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The House met at noon and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. WOMACK).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 7, 2016.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVE
WOMACK to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2016, 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 1:50 p.m.

————

CARBON TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. JENKINS) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the House will vote this week
on a resolution of disapproval on a car-
bon tax, a new tax that would greatly
hurt my State of West Virginia.

West Virginia is the second largest
producer of coal in the United States.
The coal mined in West Virginia made
this country what it is today. It made
the steel that built skyscrapers and the
ships that won world wars.

If a carbon tax would be imposed, all
of this would change. According to the
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice, a carbon tax would hurt our econ-
omy. It would raise prices and diminish
people’s purchasing power. It would re-
duce the number of hours people
worked, resulting in lost wages. It
would also disproportionately hurt
low-income families and raise energy
prices for seniors and families.

West Virginia already has one of the
highest unemployment rates in the Na-
tion. What we need are policies that
create more jobs, encourage companies
to expand and hire, diversify our econ-
omy, and reinvest in our people.

Our coal miners and our coalfields
have suffered enough. They can’t afford
a tax on the very energy West Virginia
produces.

The message is clear: West Virginia
needs more jobs and reinvestment, not
a carbon tax.

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW OZONE STANDARDS

Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the EPA is at it again. It is
writing yet another rule that will hurt
our economy and could make it harder
for us to build new roads and create
jobs.

In this economy, when West Virginia
has one of the highest unemployment
rates in the Nation, the last thing we
need is more red tape. We don’t need
more bureaucrats getting in the way of
our State’s ability to develop our re-
sources.

The new ozone standards the EPA
wants to impose on States would hurt
manufacturing, drilling, mining, and
agricultural operations, hurting the
families who depend on these jobs.

The EPA is ratcheting up its ozone
standard on States. Most States and
counties haven’t even met the 2008
ozone standard, and now the bar is
being raised again. This is unrealistic.

Counties not in compliance with the
new standard could find it even harder
to attract and build new developments.

In southern West Virginia, that means
we might not be able to redevelop our
former mine sites to their full poten-
tial. It could even halt the much-need-
ed Hobet mine redevelopment.

Noncompliant counties also might
not be able to build new highways. For
southern West Virginia, that could
mean long planned highway projects
are put on the back burner again.

This week, we will vote in the House
on a bill to put the brakes on the
EPA’s latest actions. We will give the
States time to catch up before the EPA
tries to impose yet another standard.
We will protect public health while en-
suring implementation of new ozone
standards that don’t cripple our econ-
omy.

This is a commonsense bill that de-
serves bipartisan support.

———
HONORING ANITA DATAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. LOWEY) for 5 minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor an extraordinary public servant,
Anita Datar, who was tragically killed
late last year during the despicable ter-
rorist attack at the Radisson Blu Hotel
in Bamako, Mali.

Anita, only 41 years old, was senior
director for field programs for the
international development firm, Palla-
dium. She went to Mali on a USAID-
supported research project focused on
women’s reproductive health.

Raised in New Jersey, Anita devoted
her entire career to international pub-
lic health and development. She start-
ed as a Peace Corps volunteer in Sen-
egal, and then continued to travel
throughout sub-Saharan Africa, Latin
America, and the Caribbean, helping
vulnerable communities escape poverty
and disease.

Anita founded a nonprofit organiza-
tion that connects low-income women
in developing countries to quality
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health services. She was especially
committed to expanding access to fam-
ily planning services and treating and
preventing HIV.

Anita’s son, Rohan, is in the gallery
today with his father, David. They will
join Anita’s friends and colleagues at a
reception this evening at the U.S. In-
stitute of Peace to remember Anita
and celebrate the mark her work left
on so many.

Rohan recently moved to my home
district in New York. Rohan, we are
proud and honored to have you in our
community. Your mom made the world
a better place through her passion,
spirit, and dedication to helping oth-
ers. Her selfless commitment to service
is one of the many indelible legacies
Anita bestowed on Rohan and all those
who had the honor of knowing her.

