary inquiry, undertaken at
the direction of the Chairman or the Rank-
ing Member, intended to determine whether
there is substantial credible evidence that
would warrant an investigation.

SWORN TESTIMONY

Rule 11. Witnesses in Committee or Sub-
committee hearings may be required to give
testimony under oath whenever the Chair-
man or Ranking Minority Member of the
Committee or Subcommittee deems such to
be necessary. If one or more witnesses at a
hearing are required to testify under oath,
all witnesses at such hearing shall be re-
quired to testify under oath.
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SUBPOENAS

Rule 12. The Chairman shall have author-
ity to issue subpoenas for the attendance of
witnesses or the production of memoranda,
documents, records, or other materials (1)
with the agreement of the Ranking Minority
Member, (2) when authorized by a majority
of all the Members of the Committee, or (3)
when within the scope of an investigation
authorized under Rule 10(a).

CONFIDENTIAL TESTIMONY

Rule 13. No confidential testimony taken
by or any report of the proceedings of a
closed Committee or Subcommittee meeting
shall be made public, in whole or in part or
by way of summary, unless authorized by a
majority of all the Members of the Com-
mittee at a business meeting called for the
purpose of making such a determination.

DEFAMATORY STATEMENTS

Rule 14. Any person whose name is men-
tioned or who is specifically identified in, or
who believes that testimony or other evi-
dence presented at, an open Committee or
Subcommittee hearing tends to defame him
or otherwise adversely affect his reputation
may file with the Committee for its consid-
eration and action a sworn statement of
facts relevant to such testimony or evidence.

BROADCASTING OF HEARINGS OR MEETINGS

Rule 15. Any meeting or hearing by the
Committee or any Subcommittee which is
open to the public may be covered in whole
or in part by web, television, or radio broad-
cast or still photography. Photographers and
reporters using mechanical recording, film-
ing, or broadcasting devices shall position
their equipment so as not to interfere with
the seating, vision, and hearing of Members
and staff on the dais or with the orderly
process of the meeting or hearing.

AMENDING THE RULES

Rule 16. These rules may be amended only
by vote of a majority of all the Members of
the Committee in a business meeting of the
Committee: Provided, That no vote may be
taken on any proposed amendment unless
such amendment is reproduced in full in the
Committee agenda for such meeting at least
three days in advance of such meeting.

———

REEMERGENCE OF VACCINE-PRE-
VENTABLE DISEASES: EXPLOR-
ING THE PUBLIC HEALTH SUC-
CESSES AND CHALLENGES

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
my remarks at the Senate Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee
hearing earlier this week be printed in
the RECORD.

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

REEMERGENCE OF VACCINE-PREVENTABLE DIS-
EASES: EXPLORING THE PUBLIC HEALTH SUC-
CESSES AND CHALLENGES

From smallpox to polio, we have learned in
the United States that vaccines save lives.
And yet a troubling number of parents are
not vaccinating their children.

Last September this committee held a
hearing about the Ebola virus. Our witnesses
included a brave physician, Dr. Kent
Brantly, who worked in Liberia; and a brave
father in Sierra Leone who came to warn us
about how rapidly the virus was spreading.
The number of people being infected with
Ebola was doubling every three weeks, and
many of those infected were dying—because
for Ebola there was and is no cure, and there
was and is no vaccine.
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This produced a near panic in the U.S.—it
changed procedures in nearly every hospital
and clinic. In response, Congress appro-
priated more than $5 billion to fight the
spread of the virus. The impact of efforts to
fight Ebola is that the number of Ebola cases
is declining.

At the same time, here in the U.S. we are
now experiencing a large outbreak of a dis-
ease for which we do have a vaccine. Measles
used to sicken up to 4 million Americans
each year-and many believed that it was an
unpreventable childhood illness—but the in-
troduction of a vaccine in 1963 changed ev-
erything. Measles was declared eliminated—
meaning absence of continuous disease
transmission for greater than 12 months—
from the United States in 2000. From 2001 to
2012, the median yearly number of measles
cases reported in all of the U.S. was 60.

Today is February 10, 2015. It is the 41st
day of the year and we already have seen
more cases of measles than we would in a
typical year. One measles outbreak—in Pala-
tine, Illinois, a suburb about a half hour
from Chicago—has affected at least five ba-
bies, all less than a year old.

Infants and individuals who are
immunocompromised are traditionally pro-
tected by what is called herd immunity—the
people around them are vaccinated, so they
don’t get sick, and that keeps the babies and
others who can’t get vaccinated from getting
sick. That herd immunity is incredibly im-
portant. Measles can cause life-threatening
complications in children, such as pneu-
monia or swelling of the brain.

Our witnesses today will talk more not
just about what is causing this outbreak, but
why some parents are choosing not to vac-
cinate their children. Measles is only one ex-
ample. This hearing which was planned be-
fore the measles outbreak reminded us of the
importance of vaccines. An analysis of im-
munization rates across 13 states performed
by USA Today found the following:

‘“‘Hundreds of thousands of students attend
schools—ranging from small, private acad-
emies in New York City to large public ele-
mentary schools outside Boston to Native
American reservation schools in Idaho—
where vaccination rates have dropped pre-
cipitously low, sometimes under 50%.”’

California is one of the 20 states that allow
parents to claim personal belief exemptions
from vaccination requirements. In some
areas of Los Angeles, 60 to 70 percent of par-
ents at certain schools have filed a personal
belief exemption. In those elementary
schools, vaccination rates are as low as those
in Chad or South Sudan.

The purpose of this hearing is to examine
what is standing between healthy children
and deadly diseases. It ought to be vaccina-
tions. But too many parents are turning
away from sound science.

Sound science is this: Vaccines save lives.
They save the lives of the people who are
vaccinated. They protect the lives of the vul-
nerable around them—Ilike infants and those
who are ill.

Vaccines save lives. They protect us from
the ravages of awful diseases like polio,
which invades the nervous system and can
cause paralysis. I can remember as a child
how parents were frightened by the prospect
of polio for their child. I had classmates who
lived in iron lungs. Our Majority Leader,
Senator MCCONNELL, contracted polio as a
child. Or whooping cough, which causes
thick mucus to accumulate in the airways
and can make it difficult for infants to
breathe. Or, diphtheria, a bacterial infection
that affects the mucous membranes of your
nose and throat and can, in advanced stages,
damage your heart, kidneys and nervous sys-
tem.

We have learned that vaccines save lives.
They take deadly, awful, ravaging diseases
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from horror to history. So it is troubling to
hear that before we’ve even reached Valen-
tine’s Day this year, 121 Americans are sick
with measles, a disease eliminated in the
U.S. 15 years ago. It is troubling that a grow-
ing number of parents are not following the
recommendations doctors and public health
professionals have been making for decades.
At a time when we are standing on the cusp
of medical breakthroughs never imagined—
cutting-edge personalized medicine tailored
to an individual’s genome—we find ourselves
retreading old ground.

——————

WOODSTOCK, MAINE
BICENTENNIAL

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President. I wish
to commemorate the 200th anniversary
of the Town of Woodstock, ME. Known
today as a gateway to the rugged and
beautiful Western Maine Mountains,
Woodstock was built with a spirit of
determination and resiliency that still
guides the community today.

Woodstock’s incorporation on Feb. 7,
1815, was but one milestone on a long
journey of progress. For thousands of
years, the banks of the Androscoggin
River and its tributaries were the
hunting grounds of the Abenaki Tribe.
One of the legends that attests to the
friendship that developed between the
Native Americans and the first Euro-
pean settler concerns the Abenaki
Princess Mollyocket, a woman with
great spirit and knowledge of healing.
A few years before the town was incor-
porated, she was called to the small
settlement of Trap Corner to attend to
a seriously ill infant. She nursed the
baby back to health and pronounced
that he would grow to greatness.
Mollyocket’s patient was Hannibal
Hamlin, who became Abraham Lin-
coln’s first Vice President.

Settlement began in 1787, when 10
lots of 100 acres each were surveyed.
The early settlers at what was called
The Thousand Acre Squadron were
drawn by fertile soil, vast forests, and
fast-moving waters, which they turned
into productive farms and busy mills.
The wealth produced by the land and
by hard work and determination was
invested in schools and churches to
create a true community. In 1815, 5
years before Maine statehood, the set-
tlers’ petition for incorporation to the
Governor of Massachusetts was readily
signed, although, for reasons lost to
history, he rejected the proposed name
of Sparta and chose Woodstock instead.

The main population center of Wood-
stock is the Village of Bryant Pond,
known for its beauty, recreation oppor-
tunities, and hospitality. Bryant Pond
also is home to a 14-foot tall, 3,000-
pound statue of an old-fashioned, hand-
cranked telephone, the kind that had a
human operator on the other end, to
memorialize the town’s distinction as
the last place in the United States to
use these devices. The townspeople fi-
nally gave up their hand-cranked tele-
phones in 1983, but they retain their
fondness for the personal touch.

Woodstock is a charming town of in-
volved citizens. The active historical
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society, volunteer fire department, and
library are evidence of a strong com-
munity spirit. That spirit will be on
full display this June, when Woodstock
holds it Great Bicentennial Celebra-
tion.

This 200th anniversary is not just
about something that is measured in
calendar years; it is about human ac-
complishment, an occasion to celebrate
the people who for more than two cen-
turies have pulled together, cared for
one another, and built a community.
Thanks to those who came before,
Woodstock has a wonderful history.
Thanks to those who are there today,
it has a bright future.

————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

REMEMBERING CORPORAL C.G.
BOLDEN

e Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, on
February 21, 2015, the city of Clinton,
AR will gather for a memorial service
for Corporal C.G. Bolden who was
killed in action in Korea in 1951.

The service will coincide with the re-
turn of his remains for proper burial,
over 60 years after he left Clinton to
fight in the Korean war.

As a member of the Army Reserve,
Corporal Bolden was called upon to
serve shortly after the Korean war
started. He had been in theater for only
a few months when his family back in
Clinton received a telegram with ter-
rible news; Corporal Bolden was miss-
ing in action.

For the next 64 years, his wife,
Geraldean Johnson, would await his re-
turn. In the days and months following
that telegram, Geraldean would check
the paper for news and sneak off to a
quiet place to pray for her husband’s
return.

Corporal Bolden—a light weapons in-
fantryman in Company C, 1st Bat-
talion, 38th Infantry Regiment, 2nd In-
fantry Division—was taken prisoner by
the enemy on January 5, 1951 and died
as a prisoner of war on April 30, 1951.

Last month, upon learning his re-
mains had been positively identified,
Geraldean recounted to KARK news in
Little Rock how her husband would
often appear in her dreams over the six
decades. ‘‘“Those dreams would say he is
coming home this time, this is really
it,”” she told the reporter.

Corporal Bolden was just 22 years old
when he was captured while fighting
the enemy in South Korea. He was
marched to a prison camp just south of
Pyongyang in what his wife told the
Arkansas Democrat-Gazette she heard
was ‘‘the coldest weather there ever
was.”’

About 15 years ago, the military
asked for and obtained DNA from Cor-
poral Bolden’s remaining siblings to
aid in efforts to identify his remains.
Last December, the Army contacted
Geraldean to notify her of a DNA
match. Corporal Bolden became the
fifth Arkansan who had disappeared
during the Korean war to be identified.
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Corporal Bolden was posthumously
awarded the Prisoner of War Medal,
National Defense Service Medal, Ko-
rean Service Medal, Combat Infantry-
man Badge, United Nations Service
Medal, Republic of Korea War Service
Medal, and Republic of Korea Presi-
dential Unit Citation.

I am grateful that after all these
years Corporal Bolden will finally be
reunited with his wife, son, and other
family members. I appreciate the work
of those at the Joint Prisoner of War/
Missing in Action Accounting Com-
mand who helped identify Corporal
Bolden. Most of all, we are grateful for
Corporal Bolden’s service.®

———————

CONGRATULATING UNLV’S LEE
BUSINESS SCHOOL

e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today I
wish to congratulate the Lee Business
School of the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas, UNLV, for receiving top
honors at the American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants, AICPA,
Accounting Competition. UNLV’s Ac-
counting REBEL-ation team included
Annegenelle Figueroa, Kayla Shim,
Brett Sebastian, and Kevin Curry. The
students won a total of $5,000 to benefit
the school’s accounting department, a
contribution that will help future stu-
dents for years to come.

The annual AICPA Competition as-
sesses students’ capabilities in making
decisions on management, operations,
finance, and strategy. This year’s com-
petition drew 140 teams to represent
schools across the country and re-
quired the students to create a cost-ac-
counting system for a fictional busi-
ness called Humble Pies, Inc. The
UNLV accounting team worked over a
3-month period before advancing to the
finals and presenting its ideas to a
panel of accounting executives. Teams
were judged based upon persuasiveness,
technical detail, and creativity. The
students representing UNLV were spe-
cifically applauded for their real-world
business application. These Nevada
students are shining examples of how
hard work and dedication lead to suc-
cess and stand as role models for future
Rebels.