I would also note that the Senate
passed, on February 1, 2016, a bipar-
tisan resolution, S. Res. 347, honoring
the memory and legacy of Anita Ashok
Datar; condemning the terrorist attack
in Bamako, Mali, on November 20, 2015;
and extending heartfelt condolences
and prayers to the family, friends, and
colleagues of Anita Ashok Datar, par-
ticularly her son, Rohan; and the indi-
viduals touched by the life of Anita
Ashok Datar or affected by her death,
including the dedicated development
professionals and volunteers that con-
tinue to selflessly engage in critical
humanitarian and development efforts.

The text of S. Res. 347 can be found
on pages S134-S135 of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, dated Wednesday, Jan-
uary 20, 2016.

We will continue to be inspired by
Anita’s dedication to helping others.

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
0 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.

————

PRAYER

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

We give You thanks, O merciful God,
for giving us another day.

In these days after Memorial Day, we
thank You again for the ultimate sac-
rifices of so many of our citizen ances-
tors. Bless their families with Your
consolation. Bless, as well, the men
and women who serve our Nation this
day in our Armed Forces.

O God, You have blessed every person
with the full measure of Your Grace
and given us the bounty of Your Spirit.
We pray, especially today, for Your
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children here in the TU.S. but also
across the world who are lacking in the
nutrition to develop and grow as
human persons, fully alive. May we
who have so much work to provide
bread for the world, especially for
those in the first 1,000 days of their
lives, from conception to early child-
hood.

As the Members of this people’s
House return from the Memorial Day
adjournment, bless them with the wis-
dom and perseverance to attend to the
pressing needs of all who hunger and
thirst, for sustenance, and for justice.

May all that is done this day 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 gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. EMMER) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota 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.

————

REMEMBERING A TRUE
MINNESOTAN

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

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to remember the life of
St. Cloud native Wheelock Whitney.
Mr. Whitney devoted his life to the
State of Minnesota and to our commu-
nity.

Wheelock Whitney was born in St.
Cloud, Minnesota, and joined the Navy
following high school. After serving his
country, he attended Yale University
and went on to become the successful
CEO of J.M. Dain & Company until he
retired in 1972.

Wheelock’s passions, however, ex-
panded far past business. He served as
the mayor of Wayzata, Minnesota, and
ran for the U.S. Senate in 1964. He also
ran for Governor of the State of Min-
nesota in 1982. Wheelock was active in
politics throughout his long life. He
was also a baseball enthusiast and was
instrumental in bringing our beloved
Twins to Minnesota.

While Wheelock will, undoubtedly, be
remembered for his successful career
and many endeavors, many of us will
remember him for his charity. Among
his many charitable efforts, Wheelock
served as the chairman of the National
Council on Alcoholism and Drug De-
pendence, and he cofounded the John-
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son Institute, which helps fight addic-
tion.

Wheelock Whitney was a man with a
great heart. He lived to help others and
strived to make Minnesota a wonderful
place to live, and we will all miss him.

———

THE FAILURE OF HOUSE
REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
licans in Congress have failed to pass a
budget or to adequately address the
health crises that we have brewing in
this country, including one in my own
hometown of Flint, Michigan.

Now, this week, Speaker RYAN is try-
ing to distract the focus from Repub-
lican Party leader and presumptive
nominee Donald Trump’s racist and
bigoted remarks toward Mexican
Americans and Muslim Americans.

Releasing white papers is not enough
to offset what the leader of your party
is saying every day about American
citizens.

Last week, for example, Donald
Trump questioned the ability of an
American Federal judge to do his job—
this is a direct quote—because ‘‘he’s a
Mexican.” He even doubled down on
this extreme position, questioning
whether a Muslim American judge
could also properly do his job based on
his religion, based on his beliefs. These
are deeply troubling, racist, un-Amer-
ican comments that cannot be toler-
ated, that cannot be accepted.

Honestly, if I felt as if the leadership
in the House were doing its job to over-
come that so as to do its own job and
not align with those sorts of state-
ments by allowing its own legislation
to fail because of the willingness to fly
the Confederate flag, it would be far
more acceptable.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. JEN-
KINS of West Virginia). The Chair will
remind Members to refrain from engag-
ing in personalities towards presump-
tive nominees for the Office of the
President.

————

SPEAKER RYAN’S “A BETTER
WAY” AGENDA

(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, this week, Speaker of the
House PAUL DAVIS RYAN presented a
positive program on what Republicans
support—A Better Way—which is our
vision for a confident America.

Speaker RYAN has outlined a bold Re-
publican agenda that advances mean-
ingful reforms to address poverty, to
protect national security, to grow our
economy and create jobs, to defend the
Constitution, to improve health care,
and to reform the Tax Code. The A Bet-
ter Way program will provide positive
opportunities for American families
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and will chart the course that chal-
lenges all Americans to reach their full
potential.

The American Dream should be true
for everyone. All should have a chance
to make the most of their lives no mat-
ter how they start. The optimistic
agenda of creating jobs will get Amer-
ica back on track while addressing
some of the most serious challenges of
our time. I appreciate Speaker RYAN’s
work to make this a positive and inclu-
sive process by collecting feedback
from citizens across the country for A
Better Way.

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

————
REMEMBERING COY LUTZ

(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 in recognition of
the tragic loss and in memory of 19-
year-old Coy Lutz, a young man from
my hometown of Howard, Pennsyl-
vania, who was Kkilled in a New Jersey
rodeo accident.

Coy was a four-time national quali-
fier and a two-time Pennsylvania State
champion in High School Rodeo Asso-
ciations. He was also a 2015 graduate of
the Central Pennsylvania Institute of
Science and Technology. He continued
his education at the University of Ten-
nessee at Martin, where he was major-
ing in criminal justice.

At the University of Tennessee, Coy
was also pursuing his passion for rodeo.
Following his death, the university’s
rodeo coach, John Luthi, said, ‘“Even
though he was only here for 1 year, his
impact will always be felt here at UT
Martin. He was a super human being
who always took care of his business.
It’s hard to imagine why something
like this had to happen, but we have
faith that God is in control.”

My thoughts and prayers remain
with the Lutz family, including Coy’s
parents, Doug and Sabine, along with
his sisters, Melanie and Laura.

————

PFEIFER KIWANIS CAMP AND EX-
ECUTIVE DIRECTOR SANFORD
TOLLETTE

(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 to rec-
ognize the dedicated and exceptional
work of Mr. Sanford Tollette, the exec-
utive director of the Joseph Pfeifer
Kiwanis Camp in Arkansas.

The camp provides at-risk and under-
privileged children throughout Arkan-
sas with the opportunity to enhance
their education while experiencing na-
ture and the great outdoors. Originally
a summer camp, Mr. Tollette has
transformed it into a year-round resi-
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dential academic
gram.

A grateful mother from Arkansas re-
cently shared with me the powerful im-
pact that the camp has had on her
daughter’s development, allowing her
to better interact with her friends and
her classmates. Further, the camp has
provided critical guidance and informa-
tion to the mother to help her with her
child’s development.

Under his leadership, the camp has
provided thousands of young Arkan-
sans with the opportunity to grow,
learn, and build lasting friendships. I
commend Mr. Tollette for his fruitful
efforts, and I look forward to his con-
tinued success.

intervention pro-

—————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 3:45 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
O 1545

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FARENTHOLD) at 3 o’clock
and 45 minutes p.m.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

————

CHECKPOINT OPTIMIZATION AND
EFFICIENCY ACT OF 2016

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5338) to reduce passenger wait
times at airports, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5338

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 ‘‘Checkpoint
Optimization and Efficiency Act of 2016°°.
SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that airport
checkpoint wait times should not take pri-
ority over the security of the Nation’s avia-
tion system.

SEC. 3. ENHANCED STAFFING ALLOCATION
MODEL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Administrator of the Transportation Se-
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curity Administration shall complete an as-
sessment of the Administration’s staffing al-
location model to determine the necessary
staffing positions at all airports in the
United States at which the Administration
operates passenger checkpoints.

(b) APPROPRIATE STAFFING.—The staffing
allocation model described in subsection (a)
shall be based on necessary staffing levels to
maintain minimal passenger wait times and
maximum security effectiveness.

(c) ADDITIONAL RESOURCES.—In assessing
necessary staffing for minimal passenger
wait times and maximum security effective-
ness referred to in subsection (b), the Admin-
istrator of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration shall include the use of canine
explosives detection teams and technology
to assist screeners conducting security
checks.