I am excited to see local students
bringing recognition to both Nevada
and to UNLV for their advancement in
a national competition. The Lee Busi-
ness School should be proud to call
itself a top contender in a competitive
environment. I ask my colleagues to
join me and all Nevadans in congratu-
lating these students from UNLV’s Lee
Business School for their unwavering
effort and honorable representation of
Nevada.e

CONGRATULATING MOUNTAIN
RIDGE LITTLE LEAGUE ALL-
STAR TEAM

e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today, 1

wish to congratulate the Mountain

Ridge Little League team from Las

Vegas for receiving first place in the
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Little League World Series U.S. Cham-
pionships. This series began back in
1947 and for the first time, in 2014, a
team from Nevada represented the
greatest Little League team in the Na-
tion. Today, I would like to honor the
players and coaches for their tireless
efforts in reaching their goals and for
representing Nevada with integrity and
hard work.

The Mountain Ridge team, with play-
ers aged 12 to 13 years old, entered the
Little League World Series U.S. Cham-
pionship game with a 16-0 record in
four tournaments, outscoring oppo-
nents 184-29. The team showed its true
dedication to the State by traveling for
weeks, spending time away from fam-
ily and friends. Its journey began at
the Western Regionals Competition on
August 1 in San Bernardino, CA, and
ended on August 25, after competing in
the Little League World Series U.S.
Championship game. Austin Kryszczuk,
most noted for his batting skills, was
labeled best player in the Little
League World Series U.S. Champion-
ships.

All of the players are role models for
future generations of Nevada baseball,
and the coaches serve as shining exam-
ples of leadership. The Mountain Ridge
Little League team’s accomplishment
should be noted as a special moment to
Nevada, after being called the second-
most successful sports team in Las
Vegas’ history after the University of
Nevada, Las Vegas’ men’s basketball
national championship team in 1990.
This team did more for Nevada than
just represent the State on the field. It
revealed the strong community that
Nevada has to offer with many groups
of friends and families coming together
to watch the games.

I am excited to see local athletes
bringing recognition to Nevada and the
Las Vegas community. The Mountain
Ridge Little League team should be
proud to call itself the top baseball
team in the country. I ask my col-
leagues to join me and all Nevadans in
congratulating this team from north-
west Las Vegas for their unwavering
dedication and honorable representa-
tion of Nevada.e

———
RECOGNIZING LANDRY VINEYARDS

e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, small
businesses have the unique ability to
seamlessly fill a niche in their local
communities. In many cases, this
means they offer a service or product
that is completely unique to the re-
gion. As Valentine’s Day and Mardi
Gras quickly approach, I would like to
honor a small business that is not
often associated with the State of Lou-
isiana—a beautiful vineyard and win-
ery. This week’s Small Business of the
Week is Landry Vineyards and Winery
of West Monroe, LA.

In 1999 with the help of their family
and close friends, Jeff and Libby
Landry decided to pursue their dream
of owning and operating a vineyard.
The Landry family started their busi-
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ness by planting Blanc Du Bois grapes
on their 2 acres in Folsom, LA. Four
yvears later, they were licensed as a
Louisiana Native Winery, which al-
lowed their wines to be shipped and
sold across the State. After the devas-
tation of Hurricane Katrina, however,
the Landrys moved their enterprise to
higher ground in the hill country of
West Monroe. Today, the wines pro-
duced at Landry Vineyards are avail-
able in over 300 stores throughout Lou-
isiana and can be purchased across the
country by simply visiting their Web
site.

The Landry family has created an ex-
perience for locals and out-of-towners
that is well worth the trip. Daily tours
of the vineyards are available for small
groups on golf carts, and tractor drawn
wagons are used for the larger groups.
The winery also provides free wine
tastings in the nearby tasting room,
and guests are encouraged to bring pic-
nic lunches to enjoy on the winery
grounds. Each year the winery hosts an
outdoor music concert series that ca-
ters to families with local bands who
perform in all genres like Cajun, funk,
and country blues. The 20-acre prop-
erty also serves as a popular destina-
tion for public and private events, in-
cluding weddings.

In the last 15 years, Landry Vine-
yvards has thrived despite any obsta-
cles—whether it is a natural disaster or
burdensome regulations—in its way. As
I work to make sure the voices and
concerns of small business owners
across the country are heard in Wash-
ington, the history and success of
Landry Vineyards serve as an inspiring
reminder of what is worth fighting for.
Congratulations to Landry Vineyards
and Winery for being selected as this
week’s Small Business of the Week.®

———

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.

———

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.)

———

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:56 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill, without amendment:

S. 1. An act to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline.

The message also announced that the
House has passed the following bill, in
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which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 431. An act to award a Congressional
Gold Medal to the Foot Soldiers who partici-
pated in Bloody Sunday, Turnaround Tues-
day, or the final Selma to Montgomery Vot-
ing Rights March in March of 1965, which
served as a catalyst for the Voting Rights
Act of 1965.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 431. An act to award a Congressional
Gold Medal to the Foot Soldiers who partici-
pated in Bloody Sunday, Turnaround Tues-
day, or the final Selma to Montgomery Vot-
ing Rights March in March of 1965, which
served as a catalyst for the Voting Rights
Act of 1965; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 720. An act to improve intergovern-
mental planning for and communication dur-
ing security incidents at domestic airports,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

————
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, without amendment:

H.R. 22. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt employees with
health coverage under TRICARE or the Vet-
erans Administration from being taken into
account for purposes of determining the em-
ployers to which the employer mandate ap-
plies under the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act (Rept. No. 114-3).

By Mr. BLUNT, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, without amend-
ment:

S. Res. 73. An original resolution author-
izing expenditures by committees of the Sen-
ate for the periods March 1, 2015 through
September 30, 2015, October 1, 2015 through
September 30, 2016, and October 1, 2016
through February 28, 2017.

————

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. GRASSLEY for the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Daniel Henry Marti, of Virginia, to be In-
tellectual Property Enforcement Coordi-
nator, Executive Office of the President.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

—————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms.
AYOTTE, Mr. ScoTT, and Mr. ROUNDS):

S. 470. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt certain edu-
cational institutions from the employer
health insurance mandate, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.
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By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mrs.
MURRAY):

S. 471. A bill to improve the provision of
health care for women veterans by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mr.
REID):

S. 472. A bill to promote conservation, im-
prove public land, and provide for sensible
development in Douglas County, Nevada, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. UDALL:

S. 473. A bill to implement programs and
activities to raise children up out of poverty
and save the next generation; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Mr.
MANCHIN, and Mrs. CAPITO):

S. 474. A bill to require State educational
agencies that receive funding under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to have in effect policies and procedures
on background checks for school employees;
to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. COATS, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. CooNS, Mr. CORKER, Mr. DURBIN,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. HELLER, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. KAINE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
PORTMAN, and Mr. WARNER):

S. 475. A bill to reform the Federal sugar
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself and Mr.
BENNET):

S. 476. A bill to recruit, support, and pre-
pare principals to improve student academic
achievement at eligible schools; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. RUBIO:

S. 477. A bill to terminate Operation Choke
Point; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. KAINE (for himself, Ms. BALD-
WIN, and Mr. PORTMAN):

S. 478. A bill to promote career readiness
indicators and career counseling for stu-
dents; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. FISCHER:

S. 479. A Dbill to amend the National Trails
System Act to direct the Secretary of the In-
terior to conduct a study on the feasibility
of designating the Chief Standing Bear Na-
tional Historic Trail, and other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr.
TOOMEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. BROWN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. SCHUMER, and Ms. WARREN):

S. 480. A Dbill to amend and reauthorize the
controlled substance monitoring program
under section 3990 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr.
WHITEHOUSE):

S. 481. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub-
stances Act and the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act with respect to drug sched-
uling recommendations by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, and with re-
spect to registration of manufacturers and
distributors seeking to conduct clinical test-
ing, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr.
DONNELLY):
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S. 482. A bill to increase from $10,000,000,000
to $50,000,000,000 the threshold figure at
which regulated depository institutions are
subject to direct examination and reporting
requirements of the Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr.
WHITEHOUSE):

S. 483. A bill to improve enforcement ef-
forts related to prescription drug diversion
and abuse, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr.
BARRASSO, and Mr. PORTMAN):

S. 484. A bill to protect all patients by pro-
hibiting the use of data obtained from com-
parative effectiveness research to deny or
delay coverage of items or services under
Federal health care programs and to ensure
that comparative effectiveness research ac-
counts for advancements in personalized
medicine and differences in patient treat-
ment response; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself and Mr.
COTTON):

S. 485. A bill to prohibit the use of eminent
domain in carrying out certain projects; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN):

S. 486. A bill to amend the Head Start Act
to ensure that all children in Head Start and
Early Head Start programs are vaccinated,
and allow exemptions only for children with
underlying medical conditions, for whom
vaccines are therefore medically contra-
indicated; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:

S. 487. A bill to amend the National Flood
Insurance Act of 1968 to allow the rebuilding,
without elevation, of certain structures that
are located in areas having special flood haz-
ards and are substantially damaged by fire,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr.
CRAPO):

S. 488. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to allow physician as-
sistants, nurse practitioners, and clinical
nurse specialists to supervise cardiac, inten-
sive cardiac, and pulmonary rehabilitation
programs; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr.
WYDEN):

S. 489. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of
1930 to increase the maximum value of arti-
cles that may be imported duty-free by one
person on one day; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mrs. CAP-
1To, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. CRruUZ, Mr.
LANKFORD, Mr. LEE, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. VITTER, and Mr. COTTON):

S. 490. A bill to achieve domestic energy
independence by empowering States to con-
trol the development and production of all
forms of energy on all available Federal
land; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr.
ENzI, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
LEAHY, and Mr. DURBIN):

S. 491. A bill to lift the trade embargo on
Cuba; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. KIRK,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, MTr.
HEINRICH, and Mr. BENNET):

S. 492. A bill to amend the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 in order to
improve environmental literacy to better
prepare students for postsecondary edu-
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cation and careers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

By Mr. DAINES (for himself, Mr. CAS-
SIDY, Mr. GARDNER, and Mr. COTTON):

S. 493. A bill to reduce a portion of the an-
nual pay of Members of Congress for the fail-
ure to adopt a concurrent resolution on the
budget which does not provide for a balanced
budget, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and
Mr. SULLIVAN):

S. 494. A Dbill to authorize the exploration,
leasing, development, production, and eco-
nomically feasible and prudent transpor-
tation of oil and gas in and from the Coastal
Plain in Alaska; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. ISAKSON:

S. 495. A bill to revoke the charters for the
Federal National Mortgage Corporation and
the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corpora-
tion upon resolution of their obligations, to
create a new Mortgage Finance Agency for
the securitization of single family and multi-
family mortgages, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself and Mr.
RISCH):

S. 496. A bill to prohibit the use of any Fed-
eral funds to finalize, implement, or enforce
the proposed rule entitled ‘‘Standards for the
Growing, Harvesting, Packing, and Holding
of Produce for Human Consumption”; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. COONS,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. WARREN, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. CASEY, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BROWN,
Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BOOKER, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. MERKLEY,
Mr. PETERS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr.
MARKEY, and Mr. LEAHY):

S. 497. A bill to allow Americans to earn
paid sick time so that they can address their
own health needs and the health needs of
their families; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr.
MANCHIN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. VITTER, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BURR, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. ISAKSON,
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. RISCH, Mrs.
FISCHER, and Mr. DAINES):

S. 498. A bill to allow reciprocity for the
carrying of certain concealed firearms; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. COATS,
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LANKFORD, and Mr.
SCOTT):

S. 499. A bill to amend title IT of the Social
Security Act to prevent concurrent receipt
of unemployment benefits and Social Secu-
rity disability insurance, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. UDALL,
Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. LEE, and Mr.
HATCH):

S. 500. A bill to amend the Mineral Leasing
Act to require the Secretary of the Interior
to convey to a State all right, title, and in-
terest in and to a percentage of the amount
of royalties and other amounts required to
be paid to the State under that Act with re-
spect to public land and deposits in the
State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. UDALL (for himself and Mr.
HEINRICH):

S. 501. A bill to make technical corrections
to the Navajo water rights settlement in the
State of New Mexico, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.
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By Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. CRUZ, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
BOOKER, Mr. PAUL, Mr. WHITEHOUSE,

and Mr. COONS):
S. 502. A bill to focus limited Federal re-

sources on the most serious offenders; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NELSON:
S. 503. A bill to amend the Caribbean Basin

Economic Recovery Act to extend trade pref-
erences for certain articles imported from
Haiti and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr.
KIRK, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
PETERS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BROWN,

Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Mr. DONNELLY):
S. 504. A bill to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to protect and restore
the Great Lakes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.
By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and Mr.