(d) TRANSPARENCY.—The Administrator of
the Transportation Security Administration
shall share with aviation security stake-
holders the staffing allocation model de-
scribed in subsection (a), as appropriate.

(e) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION.—The Ad-
ministrator of the Transportation Security
Administration shall require each Federal
Security Director to engage on a regular
basis with the appropriate aviation security
stakeholders to exchange information re-
garding airport operations, including secu-
rity operations.

(f) GAO REVIEW.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Comptroller General of the United States
shall review the staffing allocation model de-
scribed in subsection (a) and report to the
Committee on Homeland Security of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
of the Senate on the results of such review.
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION OF STAFFING

RESOURCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—To the greatest extent
practicable, the Administrator of the Trans-
portation Security Administration shall di-
rect that Transportation Security Officers
with appropriate certifications and training
are assigned to passenger and baggage secu-
rity screening functions and that other Ad-
ministration personnel who may not have
certification and training to screen pas-
sengers or baggage are utilized for tasks not
directly related to security screening, in-
cluding restocking bins and providing in-
structions and support to passengers in secu-
rity lines.

(b) ASSESSMENT AND REASSIGNMENT.—The
Administrator of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration shall conduct an assess-
ment of headquarters personnel and reassign
appropriate personnel to assist with airport
security screening activities on a permanent
or temporary basis, as appropriate.

SEC. 5. TSA STAFFING AND RESOURCE ALLOCA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Administrator of the Transportation Se-
curity Administration shall take the fol-
lowing actions:

(1) Utilize the Administration’s Behavior
Detection Officers for passenger and baggage
security screening, including the verification
of traveler documents, particularly at des-
ignated PreCheck lanes to ensure that such
lanes are operational for use and maximum
efficiency.

(2) Make every practicable effort to grant
additional flexibility and authority to Fed-
eral Security Directors in matters related to
checkpoint and checked baggage staffing al-
location and employee overtime in further-
ance of maintaining minimal passenger wait
times and maximum security effectiveness.
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(3) Disseminate to aviation security stake-
holders and appropriate Administration per-
sonnel a list of checkpoint optimization best
practices.

(4) Expand efforts to increase the public’s
participation in the Administration’s
PreCheck program, including deploying Ad-
ministration-approved ready-to-market pri-
vate sector solutions and offering secure on-
line and mobile enrollment opportunities.

(5) Request the Aviation Security Advisory
Committee (established pursuant to section
44946 of title 49, United States Code) provide
recommendations on best practices for
checkpoint security operations optimization.

(b) STAFFING ADVISORY COORDINATION.—Not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Administrator of the
Transportation Security Administration
shall—

(1) direct each Federal Security Director to
coordinate local representatives of aviation
security stakeholders to establish a staffing
advisory working group at each airport at
which the Administration oversees or per-
forms passenger security screening to pro-
vide recommendations to the Administrator
on Transportation Security Officer staffing
numbers, for such airport; and

(2) certify to the Committee on Homeland
Security of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate that such staff-
ing advisory working groups have been es-
tablished.

(c) REPORTING.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Administrator of the Transportation Se-
curity Administration shall—

(1) report to the Committee on Homeland
Security of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate regarding how
the Administration’s Passenger Screening
Canine assets may be deployed and utilized
for maximum efficiency to mitigate risk and
optimize checkpoint operations; and

(2) report to the Committee on Homeland
Security of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate on the status
of the Administration’s Credential Authen-
tication Technology Assessment program
and how deployment of such program might
optimize checkpoint operations.

SEC. 6. AVIATION SECURITY STAKEHOLDERS DE-
FINED.

For purposes of this Act, the term ‘‘avia-
tion security stakeholders’ shall mean, at a
minimum, air carriers, airport operators,
and labor organizations representing Trans-
portation Security Officers or, where appli-
cable, contract screeners.

SEC. 7. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act may be construed as
authorizing or directing the Administrator
of the Transportation Security Administra-
tion to prioritize reducing wait times over
security effectiveness.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. KATKO) and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include any extraneous materials on
the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?
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There was no objection.

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

We have all seen, heard about, or
even experienced for ourselves the re-
cent crisis of wait times at TSA check-
points at airports across this great Na-
tion. With record passenger volumes,
inefficient staffing models, and col-
laboration challenges with airports and
airlines, the TSA has found itself
stretched way too thin. The fact of the
matter is that security effectiveness
and efficiency are not mutually exclu-
sive.

Now that the summer holiday season
is upon us, it is imperative that we
move to alleviate the nightmarish sce-
narios that have been playing out at
airports across the United States in re-
cent months. Passengers should not be
missing flights due to long security
lines when they are arriving to the air-
port 2 hours prior to their flights.
Similarly, airports should not be ap-
proaching an operational ground stop
related to TSA checkpoint lines. Also,
they should not be having to sleep
overnight on cots, in airports, because
of TSA snafus.

The House has already passed impor-
tant legislation to expand TSA
PreCheck, which is still awaiting pas-
sage in the Senate. Getting more pas-
sengers enrolled in PreCheck is essen-
tial to security and efficiency by iden-
tifying low-risk travelers and expe-
diting them through screening. Today,
we have the opportunity to act again
and swiftly. When I came to Congress,
I made a commitment to my constitu-
ents to tackle problems head-on and
get things done.

A few weeks ago, my colleagues and
I had convened representatives from
airports and airlines from across this
country to discuss this wait time crisis
and to hear directly from them what
they think needs to be done to help.
The message was consistent, and it was
loud: the TSA needs to collaborate
with individual airlines and airport au-
thorities to coordinate sufficient staff-
ing levels on a local basis.

We heard their message. This bill will
require the TSA to maximize all of its
available resources and give airports,
airlines, and labor organizations a seat
at the table to ensure those resources
are being utilized and allocated in the
most effective and efficient manner.

The Checkpoint Optimization and Ef-
ficiency Act will make a meaningful
impact in shortening the burdensome
security wait times being experienced
by Americans who travel through air-
ports across this country. It is critical
that Congress act to swiftly get this
bill to the President’s desk.

Specifically, this legislation rede-
ploys TSA assets, such as behavior de-
tection officers, of which there are
3,000, and K-9 teams so that more per-
sonnel are made available to perform
screening functions. Further, the bill
grants additional flexibility to local
TSA supervisors in order to empower
them to make decisions on an airport-
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by-airport basis, rather than a top-
down approach from TSA headquarters.

This bill will also direct the TSA to
undergo a comprehensive workforce as-
sessment and report to Congress to en-
sure that the agency is deploying per-
sonnel in the most risk-based manner.
The TSA must also share its staffing
practices with airport operators, air-
lines, and labor organizations in order
to enhance the coordination between
peak travel times, flight schedules, and
TSA checkpoint staffing.

Mr. Speaker, this wait time crisis is
an issue that touches airports across
this great country, and a swift re-
sponse to problems like this is what
the American people sent us here to ac-
complish. This legislation implements
commonsense practices while pre-
venting a one-size-fits-all approach to
aviation security. Above all, the bill
explicitly states that security is para-
mount and that wait times should not
be prioritized at the expense of effec-
tive security screening.

I thank the chairman of the full com-
mittee, Mr. MCCAUL, for his strong sup-
port of this legislation and for ensuring
that it was a top priority for the com-
mittee. Additionally, I thank Ranking
Member RICE and Representative
KEATING for their bipartisan support on
this bill. I also thank the ranking mi-
nority member on the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, my colleague who
works with us hand in hand again and
again on these matters, Mr. THOMPSON.
We are here, before Congress, passing
yet another bill in a bipartisan man-
ner. This is what Congress is supposed
to do, and I thank Mr. THOMPSON for
his support. I also express thanks to
each of the bill’s cosponsors for recog-
nizing the importance of this issue.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 5338, the
Checkpoint Optimization and Effi-
ciency Act of 2016.

Over the past few months, the Trans-
portation Security Administration has
been scrutinized and criticized regard-
ing wait times. As the peak travel sea-
son began, there were several reports of
wait times that exceeded 2 hours.
Those lengthy waits caused anxiety
and disappointment among travelers.
At times, the prolonged wait times
caused many passengers to miss their
flights.