BROWN):

S. 505. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the Health Cov-
erage Tax Credit; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. CASEY, Mr. BROWN,

Mr. CASSIDY, and Mr. GARDNER):

S. 506. A bill to amend part B of title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to exclude cus-
tomary prompt pay discounts from manufac-
turers to wholesalers from the average sales
price for drugs and biologicals under Medi-
care, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. VIT-
TER, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. BAR-
RASSO, Mr. LEE, Mr. ENzI, Mr. ROB-

ERTS, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. MCCONNELL,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. CORNYN, and Mr.
RISCH):

S. 507. A bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act to permit employers to pay
higher wages to their employees; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself,

FLAKE, and Mr. BARRASSO):
S. 508. A bill to amend the FLAME Act of

2009 to provide for additional wildfire sup-
pression activities, to provide for the con-
duct of certain forest treatment projects,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and

Mrs. GILLIBRAND):
S. 509. A bill to establish the African Bur-

ial Ground International Memorial Museum
and Educational Center in New York, New
York, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.
By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mrs. CAPITO,
Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. HELLER,
Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. BOoOz-
MAN, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. CORKER, and Ms.
COLLINS):

S. 510. A bill to require Senate confirma-
tion of Inspector General of the Bureau of
Consumer Financial Protection, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.

MURPHY, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. REED, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr.
HEINRICH, Ms. WARREN, Mr. TESTER,
and Mr. BOOKER):

S. 511. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require that ge-
netically engineered food and foods that con-
tain genetically engineered ingredients to be
labeled accordingly; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. COONS,
and Mr. HELLER):
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S. 512. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to safeguard data stored abroad
from improper government access, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MARKEY:

S. 513. A bill for the relief of Esther
Karinge; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. BROWN, Mr. FRANKEN,
and Mr. BLUMENTHAL):

S. 514. A bill to amend the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to establish
the Promise Neighborhoods program; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. SCHATZ (for himself and Mr.
DURBIN):

S. 515. A bill to amend the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
to provide relief during fiscal years 2016 and
2017 from the reductions in the discretionary
spending limits imposed by sequestration; to
the Committee on the Budget.

By Mr. MURPHY (for himself and Mrs.
MURRAY):

S. 516. A bill to amend the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to permit
alternate standards and assessments for stu-
dents with the most significant cognitive
disabilities; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
CRrRAPO, Mr. RISCH, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr.
UDALL, Mr. BENNET, Mrs. MCCASKILL,
and Mr. TESTER):

S. 517. A Dbill to extend the secure rural
schools and community self-determination
program, to restore mandatory funding sta-
tus to the payment in lieu of taxes program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. CARDIN:

S. 518. A bill to require States to establish
highway stormwater management programs;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. COONS, Mr. CARPER, and
Mr. WARNER):

S. 519. A bill to amend the Chesapeake Bay
Initiative Act of 1998 to permanently reau-
thorize the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and
Watertrails Network; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

By Mr. CARDIN:
S. 520. A bill to amend the Neotropical Mi-

gratory Bird Conservation Act to reauthor-
ize the Act; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Ms.

MIKULSKI):
S. 521. A bill to authorize the Secretary of

the Interior to conduct a special resource

study of President Station in Baltimore,

Maryland, and for other purposes; to the

Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Ms. STA-

BENOW, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. CASEY, Mr.

REID, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.

BENNET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOK-

ER, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr.

CARDIN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. COONS, Mr.

DONNELLY, Mr. FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLI-

BRAND, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. HEITKAMP,

Ms. HIRONO, Mr. KAINE, Mr. KING, Ms.

KLOBUCHAR, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. MARKEY,

Mr. MANCHIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr.

MENENDEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKUL-

SKI, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.

NELSON, Mr. PETERS, Mr. REED, Mr.

SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. SCHUMER,

Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. TESTER, Mr.
UDALL, Mr. WARNER, Ms. WARREN,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN):

S. 522. A bill to amend title XXI of the So-
cial Security Act to extend the Children’s
Health Insurance Program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

S983

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. WAR-
NER, Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 523. A bill to coordinate the provision of
energy retrofitting assistance to schools; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr.
PORTMAN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms.
AYOTTE, Mr. CoONSs, and Mr. KIRK):

S. 524. A bill to authorize the Attorney
General to award grants to address the na-
tional epidemics of prescription opioid abuse
and heroin use; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. CORKER (for himself and Mr.
COONS):

S. 525. A bill to amend the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) to re-
form the Food for Peace Program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Mr.
MURPHY):

S. 526. A bill to sunset the 2001 Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force after three
years; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
BOOKER, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. BLUNT, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. DAINES,
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BURR, Mr. DON-
NELLY, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FRANKEN, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. KAINE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PETERS, Mr.
SANDERS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. WAR-
REN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. ISAKSON,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. CORKER, Mr.
RUBIO, Mr. SASSE, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
COoTTON, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. RISCH, Mr.
WICKER, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. BARRASSO,
Mr. ScoTT, Mr. COATS, Mr. PERDUE,
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. HATCH, Mrs. CAP-
1TO, Mr. HOEVEN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. WYDEN,
Mr. REID, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. THUNE,
Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr.
MCcCONNELL, Mr. REED, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. CooNSs, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
BROWN, Mr. BENNET, Mr. CARDIN, and
Mrs. MCCASKILL):

S. 527. A bill to award a Congressional Gold
Medal to the Foot Soldiers who participated
in Bloody Sunday, Turnaround Tuesday, or
in the final Selma to Montgomery Voting
Rights March in March of 1965, which served
as a catalyst for the Voting Rights Act of
1965; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mrs.
MURRAY):

S. 528. A bill to amend the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 in order to
improve the requirements regarding alter-
nate standards and assessments for students
with the most significant cognitive disabil-
ities, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and
Mr. KIRK):

S. 529. A bill to improve the services avail-
able to runaway and homeless youth who are
victims of trafficking, to improve the re-
sponse to victims of child sex trafficking, to
direct the Interagency Task Force to Mon-
itor and Combat Trafficking to identify
strategies to prevent children from becoming
victims of trafficking and review trafficking
prevention efforts, to protect and assist in
the recovery of victims of trafficking, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BLUNT:

S. Res. 73. An original resolution author-
izing expenditures by committees of the Sen-
ate for the periods March 1, 2015 through
September 30, 2015, October 1, 2015 through
September 30, 2016, and October 1, 2016
through February 28, 2017; from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration; placed
on the calendar.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. WARNER,
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. MAR-
KEY, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE):

S. Res. 74. A resolution declaring that
achieving the primary goal of the National
Plan to Address Alzheimer’s Disease of the
Department of Health and Human Services
to prevent and effectively treat Alzheimer’s
disease by 2025 is an urgent national pri-
ority; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. DURBIN (for Mr. REID (for
himself and Mr. WHITEHOUSE)):

S. Res. 75. A resolution designating the
month of February 2015, as ‘‘National Teen
Dating Violence Awareness and Prevention
Month’; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. WICKER, Mr. COTTON, Mr.
LEE, Mr. HELLER, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
ROUNDS, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. MORAN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. TILLIS,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms.
COLLINS, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. VITTER,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr.
LANKFORD, Mr. RISCH, Mr. DAINES,
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs. CAP-
ITO, Mrs. ERNST, Mr. McCCAIN, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mr. SASSE, Mr. BARRASSO,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. BURR, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr.
CRUZ, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. GARDNER, Mr.
PERDUE, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. COATS, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. ScoTT, Mr.
ENzI, Mr. PAUL, and Ms. MURKOWSKI):

S. Res. 76. A resolution welcoming the
Prime Minister of Israel to the United States
for his address to a joint session of Congress;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. WAR-
REN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. GILLIBRAND):

S. Res. 77. A resolution designating Friday,
February 13, 2015, as ‘$2.13 Day’’; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mr.
REID):

S. Res. 78. A resolution relative to the
death of Jerry Tarkanian, former head bas-
ketball coach of the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. BURR (for himself and Mr.
TILLIS):

S. Res. 79. A resolution honoring Dean
Edwards Smith, former head coach for the
men’s basketball team for the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill; considered
and agreed to.

By Mr. COONS (for himself, Mr. COR-
NYN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. REID, and Mr. RUBIO):

S. Res. 80. A resolution recognizing the
cultural and historical significance of Lunar
New Year; considered and agreed to.

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr.
RUBIO, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, and Mr. GRASSLEY):

S. Res. 81. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that children trafficked
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for sex in the United States should not be

treated or regarded as child prostitutes be-

cause there is no such thing as a ‘‘child pros-

titute”, only children who are victims or

survivors of rape and sex trafficking; consid-
ered and agreed to.

By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr.

REID, Mr. ALEXANDER, Ms. AYOTTE,

Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr.

BENNET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr.

BLUNT, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. BOOZMAN,

Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. BURR,

Ms. CANTWELL, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.

CARDIN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr.

CASSIDY, Mr. COATS, Mr. COCHRAN,

Ms. COLLINS, Mr. COONS, Mr. CORKER,

Mr. CORNYN, Mr. COTTON, Mr. CRAPO,

Mr. CRUZ, Mr. DAINES, Mr. DONNELLY,

Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ENzI, Mrs. ERNST,

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr.

FLAKE, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. GARDNER,

Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.

GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HEINRICH,

Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. HELLER, Ms.

HIRONO, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.

ISAKSON, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KAINE,

Mr. KING, Mr. KIRK, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,

Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEE,

Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.

McCAIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr.

MENENDEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKUL-

SKI, Mr. MORAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr.

MURPHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NELSON,

Mr. PAUL, Mr. PERDUE, Mr. PETERS,

Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. RISCH,

Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROUNDS, Mr. RUBIO,

Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SASSE, Mr. SCHATZ,

Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SES-

SIONS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. SHELBY,

Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr.

TESTER, Mr. THUNE, Mr. TILLIS, Mr.

TOOMEY, Mr. UDALL, Mr. VITTER, Mr.

WARNER, Ms. WARREN, Mr. WHITE-

HOUSE, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. Res. 82. A resolution commending Kath-

leen Alvarez Tritak on her service to the

United States Senate; considered and agreed

to.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 30
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
HELLER) and the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 30, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to mod-
ify the definition of full-time employee
for purposes of the employer mandate
in the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act.
S. 139
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
139, a bill to permanently allow an ex-
clusion under the Supplemental Secu-
rity Income program and the Medicaid
program for compensation provided to
individuals who participate in clinical
trials for rare diseases or conditions.
S. 149
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 149, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the ex-
cise tax on medical devices.
S. 166
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from New York
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(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 166, a bill to stop exploitation
through trafficking.
S. 178
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 178, a bill to provide justice
for the victims of trafficking.
S. 203
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 203, a bill to restore Americans’
individual liberty by striking the Fed-
eral mandate to purchase insurance.
S. 223
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 223, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to establish
a pilot program on awarding grants for
provision of furniture, household
items, and other assistance to home-
less veterans to facilitate their transi-
tion into permanent housing, and for
other purposes.
S. 239
At the request of Mr. ENzI, the name
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
UDALL) was added as a cosponsor of S.
239, a bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, with respect to apportion-
ments under the Airport Improvement
Program, and for other purposes.
S. 255
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name
of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 255, a
bill to restore the integrity of the Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, and for other purposes.
S. 258
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
258, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to remove the 96-
hour physician certification require-
ment for inpatient critical access hos-
pital services.
S. 262
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 262, a bill to reauthorize the
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act, and
for other purposes.
S. 269
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. CAssIDY) and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 269, a bill to expand
sanctions imposed with respect to Iran
and to impose additional sanctions
with respect to Iran, and for other pur-
poses.
S. M
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
271, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to permit certain retired
members of the uniformed services who
have a service-connected disability to
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receive both disability compensation
from the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs for their disability and either re-
tired pay by reason of their years of
military service or Combat-Related
Special Compensation, and for other
purposes.
S. 275
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 275, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for the
coverage of home as a site of care for
infusion therapy under the Medicare
program.
S. 288
At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
288, a bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act to reform the National
Labor Relations Board, the Office of
the General Counsel, and the process
for appellate review, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 301
At the request of Mrs. FISCHER, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the Sen-
ator from New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT-
TER), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
KING), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. HEINRICH), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. PETERS) and the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) were
added as cosponsors of S. 301, a bill to
require the Secretary of the Treasury
to mint coins in commemoration of the
centennial of Boys Town, and for other
purposes.
S. 308
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
308, a bill to reauthorize 21st century
community learning centers, and for
other purposes.
S. 336
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name
of the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
CORKER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
336, a bill to repeal the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act and the
Health Care and Education Reconcili-
ation Act of 2010 entirely.
S. 338
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name
of the Senator from Maine (Ms. COL-
LINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
338, a bill to permanently reauthorize
the Land and Water Conservation
Fund.
S. 347
At the request of Mrs. FISCHER, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 347, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that
the individual health insurance man-
date not apply until the employer
health insurance mandate is enforced
without exceptions.
S. 356
At the request of Mr. LEE, the names
of the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
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BOOKER) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. WYDEN) were added as cosponsors
of S. 356, a bill to improve the provi-
sions relating to the privacy of elec-
tronic communications.
S. 373
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 373, a bill to provide for the es-
tablishment of nationally uniform and
environmentally sound standards gov-
erning discharges incidental to the nor-
mal operation of a vessel.
S. 388
At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 388, a bill to amend the
Animal Welfare Act to require humane
treatment of animals by Federal Gov-
ernment facilities.
S. 391
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name
of the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
GARDNER) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 391, a bill to preserve and protect the
free choice of individual employees to
form, join, or assist labor organiza-
tions, or to refrain from such activi-
ties.
S. 404
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 404, a bill to amend title
18, United States Code, to prohibit tak-
ing minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions.
S. 409
At the request of Mr. BURR, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. TiLLis), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from
Nebraska (Mrs. FISCHER), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and the
Senator from New Hampshire (Ms.
AYOTTE) were added as cosponsors of S.
409, a bill to amend the Sex Offender
Registration and Notification Act to
require the Secretary of Defense to in-
form the Attorney General of persons
required to register as sex offenders.
S. 439
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 439, a bill to end discrimina-
tion based on actual or perceived sex-
ual orientation or gender identity in
public schools, and for other purposes.
S. 466
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. BROWN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 466, a bill to amend title
XI of the Social Security Act to im-
prove the quality, health outcomes,
and value of maternity care under the
Medicaid and CHIP programs by devel-
oping maternity care quality measures
and supporting maternity care quality
collaboratives.
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S. 467
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 467, a bill to reduce recidivism
and increase public safety, and for
other purposes.
S. 469
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
469, a bill to improve the reproductive
assistance provided by the Department
of Defense and the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to severely wounded, ill,
or injured members of the Armed
Forces, veterans, and their spouses or
partners, and for other purposes.
S.J. RES. 5
At the request of Mr. UDALL, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
DONNELLY) was added as a cosponsor of
S.J. Res. 5, a joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States relating to contribu-
tions and expenditures intended to af-
fect elections.
S.J. RES. 8
At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. TILLIS), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. ROUNDS), and the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. SASSE)
were added as cosponsors of S.J. Res. 8,
a joint resolution providing for con-
gressional disapproval under chapter 8
of title 5, United States Code, of the
rule submitted by the National Labor
Relations Board relating to representa-
tion case procedures.
S. RES. 52
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 52, a resolution calling for the re-
lease of Ukrainian fighter pilot Nadiya
Savchenko, who was captured by Rus-
sian forces in Eastern Ukraine and has
been held illegally in a Russian prison
since July 2014.
S. RES. 65
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 65, a resolution supporting efforts
to bring an end to violence perpetrated
by Boko Haram, and urging the Gov-
ernment of Nigeria to conduct trans-
parent, peaceful, and credible elec-
tions.