In response to this crisis, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and the
Transportation Security Administra-
tion took a series of actions. The TSA
deployed additional K-9 teams to
screen passengers at checkpoints; it in-
tensified its efforts to promote partici-
pation in the PreCheck program; it
partnered more closely with airlines
and airports; and it increased research
and development efforts for tech-
nologies that will improve screening.
This bill codifies many of those ac-
tions. However, it does not encompass
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the entirety of the Department’s ef-
forts to address the wait times crisis.

DHS Secretary Johnson also re-
quested that $34 million in appropria-
tions be reprogrammed from other TSA
accounts to help cover the costs for
overtime, converting part-time work-
ers to full-time, and expediting the hir-
ing of new transportation security offi-
cers. DHS’ request was approved. Just 2
weeks after the reprogramming, Sec-
retary Johnson requested an additional
infusion of cash to TSA operations of
$28 million. That reprogramming re-
quest is pending. The infusion of $34
million in additional resources into
TSA security operations has had a tre-
mendous impact on wait times at the
Nation’s airports. In fact, during the
Memorial Day weekend, most airports
reported wait times of less than 30 min-
utes during peak time.

If the TSA is to maintain the oper-
ational gains that have been realized in
recent weeks and Kkeep wait times
down, it will require Congress’ stepping
up and providing resources. Even
though the measures within this bill
will codify much of what the TSA and
the DHS are already doing to address
the issue, the only way to achieve long-
term, measurable success is by giving
the TSA the resources it needs on an
ongoing basis.

The TSA’s current staffing is out of
step with its own projection for vol-
umes in fiscal year 2016. As you can see
from the poster, the TSA’s staffing in
fiscal year 2016 was 42,525 TSOs, which
is nearly 2,600 fewer frontline staff
than in fiscal year 2011. The TSA is ex-
pected to screen nearly 100 million
more passengers in FY 2016, with about
2,500 fewer staff.

That is why I joined with Represent-
ative DEFAZzIO and Representative
DoLD in introducing H.R. 5340, the
FASTER Act, which is bipartisan legis-
lation that directs the money that is
collected from the flying public
through the September 11 Security Fee
to actually be used to secure the Na-
tion’s commercial aviation system. Un-
fortunately, a significant portion of
the funds collected, which has totaled
$12.6 billion over 10 years, is being di-
verted to offset the Federal budget. I
urge Members to support H.R. 5340, the
FASTER Act.

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

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. JOYCE).

Mr. JOYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 5338, the Checkpoint
Optimization and Efficiency Act of
2016.

Every week, when I come and go
from the Cleveland airport, I worry
about the chaotic lines and the long
wait times in security. I am glad for
the opportunity to speak in support of
legislation that intends to alleviate
this ever-growing problem. I am in-
creasingly hearing from constituents
about the frustration of subjecting one-
self to air travel. Traveling with chil-
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dren is even more stressful, as my wife
and I can empathize with. Missing a
flight because of ridiculously long lines
at security is unacceptable. At the
same time, we need a system that
guarantees passenger safety.

It is all of our jobs here in Congress
to ensure that our constituents are
safe, and it is the responsibility of TSA
officers to ensure travelers are thor-
oughly screened. This legislation will
boost their efficiency in doing so. Re-
viewing the TSA’s staffing model is
necessary to determine best practices
and implement them as soon as pos-
sible. This legislation increases trans-
parency and accountability. Examining
big-picture problems with the current
system and tackling the issues at the
source will help to reduce passenger
wait times and will ensure the safety of
all of our constituents.

This legislation presents a common-
sense approach in addressing the air-
port wait times issue, and I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 5338.

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

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DOLD).

Mr. DOLD. I, certainly, thank my
good friend from New York for yielding
the time.

I thank my friend from Mississippi,
who talked a little bit before about the
bill that we are working on together,
that being the FASTER Act, which I do
believe is a step in the right direction.

Mr. Speaker, I represent a district
just north of Chicago, so the airport
that I go in and out of right now is Chi-
cago’s O’Hare—the busiest airport in
the country. In fact, we believe about
77 million passengers are going to go
through O’Hare this year—77 million.
It is not uncommon, obviously, for me
to go there and have extremely long
wait times at the TSA. Unfortunately,
what we have seen more recently is
these wait times continuing to build—
to build so much that, actually, the
wait time is longer than the flight,
itself, which, to me, is completely un-

acceptable. Frankly, the American
public deserves a little bit more ac-
countability.