—————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KAINE (for himself, Ms.
BALDWIN, and Mr. PORTMAN):

S. 478. A bill to promote career readi-
ness indicators and career counseling
for students; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, preparing
all students to be college and career-
ready upon graduating high school is
one of the central promises that public
education and the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, ESEA, should
fulfill. However, career readiness has


bjneal
Text Box
 CORRECTION

January 16, 2016 Congressional Record
Correction To Page S985
On page S985, February 12, 2015, in the third column, the following appears: S. J. RES. 8 At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Portman), the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. Tillis) and the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Sasse) were added as cosponsors of S. J. Res 8, a joint resolution providing for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, of the rule submitted by the National Labor Relations Board relating to representation case procedures.

The online Record has been corrected to read: S. J. RES. 8 At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Portman), the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. Tillis), the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. Rounds), and the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Sasse) were added as cosponsors of S. J. Res 8, a joint resolution providing for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, of the rule submitted by the National Labor Relations Board relating to representation case procedures.



S986

all too often taken a back seat to a
focus on traditional college prepara-
tion. Strong academic skills are essen-
tial to college preparation, but it takes
much more to be truly ready for a ca-
reer.

Today many students graduate high
schools with little knowledge of the ca-
reers available to them and the tech-
nical skills needed to meet the de-
mands of the 2lst century job market.
“‘Career readiness indicators” are fac-
tors that demonstrate a student’s pre-
paredness, including both academic and
technical knowledge and skills, for
postsecondary education and the work-
force. By encouraging school districts
to track and report on career readiness
indicators, States can send a signal to
schools, communities, parents, and stu-
dents that it is critical to be prepared
for the workforce regardless of postsec-
ondary education plans. Additionally,
it provides public data for employers to
help locate their operations in regions
with a high-skilled workforce.

This is why I am pleased to introduce
with my colleagues, Senator PORTMAN
and Senator BALDWIN, the Career
Ready Act, which will amend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
to expand on these efforts by encour-
aging more states to report on courses
in their school systems. This includes
utilizing multiple indicators of career
readiness when states report data to
the federal government such as student
participation in career and technical
education courses or attainment of rec-
ognized postsecondary credentials or
academic and technical skills including
industry-recognized credentials, cer-
tifications, licenses, and postsecondary
degrees. Tracking and publishing this
data provides much-needed informa-
tion for businesses and workforce lead-
ers that is not provided under current
law.

This bipartisan legislation also
strengthens the Elementary and Sec-
ondary School Counseling grant pro-
gram in current law by placing an em-
phasis on career guidance and pro-
viding professional development for
school counselors to use labor market
information and partnerships with
community groups such as local work-
force investment boards, businesses, in-
dustries, and regional economic devel-
opment agencies to educate students
on postsecondary opportunities. The
Career Ready Act encourages schools
to align career exploration course of-
ferings and counseling to the workforce
needs of the local community and co-
ordinate with the requirements of the
Workforce Investment and Opportunity
Act and the Carl D. Perkins Career and
Technical Education Act.

I am proud to introduce this com-
monsense, bipartisan legislation to im-
prove career readiness and career guid-
ance to ensure students are prepared
for the 21st century workforce. I
strongly encourage my colleagues on
the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions committee to consider this legis-
lation in any ESEA reauthorization.
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By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:

S. 487. A bill to amend the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 to allow
the rebuilding, without elevation, of
certain structures that are located in
areas having special flood hazards and
are substantially damaged by fire, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce the Fire-Dam-
aged Home Rebuilding Act.

This legislation is simple. It allows
families living in federally-designated
flood plains to rebuild their home in
the event it is destroyed by a fire.

The bill allows communities to waive
requirements that were meant to block
reconstruction after floods, but which
have been applied to block reconstruc-
tion of homes after fires and other nat-
ural disasters as well.

I was first made aware of this issue
by a constituent from Sacramento,
Jennifer Taylor. Her home in the
Natomas neighborhood burned down,
and she was denied when she applied
for a permit to rebuild it. The county
informed her that Federal floodplain
regulations required her to elevate the
home 20 feet above ground level be-
cause of existing deficiencies in the
levee protecting her neighborhood.

Can you imagine what that would
look like? Every house in the neighbor-
hood at ground level, and one home
towering 20 feet above the rest?

More importantly though, the cost
would be exorbitant, and would not be
covered by her insurance. Instead, the
cost would be imposed on a family try-
ing to get back on its feet after a per-
sonal tragedy.

When the home burned down, the
family collected $71,000 from their in-
surance company. Contractors esti-
mated the cost to restore the home to
its original condition was $170,000—a
significant burden, but one the family
was willing to bear.

But when the family factored in the
cost of elevating their home 20 feet, the
cost skyrocketed. Contractors esti-
mated the elevation project would cost
an additional $200,000.

Just to restore their home to its pre-
vious size and condition, the family
would owe $300,000 more than what
they received from their insurance.

There is a fundamental issue of fair-
ness at stake.

This family tragically lost their
home and many of their personal be-
longings. But instead of helping the
family during this difficult time, the
Federal Government is instead block-
ing them from rebuilding. Why? Be-
cause the Federal Government has
failed to maintain adequate flood pro-
tection.

It just doesn’t seem fair.

The Fire-Damaged Home Rebuilding
Act addresses this issue by allowing
local communities to grant variances
to federal flood plain regulations with-
out jeopardizing their participation in
the program.
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The legislation allows waivers to be
granted only if all of the following con-
ditions are met: communities must al-
ready have taken steps to repair dam-
aged levees, such as seeking Federal
authorization of a levee project, and
there must be previously existing plans
to obtain the requisite 100-year flood
protection in the near future.

The destroyed house must be within
a deep floodplain where it would be too
expensive and unsightly to elevate the
home.

The new home must be built within
the footprint of the destroyed struc-
ture.

The homeowner cannot qualify for
new insurance discounts; and the prop-
erty has never been associated with a
claim to the National Flood Insurance
Program.

These limitations will only allow
families to rebuild very limited cir-
cumstances after tragedy strikes that
is unrelated to a flooding event. The
number of waivers local governments
can approve is capped at ten per year
so that this authority is not subject to
abuse. This limit will ensure that waiv-
ers are used prudently and sparingly.

I strongly oppose new development in
the flood plain. It is irresponsible to
permit new homes or businesses to be
constructed without adequate mitiga-
tion in an area where you know that
flooding is likely.

The Federal floodplain regulations
were put in place to block individual
homeowners from voluntarily ren-
ovating and improving their homes.
They were also designed to block
homeowners from rebuilding after a
flood. By doing so, the Federal Govern-
ment limits its liability for future
flood insurance claims.

Fire-damaged homes clearly rep-
resent an exception to these cir-
cumstances, however. So we need to
adjust the law to eliminate an unfortu-
nate and unintended consequence of an
otherwise good policy.

City and county governments must
be empowered to make case by case
judgments about whether it makes
sense to elevate damaged structures by
10, 15, or 20 feet when the rest of the
neighborhood remains at ground level.

That is exactly what the Fire-Dam-
aged Home Reconstruction Act does. It
provides limited authority to local
governments, which will allow them to
do what makes sense for their commu-
nities and will allow families to rebuild
after a fire or other non-flood disaster.

This is a commonsense piece of legis-
lation and I hope my colleagues will
work to quickly adopt the bill.

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself,

Mr. ENZI, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr.
DURBIN):

S. 491. A bill to lift the trade embar-
go on Cuba; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
rise today to discuss our country’s re-
lationship with Cuba. I have long advo-
cated modernizing our relationship
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with Cuba. The current embargo has
been in place for 50 years, and it has
greatly constrained opportunities for
American businesses by restricting
commerce, by restricting our exports—
things that are made in America—from
going to a place that is only 90 miles
off our shores and has 11 million peo-
ple.

That is why today I introduce the bi-
partisan Freedom to Export to Cuba
Act with Senators ENZI, STABENOW,
FLAKE, LEAHY, and DURBIN. This bill
lifts the trade embargo on Cuba and
knocks down the legal barriers to
Americans doing business in Cuba. This
bill will help open up new economic op-
portunities for American businesses,
which will mean more jobs. It will also
boost opportunities for farmers—some-
thing the Chair knows well coming
from the State of North Dakota, as we
know well in the State of Minnesota.
This will also allow Cubans to have ac-
cess to these products, which we be-
lieve is good for their country, good for
their people so that they can become a
different country.

Freeing our businesses to pursue op-
portunities for development could
greatly help the people of Cuba. Con-
sider for example that Cuba only has a
2G cellular network and that only
about one-fourth of the population has
Internet access. Ultimately, I believe
this legislation will help usher in a new
era for Americans and Cubans shaped
by opportunities for the future rather
than simply a story of the past.

The process the President has jump-
started to normalize our ties with Cuba
is a positive step forward. My home
State of Minnesota exported about $20
million in agricultural products to
Cuba in 2013. I think people are sur-
prised by that, but as many of us know,
there are humanitarian exceptions to
the current embargo. So our country is
already exporting, and my State alone
exported $20 million in products. With
the President’s action alone, the Min-
nesota Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that exports could increase by
another $20 million. The United States
is already the fourth largest source of
imports to Cuba based solely on au-
thorized shipments of agriculture and
medical supplies. Over the past decade
we have been one of Cuba’s top sup-
pliers of food products. So it is not as
if we don’t already do business there,
but unlike every other country, includ-
ing our own neighbor to the north,
Canada, we hamstring our businesses
seeking to export their products there.
Export and travel restrictions have
continued to prevent Americans from
seeking opportunities in Cuba, and the
embargo prevents Cubans from obtain-
ing food and other goods we take for
granted in our country.

Cuban human rights activist Yoani
Sanchez wrote:

It is impossible for Cubans to buy staples
like eggs or cooking oil without turning to
the underground market. Rationing forces
people to stand in line for hours for poultry
and fish. On the Cuban government’s 50th an-
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niversary in 2009, it provided families with
an extra half pound of ground beef, but that
beef was not from the U.S. It was sponsored
by the Venezuelan government . . . a meager
gift nicknamed ‘‘Hugo Chavez’s Hamburger’’
by everyday Cubans.

I say it is time for America to stop
ceding credit for the hamburger to
Venezuela. It is time that we made our
hamburger accessible in Cuba. The
Freedom to Export to Cuba Act will
help us do that. It is simply a targeted
repeal of the provisions in current law
that keep the embargo in place, includ-
ing restrictions that prevent American
businesses from financing their own ex-
ports to the island and requirements
for American farms to seek special li-
censes for any transaction with Cuba.

It is also important to emphasize
what this bill does not do. There are
many outstanding issues that many of
my colleagues have discussed between
our two countries that must be dealt
with, especially our concerns about the
Cuban Government’s repressive poli-
cies. That is why this bill does not re-
peal provisions of current law that ad-
dress human rights in Cuba or that
allow individuals and businesses to
pursue claims against the Cuban Gov-
ernment for property.

None of us is under any illusion
about the nature of the Cuban Govern-
ment. The Cuban Government must
take serious steps to reform politically
and economically. It must free polit-
ical prisoners and stop arbitrarily ar-
resting people for political speech. It
must also take steps to liberalize its
state-centric economic system if it
truly hopes to allow its people to pros-
per and to benefit from growing com-
merce with the United States.

We do not minimize the importance
of those issues, but we also know the
embargo has not helped to solve them.
Members on both sides of the aisle rec-
ognize that continuing along the same
path with respect to Cuba has not
achieved our objectives and in fact has
constrained Americans’ freedom to
pursue business opportunities abroad.
It has hindered our freedom to travel,
which is why I also cosponsored the
Freedom to Travel to Cuba Act re-
cently introduced by Senator FLAKE.

Both that bill and the Freedom to
Export to Cuba Act that I have intro-
duced today with a bipartisan group of
Senators shows that we can work to-
gether in this new Congress to support
a commonsense relationship between
the United States and Cuba.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this legislation. It is a
chance to build on our current progress
and take additional actions to forge a
practical and positive relationship
with the people of Cuba and the people
of America.

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. HEINRICH, and Mr.
BENNET):

S. 492. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 in order to improve environmental
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literacy to better prepare students for
postsecondary education and careers,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I am
reintroducing bipartisan legislation to
provide support for environmental edu-
cation in our Nation’s classrooms. I
thank Senators KIRK, DURBIN, WHITE-
HOUSE, HEINRICH, and BENNET for join-
ing as original cosponsors of the No
Child Left Inside Act of 2015.

Given the major environmental chal-
lenges we face today, it is important to
prioritize teaching our young people
about their natural world. Preparing
the next generation to be stewards of
our natural environment not only
equips them with important skills and
knowledge but also, as studies have
shown, enhances achievement levels in
science and other core subjects and in-
creases student engagement. Another
key benefit is that it promotes healthy
lifestyles by encouraging kids to spend
more time outside.

For more than 3 decades, environ-
mental education has been a growing
part of effective instruction in Amer-
ica’s schools. Responding to the need
to improve student achievement and
prepare students for the 21st century
economy, many states and schools
throughout the Nation now offer some
form of environmental education.

Indeed, according to the National As-
sociation for Environmental Edu-
cation, 47 States and the District of Co-
lumbia have taken steps towards devel-
oping plans to integrate environmental
literacy into their statewide edu-
cational initiatives. In Rhode Island,
organizations such as the Rhode Island
Environmental Education Association,
Roger Williams Park Zoo, Save the
Bay, the Nature Conservancy, and the
Audubon Society, as well as countless
schools and teachers, are offering edu-
cational and outdoor experiences that
many children may never otherwise
have, helping inspire them to learn. In
partnership with the Rhode Island De-
partment of Education, these organiza-
tions have developed a statewide envi-
ronmental literacy plan that is now
being put into action.

Yet, environmental education is fac-
ing a significant challenge, and re-
mains out of reach for too many chil-
dren. With many schools being forced
to scale back or eliminate environ-
mental programs, fewer and fewer stu-
dents are able to take part in related
classroom instruction and field inves-
tigations, however effective or in de-
mand these programs are.

The No Child Left Inside Act would
increase environmental literacy among
elementary and secondary students by
encouraging and providing assistance
to States for the development and im-
plementation of environmental Ilit-
eracy plans and promoting professional
development for teachers on how to in-
tegrate environmental literacy and
field experiences into their instruction.
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The legislation would also support
partnerships with high-need school dis-
tricts to initiate, expand, or improve
their environmental education cur-
riculum, and for replication and dis-
semination of effective practices. Fi-
nally, the legislation would support
interagency coordination and reporting
on environmental education opportuni-
ties across the Federal Government.
This legislation has broad support
among mnational and state environ-
mental and educational groups.

In addition to the benefits that ac-
crue to students, business leaders also
increasingly believe that an environ-
mentally literate workforce is critical
for long-term success. Indeed, accord-
ing to a 2011 survey by the GreenBiz
Group and the National Environmental
Education Foundation, 65 percent of re-
spondents valued environmental and
sustainability knowledge as a factor in
making hiring decisions, and 68 percent
believed that the importance of this
knowledge would continue to grow in
the future. We must ensure that our
students are prepared with the knowl-
edge that employers are looking for,
and that increasingly includes environ-
mental literacy.

For these reasons, I encourage my
colleagues to cosponsor the bipartisan
No Child Left Inside Act and to work
together to include its provisions into
the upcoming reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act.

By Mr. DAINES (for himself, Mr.
CASSIDY, Mr. GARDNER, and Mr.
COTTON):

S. 493. A Dbill to reduce a portion of
the annual pay of Members of Congress
for the failure to adopt a concurrent
resolution on the budget which does
not provide for a balanced budget, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Budget.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I join
Senator CASSIDY of Louisiana, Senator
GARDNER of Colorado, and Senator COT-
TON of Arkansas in introducing the
Balanced Budget Accountability Act.
By establishing the principle No Bal-
anced Budget, No Pay, this legislation
will bring fiscal responsibility to Wash-
ington. The American people deserve a
balanced budget. Unfortunately, Wash-
ington remains unwilling to take the
steps needed to get our country back
on solid fiscal ground. The Balanced
Budget Accountability Act reflects
core principles that work: common
sense business practices that protect
hardworking taxpayers and making
elected officials accountable for deliv-
ering results to the people they serve.
It is what Washington needs to finally
balance the budget.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 493

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“Balanced Budget Accountability Act”.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

Q) The Federal debt exceeds
$18,000,000,000,000, continues to grow rapidly,
and is larger than the size of the United
States economy.

(2) The Federal budget has shown an an-
nual deficit in 45 of the last 50 years.

(3) Deficits and the Federal debt threaten
to shatter confidence in the Nation’s econ-
omy, suppress job creation and economic
growth, and leave future generations of
Americans with a lower standard of living
and fewer opportunities.

(4) It is the duty of Members of Congress to
develop and implement policies, including
balancing the Federal budget, that encour-
age robust job creation and economic growth
in the United States.

(5) Members of Congress should be held ac-
countable for failing to pass annual budgets
that result in a balanced budget.

SEC. 2. REQUIRING ADOPTION OF BUDGET RESO-
LUTION PROVIDING FOR BALANCED
BUDGETS.

(a) ADOPTION OF BUDGET RESOLUTION.—
Each House of Congress shall adopt a concur-
rent resolution on the budget for a fiscal
year which provides that, for each fiscal year
for which a budget is provided under the res-
olution (beginning not later than with the
budget for fiscal year 2025)—

(1) total outlays do not exceed total re-
ceipts; and

(2) total outlays are not more than 18 per-
cent of the gross domestic product of the
United States (as determined by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis of the Department of
Commerce) for such fiscal year

(b) CERTIFICATION BY CONGRESSIONAL BUDG-
ET OFFICE.—Upon the adoption by a House of
Congress of a concurrent resolution on the
budget for a fiscal year, the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office shall transmit
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives or the President pro Tempore of the
Senate (as the case may be) a certification as
to whether or not that House of Congress has
met the requirements of subsection (a) with
respect to the resolution.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply with respect to the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2016 and
each succeeding fiscal year.

SEC. 3. EFFECT OF FAILURE TO ADOPT RESOLU-
TION.

(a) RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016 AND 2017.—

(1) FISCAL YEAR 2016.—

(A) HOLDING SALARIES IN ESCROW.—If the
Director does not certify that a House of
Congress has met the requirements of sec-
tion 2(a) with respect to fiscal year 2016 be-
fore April 16, 2015, during the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) the payroll ad-
ministrator of that House of Congress shall
deposit in an escrow account all payments
otherwise required to be made during such
period for the compensation of Members of
Congress who serve in that House of Con-
gress, and shall release such payments to
such Members only upon the expiration of
such period.

(B) PERIOD DESCRIBED.—With respect to a
House of Congress, the period described in
this subparagraph is the period that begins
on April 16, 2015 and ends on the earlier of—

(i) the date on which the Director certifies
that the House of Congress has met the re-
quirements of section 2(a) with respect to fis-
cal year 2016; or

(ii) the last day of the One Hundred Four-
teenth Congress.

(2) FISCAL YEAR 2017.—

(A) HOLDING SALARIES IN ESCROW.—If the
Director does not certify that a House of

February 12, 2015

Congress has met the requirements of sec-
tion 2(a) with respect to fiscal year 2017 be-
fore April 16, 2016, during the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) the payroll ad-
ministrator of that House of Congress shall
deposit in an escrow account all payments
otherwise required to be made during such
period for the compensation of Members of
Congress who serve in that House of Con-
gress, and shall release such payments to
such Members only upon the expiration of
such period.

(B) PERIOD DESCRIBED.—With respect to a
House of Congress, the period described in
this subparagraph is the period that begins
on April 16, 2016 and ends on the earlier of—

(i) the date on which the Director certifies
that the House of Congress has met the re-
quirements of section 2(a) with respect to fis-
cal year 2017; or

(ii) the last day of the One Hundred Four-
teenth Congress.

(3) WITHHOLDING AND REMITTANCE OF
AMOUNTS FROM PAYMENTS HELD IN ESCROW.—
The payroll administrator shall provide for
the same withholding and remittance with
respect to a payment deposited in an escrow
account under paragraph (1) or (2) that would
apply to the payment if the payment were
not subject to paragraph (1) or (2).

(4) RELEASE OF AMOUNTS AT END OF THE
CONGRESS.—In order to ensure that this sub-
section is carried out in a manner that shall
not vary the compensation of Senators or
Representatives in violation of the twenty-
seventh article of amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, the payroll
administrator of a House of Congress shall
release for payments to Members of that
House of Congress any amounts remaining in
any escrow account under this section on the
last day of the One Hundred Fourteenth Con-
gress.

(5) ROLE OF SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.—
The Secretary of the Treasury shall provide
the payroll administrators of the Houses of
Congress with such assistance as may be nec-
essary to enable the payroll administrators
to carry out this subsection.

(6) PAYROLL ADMINISTRATOR DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the ‘‘payroll administrator”
of a House of Congress means—

(A) in the case of the House of Representa-
tives, the Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives, or an employee of
the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
who is designated by the Chief Administra-
tive Officer to carry out this section; and

(B) in the case of the Senate, the Secretary
of the Senate, or an employee of the Office of
the Secretary of the Senate who is des-
ignated by the Secretary to carry out this
section.

(b) RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018 AND SUBSE-
QUENT FISCAL YEARS.—If the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office does not certify
that a House of Congress has met the re-
quirements of section 2(a) with respect to fis-
cal year 2018, or any fiscal year thereafter,
before April 16 of the fiscal year before such
fiscal year, during pay periods which occur
in the same calendar year after that date
each Member of that House shall be paid at
an annual rate of pay equal to $1.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) the term ‘‘Director’” means the Director
of the Congressional Budget Office; and

(2) the term ‘‘“Member”’ includes a Delegate
or Resident Commissioner to Congress.

SEC. 4. SUPERMAJORITY REQUIREMENT FOR IN-
CREASING REVENUE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate and the
House of Representatives, a bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, conference report, or
amendment between the Houses that in-
creases revenue shall only be agreed to upon
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
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Members of that House of Congress duly cho-
sen and sworn.

(b) RULES OF SENATE AND THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.—Subsection (a) is enacted
by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
respectively, and as such it is deemed a part
of the rules of each House, respectively, but
applicable only with respect to the procedure
to be followed in that House in the case of a
bill, joint resolution, amendment, conference
report, or amendment between the Houses
that increases revenue, and it supersedes
other rules only to the extent that it is in-
consistent with such rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of
that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of
any other rule of that House.

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself
and Mr. SULLIVAN):

S. 494. A Dbill to authorize the explo-
ration, leasing, development, produc-
tion, and economically feasible and
prudent transportation of oil and gas
in and from the Coastal Plain in Alas-
ka; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise, along with my colleague Senator
SULLIVAN, to introduce a bill to open a
small portion of the arctic coastal
plain, in my home State of Alaska, to
oil and gas development. I am intro-
ducing this bill today because I strong-
ly believe that whether oil and gas ex-
ploration should be conducted on a
small portion of the coastal plain is a
question for Congress; not one for uni-
lateral action by Federal agency.

The 1.5 million acres of the Arctic
coastal plain that lie within the non-
wilderness portion of the 19 million
acre Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
are North America’s greatest prospect
for conventional onshore production.
When Prudhoe Bay, the largest conven-
tional oil field in North America and
one of the 20 largest fields in the world
was discovered in 1968, estimates at the
time projected 9.6 billion barrels of oil
would be recovered. The U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey continues to estimate that
this part of the coastal plain has a
mean likelihood of containing 10.4 bil-
lion barrels of oil and 8.6 trillion cubic
feet of natural gas, as well as a reason-
able chance of economically producing
16 billion barrels of oil. With potential
comparable to Prudhoe Bay, the coast-
al plain represents an opportunity to
ensure the American energy renais-
sance continues and our domestic en-
ergy security is bolstered for decades
to come.

Alaska used to provide that founda-
tion for our country. At its peak in
1988, Alaska provided nearly 25 percent
of America’s domestic production.
Today it represents barely 6 percent.
Importantly, despite the Federal gov-
ernment owning almost 70 percent of
the lands in Alaska, almost all of our
oil production is from State lands. The
people of Alaska are doing everything
they can to contribute to America’s en-
ergy security by promoting production
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from State lands. In the past two years
the State of Alaska has passed oil tax
reforms, improved State permitting
and provided more than $1.2 billion in
State tax credits to support the explo-
ration and development of o0il from
State lands. The only production on
federal estate comes from the
Northstar project, a small man-made
island that straddles state and federal
waters in the Beaufort Sea.

For more than 30 years, my State has
successfully balanced resource develop-
ment with environmental protection.
Alaskans have proven, over and over
again, that these endeavors are not
mutually exclusive, and with advances
in technology, the footprint of develop-
ment projects is only getting smaller.
Yet as the Federal level, there is an as-
tonishing refusal to acknowledge the
record.

With new exploration and develop-
ment projects on Federal lands stalled
or outright blocked, Alaska faces a tip-
ping point. The Trans-Alaska Pipeline
System, an engineering marvel that
has served as one of America’s great
energy arteries for decades is facing
more and more challenges from lower
throughput. A closure of TAPS would
shut down all northern Alaska oil pro-
duction, devastating Alaska’s economy
and deepening our dependence on un-
stable petrostates throughout the
world. Exploration and development in
the Arctic offshore and National Petro-
leum Reserve Alaska depend on the
long-term viability of the Trans-Alas-
ka Pipeline System.

The bill I introduce today, would dis-
turb no more than 2,000 acres of the
vast coastal plain. To put this in per-
spective, 2,000 acres is less than ¥ the
size of the local Dulles Airport, or
about Y10 of 1 percent of the refuge.
Since these areas are less than 60 miles
from TAPS, development in the Coast-
al Plain is the quickest, most environ-
mentally sound way to increase oil pro-
duction in Alaska and ensure the pipe-
line will operate well into the future,
providing jobs and supporting the
economies of both Alaska and the
United States.

The bill includes strong protection
for fish and wildlife, fish and wildlife
habitat, subsistence resources, and the
environment. Development would not
move forward if it would cause signifi-
cant adverse impacts to the coastal
plain. The bill also ensures these pro-
tections are strong because it provides
for strict consultation with the resi-
dents of the coastal plain; the City of
Kaktovik as well as the regional gov-
ernment, the North Slope Borough.
The bill also provides important im-
pact aid to the local communities from
the State’s share of revenues due to it
under the Mineral Leasing Act and
Alaska’s Statehood Act.

As we continue to struggle with long-
term unemployment, and an
unsustainable national debt, we need
to pursue development opportunities
more than ever. The shale oil and gas
boom on 2 state and private lands in
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the Lower 48 has been the shining light
as our economy struggles to recover
from the recession. My bill offers us a
chance to produce more of our own en-
ergy, for the good of the American peo-
ple, in an environmentally-friendly
way and with the meaningful impact of
the local people.

For decades, Alaskans, whom polls
show overwhelmingly support develop-
ment of the coastal plain, have been
asking permission to explore and de-
velop the resources located there. Con-
sistent with the Alaska National Inter-
est Lands Conservation Act, ANILCA,
the state of Alaska recently submitted
a plan to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to conduct minimal explo-
ration activities in the coastal plain
and was rejected. Despite the fact that
the State was in court presenting its
case, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
released an updated Plan for the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge that puts
areas like the Coastal Plain in de facto
wilderness status as Wilderness Study
Areas.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
states that they did not consider an oil
and gas alternative, as requested by
the State of Alaska, North Slope Bor-
ough, various Alaska Native Regional
and Village Corporations as well as a
broad spectrum of Alaskans, because
they stated that the decision to con-
duct oil and gas development is one for
Congress to make. I hope this Congress
will rise to that challenge and have the
common sense to allow America to
help itself by developing a small por-
tion of the coastal plain. This is crit-
ical to my State and the nation as a
whole and one more step we can take
to push back against the unilateral ex-
ecutive actions that are threatening
our economy and very system of gov-
ernment.

With this in mind, Senator SULLIVAN
and I will work to educate members of
this chamber about the opportunity we
have and the tremendous benefits it
would provide. We will show why such
development should occur—why it
must occur—and how it can benefit all
of us and help secure our energy secu-
rity for decades to come.

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr.
MANCHIN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. VIT-

TER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH,

Mr. BURR, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
WICKER, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. Bo0oz-

MAN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. RISCH,

Mrs. FISCHER, and Mr. DAINES):

S. 498. A bill to allow reciprocity for
the carrying of certain concealed fire-
arms; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 498

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Constitu-
tional Concealed Carry Reciprocity Act of
2015,

SEC. 2. RECIPROCITY FOR THE CARRYING OF
CERTAIN CONCEALED FIREARMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 926C the following:

“§926D. Reciprocity for the carrying of cer-
tain concealed firearms

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
provision of the law of any State or political
subdivision thereof to the contrary—

‘(1) an individual who is not prohibited by
Federal law from possessing, transporting,
shipping, or receiving a firearm, and who is
carrying a government-issued photographic
identification document and a valid license
or permit which is issued pursuant to the law
of a State and which permits the individual
to carry a concealed firearm, may possess or
carry a concealed handgun (other than a ma-
chinegun or destructive device) that has
been shipped or transported in interstate or
foreign commerce in any State other than
the State of residence of the individual
that—

‘“(A) has a statute that allows residents of
the State to obtain licenses or permits to
carry concealed firearms; or

‘“(B) does not prohibit the carrying of con-
cealed firearms by residents of the State for
lawful purposes; and

‘(2) an individual who is not prohibited by
Federal law from possessing, transporting,
shipping, or receiving a firearm, and who is
carrying a government-issued photographic
identification document and is entitled and
not prohibited from carrying a concealed
firearm in the State in which the individual
resides otherwise than as described in para-
graph (1), may possess or carry a concealed
handgun (other than a machinegun or de-
structive device) that has been shipped or
transported in interstate or foreign com-
merce in any State other than the State of
residence of the individual that—

““(A) has a statute that allows residents of
the State to obtain licenses or permits to
carry concealed firearms; or

‘(B) does not prohibit the carrying of con-
cealed firearms by residents of the State for
lawful purposes.

“(b) CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS.—The
possession or carrying of a concealed hand-
gun in a State under this section shall be
subject to the same conditions and limita-
tions, except as to eligibility to possess or
carry, imposed by or under Federal or State
law or the law of a political subdivision of a
State, that apply to the possession or car-
rying of a concealed handgun by residents of
the State or political subdivision who are li-
censed by the State or political subdivision
to do so, or not prohibited by the State from
doing so.

“‘(c) UNRESTRICTED LICENSE OR PERMIT.—In
a State that allows the issuing authority for
licenses or permits to carry concealed fire-
arms to impose restrictions on the carrying
of firearms by individual holders of such li-
censes or permits, an individual carrying a
concealed handgun under this section shall
be permitted to carry a concealed handgun
according to the same terms authorized by
an unrestricted license of or permit issued to
a resident of the State.

“(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to preempt
any provision of State law with respect to
the issuance of licenses or permits to carry
concealed firearms.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 44 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 926C the fol-
lowing:
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“926D. Reciprocity for the carrying of cer-
tain concealed firearms.”.

(c) SEVERABILITY.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, if any provision
of this Act, or any amendment made by this
Act, or the application of such provision or
amendment to any person or circumstance is
held to be unconstitutional, this Act and
amendments made by this Act and the appli-
cation of such provision or amendment to
other persons or circumstances shall not be
affected thereby.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this Act shall take effect 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act.

By Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. CRUzZ, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. FLAKE, Mr. BOOKER, Mr.
PAuL, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr.
COONS):

S. 502. A bill to focus limited Federal

resources on the most serious offend-
ers; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the Smarter Sen-
tencing Act, which I believe is a very
critical piece of legislation.

I am pleased to be an original cospon-
sor of this legislation in this Congress,
and I thank the bipartisan coalition of
Senators who have come together, led
by Senator MIKE LEE from Utah and
Senator DICK DURBIN from Illinois.
Their leadership on this issue has been
absolutely critical.

The Smarter Sentencing Act has es-
sential front-end reforms. These are re-
forms for when a person gets to the
point of incarceration. What they actu-
ally do is combat injustices in the Fed-
eral sentencing program. They address
a real plague in our country; that is,
mass incarceration.

Think about this: We are the land of
the free. We are a nation that believes
in liberty and justice. But we are sin-
gular in humanity for an awful distinc-
tion: We have 5 percent of the globe’s
population but we incarcerate 25 per-
cent of the globe’s incarcerated people.
That is unacceptable unless you believe
for some reason that Americans have a
higher proclivity for crime, unless you
believe we have something in our water
that makes us more likely to do wrong,
and that is not the case.

The challenge is that we have seen in
the past three decades a profound over-
incarceration driven by a drug war
that has created unfortunate negative
consequences to our society. I thank
Members of Congress for stepping up in
this Congress to speak to this issue. It
is un-American that we should hold the
largest amount of incarcerated people
per population than any other country.
It goes against the very strains of our
society dedicated to liberty, dedicated
to keeping government focused on
what it should be doing, not over-
reaching, not becoming overly aggres-
sive, not surrendering or taking the
liberty unnecessarily of other Ameri-
cans.

I would like to talk for a few minutes
about this broken system. What is bro-
ken in our criminal justice system?
Well, when about three-quarters of our
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Federal prisoners are actually non-
violent offenders—I am actually one of
those people who believe that if you do
a violent crime, you should pay a very
hefty price for that, that we as a soci-
ety should have a place where we take
stern action against people who pro-
mulgate violence, who undermine civil
society. But as we look at this mass-in-
carceration problem where 25 percent
of the globe’s prison population is in
our country, we realize that three-
quarters of those people in the Federal
prison system are nonviolent offenders.
This is not our history. This is not
our tradition. Over the course of all of
our Nation’s history, we did not have
this problem. It has really been the
last 30 years where we have witnessed
the explosion in the U.S. Federal pris-
on population. In those 30 years alone—
think about this—in the last 30 years
alone, the prison population at the
Federal level has expanded by nearly
800 percent. That is a massive and un-
acceptable increase, especially when
you realize this was driven by the in-
carceration of nonviolent offenders.
This expansion of our prison popu-
lation had a harmful effect when those
people were released because once
someone has a nonviolent felony of-
fense, it is hard to get a job, it is hard
to get business licenses, and they can-
not get Pell grants. Often those people
get caught up and go back to being in-
volved in the drug war. So what hap-
pens is that two out of three of those
people get rearrested within 3 years.
We are paying for this broken sys-
tem, this revolving door of arresting
nonviolent offenders, releasing them,
and bringing them back into our sys-
tem. It is plaguing the Federal budget
and, frankly, State budgets all around
our country. Each year more than one-
quarter of a trillion dollars is being
spent on this broken criminal justice
system—money that could be used to
empower people to succeed, to repair
our infrastructure, or, how about this,
it could stay in taxpayers’ pockets.
What makes this system worse is
that it wundermines our American
ideals. As I look across the way from
the Capitol Building where I stand now
and see the Supreme Court, written
above the Supreme Court building, at
the top, is this ideal of equal justice
under law. The ideal that everyone will
be treated equally under the law. But
this broken criminal justice system
has disproportionately impacted cer-
tain Americans and not others, which
undermines America’s core values of
fairness and equal treatment for all.
More than 60 percent of our prison
system is comprised of racial and eth-
nic minorities. The painful reality is
that if somehow African Americans or
Latinos used drugs at different levels
than Whites, that might explain the
disparate impact. If they dealt drugs at
different levels, yes, that might ex-
plain it. But that is not the case. Afri-
can Americans engage in drug offenses
at a lower rate than Whites but are in-
carcerated at a rate 10 times that of
Whites.



February 12, 2015

What is alarming about the mass in-
carceration is that people are actually
not committing more and more crimes.
The National Research Council re-
cently released a report confirming
what numerous other studies have ac-
tually shown: Incarceration rates are
actually not tied to crime rates. We
have seen incarceration rates going up
and up, but now crime rates are coming
down.

What is perpetuating this explosion
of our prison population? It is the war
on drugs that has created over the last
30 years alone an over-criminalization
of nonviolent individuals, which
stacked our prison population full of
Americans, disproportionately minor-
ity and disproportionately poor.

Please understand that the people
paying the highest price for this are
the poor in our country. The New York
Times yesterday published an article
detailing how our jails have become
warehouses made up primarily of peo-
ple too poor to pay bail or to hire law-
yers or too ill with mental health or
drug problems to adequately care for
themselves. If you look at our prison
population, you will see that poverty,
race, mental illness—those are the
folks who are being disproportionately
incarcerated.

If we follow our core ideals of fair-
ness, democracy, and justice—then we
know that mass incarceration is not
who we are. That is not right. That the
times demand that we examine this
broken system and do those common-
sense things that are needed to make
our justice system just, to work first
and foremost for our safety, to not be a
gross waste of taxpayer dollars, and to
make sure basic ideas of fairness are
fulfilled.

This is not just speculation. And
what is so powerful about this moment
in time, even though all I have said so
far is compelling enough, is that we as
Federal actors—the 100 Senators here,
the 435 Congress men and women, the
President and the Vice President—
don’t need to figure out a way forward,
make it up, design legislation based on
our own ideas. We actually only have
to look at the pathway forward by
looking at Governors and legislatures
in the States. They are so burdened by
the costs of this unruly system, a sys-
tem that is now plaguing—the Federal
Bureau of Prisons is plaguing our coun-
try with its cost. What the States are
doing to bear that cost is they are find-
ing pragmatic, commonsense, bipar-
tisan ways to move forward.

In fact, what gets me excited as a
Democrat is that we just have to look
at the red States and what the red
States are doing to reduce their prison
populations. Let me give an example.
States such as Texas, Georgia, and
North Carolina are leading on this
issue, and the Federal Government
should follow.

Texas is a State known for law and
order, and known for being tough on
crime. Yet Texans realize that being
smart on crime means saving taxpayer
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dollars, using that money efficiently
and effectively, lowering crime, and
guess what, hey, we can also lower our
prison population and empower people
to be successful in life and not slip
down that slope back toward recidi-
vism. They have made tremendous
strides in Texas in adopting policies
that are designed to reduce their prison
population and lower recidivism.

In 2007, Texas boasted the fourth
largest incarceration rate in the coun-
try. Faced with a budget projection
that estimated by 2012 the State would
need an additional 17,000 prison beds—
think about that for a second. They
saw that they were going to need to
build more prisons, house 17,000 more
prison beds, and it was going to cost
them $2 billion in Texas. The State’s
legislature said: Enough of this mad-
ness. Enough of this craziness.

They enacted bold reforms that
would act as a model for us in the Fed-
eral legislature. As a result, they
passed this broad-based legislation.
Texas was able to stabilize their prison
population and avert that budgetary
disaster.

Texas State Representative Jerry
Madden, a Republican, noted in a re-
cent hearing before the House Judici-
ary Subcommittee on Crime, Ter-
rorism, Homeland Security and Inves-
tigations that the crime rate is now at
1968 levels. They were able to close
three prisons and six juvenile facilities,
and remarkably the Texas prison sys-
tem is now operating at a 96-percent
capacity. Commonsense reforms.

Georgia is another State. They have
made remarkable progress. They are
showing that reducing the prison popu-
lation can lead to dividends for tax-
payers, and can lower crime. In fact,
over the past 5 years, in terms of the
racial disparities in incarceration,
Georgia has reduced the number of
Black men incarcerated in the State by
20 percent. And they haven’t seen
crime go up—quite the contrary. They
have seen it go down.

These States are proving that they
don’t have to lock up more people to
create that safety we desire. States
such as New Jersey, Texas, California,
Virginia, Hawaii, Wyoming, Massachu-
setts, Kentucky, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, Colorado, New York, South
Carolina, Alaska, and Georgia have all
seen drops in crime rates as they have
been implementing commonsense
criminal justice reform.

So let’s be clear. I am advocating for
the Smarter Sentencing Act, but we
should also be moving for bold, broad-
based criminal justice reforms, copying
the successes of red States with Repub-
lican Governors. We should be looking
at their innovations and following
their commonsense solutions and mir-
roring their success at the Federal
level.

I am speaking of reforms at the front
end when people get arrested; reforms
behind the wall—inside the prison sys-
tem to address what goes on in prison
and helping these people, and reforms
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on the back end when they come out of
prison, to ensure they stay out of pris-
on.

Front-end reforms going on around
our country are exciting, such as sen-
tencing reform. What about radical
ideas such as letting judges make deci-
sions about sentencing and stop trying
to legislate it? Judges are the experts.
They know of the brutality of a per-
son’s circumstances. They can design
sentences.

These policy initiatives should ad-
dress the entire system. Behind-the-
wall efforts should focus on initiatives
to change the way prisoners experience
life behind bars. To get treatment and
job training so they don’t commit fu-
ture crimes. This is commonsense
stuff. We shouldn’t send people to pris-
on and have them become criminalized
or undermine their ability to be suc-
cessful adults when they come out.

We should also focus on that back
end, this idea that we need reentry
policies to help people get jobs, recon-
nect with their families, and become
strong, full-fledged American citizens.
I am speaking of things such as parole
reform.

To move forward we need to think
big. This is what I will be advocating
for. We can tackle this by taking a sys-
temic approach. We must look at a
broad-based reform agenda.

I love the fact that we have conserv-
atives and liberals united on this
issue—Republicans and Democrats, red
Staters and blue Staters. Criminal jus-
tice reform is not a partisan issue, it is
an American issue.

In 2010, Senators on both sides of the
aisle came together to improve our jus-
tice system by passing the Fair Sen-
tencing Act, which the President
signed into law. This was a bipartisan
piece of legislation that reduced the
sentencing disparities between crack
and powder cocaine—drugs that are
pharmacologically indistinguishable.
They changed it from 100 to 1 to 18 to
1, and I thank Senators DURBIN, GRASS-
LEY, LEAHY, and GRAHAM for their lead-
ership on this issue.

Last year I joined with Senator RAND
PAUL from Kentucky. I don’t know how
many sentences are used by people that
contain the names CORY BOOKER and
RAND PAUL in them, but we agree on
this issue. We have common ground,
and we introduced the REDEEM Act.
This legislation aims to keep juveniles
out of the criminal justice system. We
looked to stop acts that many other
countries consider torture, such as tak-
ing juveniles and routinely putting
them into solitary confinement where
they are traumatized and often come
out of those circumstances more likely
to do harm to themselves or others. We
are going to reintroduce that bill this
year.

Just last month I sat on a criminal
justice reform panel right here in the
Halls of the Senate, hosted by Van
Jones on the left and Newt Gingrich on
the right. In the last few months I have
talked to Grover Norquist, I have
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talked to the Koch brothers’ represent-
ative, their chief counsel, and I have
talked to conservative think tanks and
Christian evangelicals. All of us agree
on this issue. This chorus of voices,
this coalition, this courageous commit-
ment to our country’s ideals lets us
know that whether you consider your-
self a liberal or a conservative, whether
you consider yourself moderate lean-
ing, left or right, this is an area we can
agree on. It will save taxpayer money,
uphold our ideals of liberty and free-
dom, create safer communities, and
empower individuals to be successful.

Today I am excited to have joined
with Senators LEE, DURBIN, LEAHY, and
CrUZ to support the Smarter Sen-
tencing Act. We need to have this con-
versation about reducing Federal man-
datory minimums. In fact, I love that
the Urban Institute has stated that
mandatory minimums for drug offenses
is the single largest factor in the
growth of the Federal prison popu-
lation.

Let me repeat that. Mandatory mini-
mums for drug offenses are the single
largest factor in the growth of the Fed-
eral prison population. A key factor in
that 800-percent growth in the last 30
years has been driven by nonviolent
drug offenders and mandatory mini-
mums.

This bill also would do other things.
It would expand the Federal safety
valve, giving judges greater discretion
and allowing them to hand out their
sentences. Those people who believe in
separation of powers, let the judiciary
have more space to hand down fairer
sentences and not shackle them with
laws made by legislators who don’t
know the particulars of a case. Many
Federal judges have spoken out about
mandatory minimums being unneces-
sarily restrictive for them in doing
their job.

The bill would also make the Fair
Sentencing Act retroactive, which
would allow persons convicted under
the old crack-powder cocaine disparity
to now receive a fairer sentence. With
the crack-cocaine law changed in 2010,
an individual arrested today would re-
ceive a lesser sentence. So making this
law retroactive to impact people sen-
tenced for crack cocaine offenses prior
to 2010 is only fair.

This bill could save a lot of money—
hundreds of millions of dollars. It
would give us some freedom not only to
return some toward debt relief for this
country—Lord knows we need to focus
on that—but also to invest in other
programs many people on both sides of
the aisle support, such as reentry pro-
grams to help people stay out of prison
and get back to a productive lifestyle.
If enacted into law as the bill is cur-
rently scored, it would save $3 billion
over the next decade alone. This is
critically important.

So this is a call to the conscience of
the Congress. Every single day we
pledge allegiance to our flag. That is
not something anybody in this Cham-
ber does as sort of a routine, perfunc-
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tory salute. We say those words be-
cause they mean something, and we
end with this ideal that is a light to all
of humanity—this ideal of liberty and
justice for all.

If we mean those words, then that,
across the board, is what we should be
pursuing in this body. We know in our
country States are doing things to fur-
ther uphold these ideals, that they are
making commonsense reforms that are
keeping people safe and lowering
crime, commonsense reforms that are
saving taxpayer dollars and relieving
the burden on taxpayers and budgets,
that they are passing reforms that lib-
erate people from the shackles of an
imprisonment that is unnecessary,
that is directly addressing the painful
disparities of race and poverty, and
that it is empowering Americans, our
brothers and sisters. In all of our holy
texts it talks about the dignity of all
people, whether they are behind bars or
on our streets, the dignity of worth
that empowers people to be successful,
to have life and liberty and to pursue
their happiness.

So I say I support reforming our
criminal justice system. More impor-
tantly, I say let’s support our ideals.
Let’s be a nation of liberty and justice
for all. Let’s follow the lead of coura-
geous governors and legislatures and
let’s make this Nation even better than
it is today. I urge all Senators to
promptly pass the Smarter Sentencing
Act through the Senate.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. RISCH, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mr. UDALL, Mr. BEN-
NET, Mrs. MCCASKILL, and Mr.
TESTER):

S. 517. A bill to extend the secure
rural schools and community self-de-
termination program, to restore man-
datory funding status to the payment
in lieu of taxes program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I
am proud to introduce the Secure
Rural Schools and Payment in Lieu of
Taxes Repair Act with my colleague
Senator CRAPO. The bill will ensure
that counties across the nation will
have three more years of Secure Rural
Schools, SRS, payments. Additionally,
the bill would restore mandatory fund-
ing for Payment in Lieu of Taxes,
PILT.

Because Congress failed to take ac-
tion to reauthorize SRS before the end
of the 113th Congress, counties across
the country received SRS payments
this week that represent a fraction of
last year’s payment, leaving counties
struggling to find ways to fund schools,
roads, and emergency services this
year. Without certainty and stability,
counties will be forced to make cuts to
essential services, leaving residents
and communities reeling. County pay-
ments are a lifeline for cash-strapped
rural communities that are already
facing shortfalls to pave roads, keep
teachers in schools and firefighters on
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call. This bipartisan bill keeps up the
commitment the government made to
support rural counties in Oregon and
across the country. I am glad to once
again partner with Senator CRAPO to
get this vital legislation across the fin-
ish line.

Right now, this bill is not funded. It
will be. Senator CRAPO and I will work
with our colleagues to find funding for
these important programs that is satis-
factory to the left and to the right.

Funding for counties is an issue that
impacts almost every State in the
country. As Congress considers this
bill, I ask my colleagues to talk to
county leaders in their home states,
visit local communities struggling to
fund critical services, and find out how
SRS and PILT impact their budgets,
their priorities, and their quality of
life. Rural communities deserve better
than to have politics delay funding for
SRS, so I urge my colleagues to join
Senator CRAPO and me in our efforts to
reauthorize this critical program.

By Mr. CARDIN:

S. 518. A bill to require States to es-
tablish highway stormwater manage-
ment programs; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today I
come to the floor to discuss the intro-
duction of my latest legislative pro-
posal to better control the harmful and
volumes of polluted stormwater that is
generated from our Nation’s Federal
aid highways. Highway stormwater is a
growing threat to water quality, aquat-
ic ecosystems and the fish and wildlife
that depend on the health of these eco-
systems. Moreover, the high volumes
and rapid flow of stormwater runoff
from highways and roads poses a very
serious threat to the condition of our
Nation’s water and transportation in-
frastructure as well as personal prop-
erty particularly in urban and subur-
ban communities.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy has recognized that pollution from
point sources have been steadily de-
clining since the enactment of the
Clean Water Act. Likewise, we have
seen reductions in pollution from cer-
tain non-point sources like agriculture
which are attributable in part to the
success of a wide variety of USDA Nat-
ural Resource Conservation Service
Programs and farming innovations in
soil conservation and nutrient pollu-
tion management.

One non-point source sector where we
are unfortunately seeing an increasing
impact on water quality is from imper-
vious surface that create rapidly mov-
ing high volumes of untreated polluted
stormwater that rush off of road sur-
faces, erode unnatural channels next to
and ultimately underneath roadways
comprising the integrity of roadway in-
frastructure, and increases the stress
on storm sewer systems shortening the
useful life of this infrastructure and ul-
timately lead to the discharge of un-
treated pollution that is carried off
roadways and into our lakes, rivers,
streams, and coastal waters.
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Impervious surfaces include most
buildings and structures, parking lots
and of course the nearly 9 million lane
miles of roads across our country. The
total coverage of impervious surfaces
in an area is usually expressed as a per-
centage of the total land area.

The coverage increases with rising
urbanization. In rural areas, imper-
vious cover may only be 1 percent or 2
percent, however road surfaces com-
prise 80 percent-90 percent of a rural
area’s total impervious surfaces. In res-
idential areas, impervious surface cov-
erage ranges between 10 percent in low-
density subdivisions to over 50 percent
in more densely developed commu-
nities, where the composition of the
impervious surface area coverage
works out to be 50 percent roads. In
dense urban areas, the impervious sur-
face area is often over 90 percent the
total land area, with roads comprising
60 percent-70 percent of that coverage.

According to EPA, urban impervious
cover, not just roads, in the lower 48
adds up to 43,000 square miles—an area
roughly the size of Ohio. Continuing
development adds another quarter of a
million acres each year. Typically two-
thirds of the cover is pavement, roads
and parking lots, and %5 is buildings.

According to the Chesapeake Bay
Program, impervious surfaces compose
roughly 17 percent of all urban and sub-
urban lands in the Chesapeake Bay wa-
tershed. The greatest concentration of
impervious surfaces in the bay water-
shed is in the Baltimore-Washington
Metropolitan Areas of DC, Maryland
and Virginia. The Virginia Tidewater
area, Philadelphia’s western suburbs,
and Lancaster, PA, are also regions in
the watershed where impervious sur-
faces are greater than 10 percent of the
total land area.

Rainfall on hard surfaces like roads
and highways has a very destructive
and turbulent affect on nearby water-
ways and infrastructure. For example,
the rain events that occur over a week
long period at the end of April brought
nearly 8 inches of rain to the Balti-
more-Washington region. The urban
runoff from roads in Baltimore caused
an embankment above the CSX rail-
road track along East 26th Street, be-
tween St. Paul and Charles Street, to
collapse. Fortunately no one was in-
jured though homes had to be evacu-
ated for more than a month, nearly a
dozen parked cars were destroyed and
moreover movement of freight along
CSX railroad was disrupted for more
than a week. This event shows just how
destructive and disruptive poorly man-
aged stormwater from transportation
infrastructure can be.

Some may chalk this up to a freak
storm of unusually large proportion.
It’s true this storm was unusual, but so
were the polar vortexes and all of the
snow New England and Buffalo received
this winter, and 2013’s 3-mile wide tor-
nado in Alabama, the ongoing drought
in California. ‘‘Unusual’” weather
seems to becoming a lot more usual. As
extreme weather events triggered by
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our changing climate become more fre-
quent it is imperative that we incor-
porate better designs into our infra-
structure to be better handle these
types of events.

Under the Clean Water Act,
stormwater is considered a non-point
source and there are no requirements
that stormwater be collected or treat-
ed. The exception being for localities
where in order to meet the standards
set in an MS4, Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System, permit a region
may include its transportation infra-
structure in its MS4 permit.

However, in most cases stormwater
that falls on roadways washes oil,
grease, asbestos brake-dust, nitrogen
deposits from tailpipe emissions, trash,
road salt and de-icing agents, and sedi-
ment into nearby waterways. Highway
stormwater runoff is most often not
treated or adequately managed.

While these organic and inorganic
contaminants are legitimate threats to
water quality, the greater concern with
roadway runoff is the sheer volume and
rapid flow rate in which stormwater
leaves these hard surfaces and enters
our waterways. Flows and volumes
that cause roads to collapse in Balti-
more.

Roads are designed for stormwater to
flow off of the driving surface quickly,
for safety reasons. When stormwater
rushes off of road surfaces into storm
drains it is usually piped straight into
the nearest river or stream without re-
moving contaminants, detaining any of
the volume, or slowing down the flow.
This creates an enormously destructive
set of circumstances for our water-
ways.

Another example of the destructive
force that persistent unmitigated and
poorly managed highway runoff can
have on the condition and safety of
highway infrastructure is in Mobile
Alabama along Highway 131 in the
Joe’s Branch Watershed. The Mobile
Bay Estuary Program, part of the Na-
tional Estuaries Program, in coordina-
tion with Alabama Department of
Transportation is having to spent mil-
lions of dollars to reinforce a highway
embankment to keep the highway from
slipping down a hill and into the Joe’s
Branch Creek, restore the hydrology of
the river, and help protect private
property from the dangerous erosion
that’s been caused by poorly managed
stormwater from Highway 131.

The Mobile Bay Estuary Program de-
scribed the problem this way: “‘In the
Joe’s Branch watershed, on the prop-
erty of Westminster Village adjacent
and parallel to Highway 131, a head cut
stream is eroding at an accelerating
rate, an ominous condition as ALDOT
prepares to undertake improvements to
the highway. Identified as a high pri-
ority stabilization area in the D’Olive
Creek, Tiawasee Creek and Joe’s
Branch Watershed Management Plan,
MBNEP has submitted a funding re-
quest to the Alabama Department of
Environmental Management on behalf
of its partners in Spanish Fort, Daph-
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ne, ALDOT and Westminster Village to
undertake restoration of the stream
using a cutting-edge technology called
Regenerative Step Pool Storm Convey-
ance.”’

The four entities involved are spend-
ing large amount money to repair a
problem caused by stormwater damage
that could have been prevented at a
lower cost by incorporating better
stormwater mitigation facilities into
the design of the highway.

These high-volume/high-speed flows
also hasten the deterioration of water
infrastructure. A 2001 study on the ero-
sive power of urban stormwater flows
examined how excessive stormwater
volumes and flow rates off of urban
surface infrastructure caused more
than $1 million in roadway and water
infrastructure damage in the Cin-
cinnati metropolitan areas in Ohio and
Kentucky in a single year.

While there are serious water quality
concerns with not adequately control-
ling roadway infrastructure runoff,
there are serious infrastructure costs,
that are ultimately passed on to tax-
payers and ratepayers, that can be
avoided if transportation authorities
do more to control and manage
stormwater runoff with the infrastruc-
ture assets they manage and build.

The increased incidence of flash
flooding events that occur even during
seemingly mild and routine storm
events is a direct result of the growing
percentage of impervious land cover in
urban and suburban communities. Re-
placement of the ‘‘greenscapes’ that
are lost to pavement is essential to re-
storing hydrological balance to our
urban and suburban communities and
impaired watersheds.

According to USGS: an inch of rain
on one square foot of pavement pro-
duces 1.87 gallons of stormwater,
Scaled up, 1 inch of rain on one acre
would produce 27,150 gallons of
stormwater. Using FHWA design stand-
ards for interstate highway lane and
shoulder widths, 12 feet per lane, 10
foot right shoulder, 2x, 4 foot left
shoulder, 2x, 10 miles of a four lane
interstate highway generates nearly 2.5
million gallons of polluted stormwater
for every inch of rain. To put that into
perspective for the Potomac and Ana-
costia River Watersheds: The Capital
Beltway, not including its 48 inter-
changes, generates nearly 30 million,
29,920,946, gallons of polluted
stormwater for every inch of rain that
falls on the 64 mile 8 to 12 lane inter-
state highway loop. It is volumes of
stormwater like that which cause dan-
gerous streambank erosion.

Gillies Creek is an urban waterway
located East of Downtown Richmond.
It is a tributary of the James River
which flows into the Chesapeake Bay.
Gillies Creek is surrounded by indus-
trial and residential development and
also receives stormwater from State
highway 33, Interstate 64, US 60, and
hundreds of city streets including
Stony Run Parkway which directly ad-
jacent to the creek for several miles.
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The banks and bed of this creek have
eroded so badly as urban development
around the creek has added more im-
pervious surfaces to the watershed that
streambed sheering has created cliffs
more than 10 feet tall at spots along
the creek. Trees supporting the bank
continually fall into the creek and
nearby roadways and other infrastruc-
ture as well as homes and business are
at risk. Reducing the impacts of the
storms by mitigating the flow and vol-
ume of stormwater in this watershed
will protect against further erosion and
save the cost of repair and eventual re-
placement of the assets located along
this endangered creek.

The aim of this legislation is to im-
prove highway designs to better man-
age stormwater to avoid the costly
damage that poorly managed
stormwater causes to infrastructure
and nearby streams, rivers and coastal
waters.

I held a hearing on this issue in the
Water and Wildlife Subcommittee on
May 13, 2014. I heard many ideas from
both the minority and majority wit-
nesses that were invited to present tes-
timony at this hearing. I listened to
the concerns of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle and I have incor-
porated provisions into this bill that
should alleviate concerns they may
have had with previous attempts to
better control highway stormwater.

My bill’s approach to highway runoff
management is one that I hope my col-
leagues of both parties can support.
First of all it put States in the driver’s
seat for developing hydrological anal-
ysis and implementation of best man-
agement practices to control highway
runoff. The objective of the legislation
is to control and manage flow and vol-
ume of stormwater from highways not
to treat runoff in order to meet water
quality standards. By taking this sort
of approach we avoid EPA’s involve-
ment in the process. Lastly, States
would only need to apply these proce-
dures to new construction on major re-
configuration projects that signifi-
cantly increases the amount of imper-
vious surface in the project area.

Title 23 of the U.S. Code states:
“transportation should play a signifi-
cant role in promoting economic
growth, improving the environment,
and sustaining the quality of life”
through the use of ‘‘context sensitive
solutions.” In 2008, the Government
Accountability Office issued a report
examining key issues and challenges
that needed to be addressed in the next
reauthorization of the transportation
bill. That report highlighted the clear
link between transportation policy and
the environment. With 985,139 miles of
federal aid highways stretching from
every corner of the US, polluted high-
way runoff is no small problem facing
our Nation’s waters. I would urge my
colleagues to join me trying to address
this problem facing America’s water-
ways and infrastructure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 518

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 ‘“‘Highway
Runoff Management Act’.

SEC. 2. FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY RUNOFF MAN-
AGEMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 3 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“$330. Federal-aid highway runoff manage-
ment program

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) COVERED PROJECT.—The term ‘covered
project’ means a reconstruction, rehabilita-
tion, reconfiguration, renovation, major re-
surfacing, or new construction project on a
Federal-aid highway carried out under this
title that results in—

‘“(A) a 10-percent or greater increase in im-
pervious surface of the aerial extent within
the right-of-way of the project limit on a
Federal-aid highway or associated facility;
or

‘(B) an increase of 1 acre or more in imper-
vious surface coverage.

‘“(2) EROSIVE FORCE.—The term ‘erosive
force’ means the flowrate within a stream or
channel in which channel bed or bank mate-
rial becomes detached, which in most cases
is less than or equal to the flowrate produced
by the 2-year storm event.

‘(3) HIGHWAY RUNOFF.—The term ‘highway
runoff ’, with respect to a Federal-aid high-
way, associated facility, or management
measure retrofit project, means a discharge
of peak flow rate or volume of runoff that ex-
ceeds flows generated under preproject con-
ditions.

““(4) IMPACTED HYDROLOGY.—The term ‘im-
pacted hydrology’ means stormwater runoff
generated from all areas within the site lim-
its of a covered project.

“(6) MANAGEMENT MEASURE.—The term
‘management measure’ means a program,
structural or nonstructural management
practice, operational procedure, or policy on
or off the project site that is intended to pre-
vent, reduce, or control highway runoff.

“(b) STATE HIGHWAY STORMWATER MANAGE-
MENT PROGRAMS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this section,
each State shall—

‘“(A) develop a process for analyzing the
erosive force of highway runoff generated
from covered projects; and

‘“(B) apply management measures to main-
tain