Over the past few weeks, these long
wait times, obviously, have been exac-
erbated, so we have put on a Band-
Aid—a patch—to try to make sure that
we have a little bit more staffing at
some of these busiest of airports
around the country, and we have seen
those wait times come down. Yet what
we do know is that people are missing
their flights. People who have missed
their flights, at least in the last couple
of weeks, have been able to be put on
flights without too much inconven-
ience. If this were to happen this sum-
mer, the chances are, at least from the
airlines, they wouldn’t be able to get
on their flights for a week or more,
which could completely disrupt family
vacations and the like.

The current screening procedures
need to be updated to ensure that we
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protect passengers from terrorist
threats and to make sure that pas-
sengers are screened in the most effi-
cient manner possible. This is, really, a
two-pronged approach. In one, my
friend from Mississippi talked about
the FASTER Act, which is, again, try-
ing to make sure that the resources
that passengers pay are actually going
toward the TSA to make sure that it
has the manpower necessary to do the
screening.

Today’s bill, the Checkpoint Optimi-
zation and Efficiency Act, will go a
long way towards ensuring that the
TSA updates the screening procedures
to improve customer service at the Na-
tion’s busiest airports. This bill will
ensure that TSA position screeners are
where they are needed most, which, I
think, is absolutely critical. The bill
will allow the TSA to reallocate K-9
teams to the Nation’s busiest airports
or where they are needed. K-9 detect-
ing teams are a vital tool in ensuring
the quick and effective screening of
passengers.

Mr. Speaker, just this last week, I
was at O’Hare. I went down and had an
opportunity to talk with some of the
K-9 screeners in Chicago. One actually
came from Fairbanks, Alaska, and the
other one came in from Cincinnati.
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There is no question that there was a
huge issue at O’Hare that needed to be
rectified, and what this legislation
does—and the gentleman from New
York proposes—will allow that flexi-
bility to happen.

Finally, I want to just talk about the
TSA’s Federal Security Directors and
making sure that they are placed at
the busiest airports and have some of
the flexibility that they need to make
the staffing decisions that are best for
the people.

The bill today, I believe, will go a
long way toward alleviating the crisis
at our busiest airports around the
country and will help make sure that
our hours-long wait times will be re-
duced and diminished.

I certainly hope my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will support this
legislation.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time to close.

Mr. Speaker, the measure under con-
sideration will codify much of what the
Department and TSA have been doing
to address wait times at our Nation’s
airports. Thankfully, through bipar-
tisan negotiations on this measure, we
were able to ensure that when local
airport working groups are stood up,
the voices of the airport operators, air
carriers, and those who represent the
men and women on the front lines of
aviation security would be heard.

Also, I am pleased that the bill, as
amended, takes a broader view on how
behavior detection officers could be
used at our airports. I have long been
skeptical of TSA’s investment in the
Behavior Detection Officer program,
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given the risks of racial or ethnic
profiling and the lack of science to
back TSA’s claim of this security effec-
tiveness.

I am pleased that Chairman KATKO
was receptive to repurposing this posi-
tion, at the Federal Security Director’s
discretion, to any alternate position
within TSA’s checkpoint screening
functions.

I, once again, urge Members to sup-
port H.R. 5340, the FASTER Act, as it
will ensure that TSA receives funding
it needs to acquire and maintain staff
and resources to efficiently carry out
its mission without compromising se-
curity effectiveness.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time to close.

The threats facing our Nation’s avia-
tion system are constantly changing
and adapting. For this reason, TSA’s
mission is not only difficult, but crit-
ical to the national security of the
United States and the safety of trav-
eling Americans.

I, again, wish to thank all of the bi-
partisan cosponsors of this legislation,
and I urge my colleagues to support
this bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, the traveling
public is suffering from staggeringly long air-
port wait times. As the busy summer travel
season has begun, | am consistently hearing
reports of missed flights, delays, and two-hour
plus wait times at TSA security checkpoints.
This bipartisan legislation includes meaningful
reforms that the Homeland Security Com-
mittee has identified to address wait times,
while making sure that the traveling public re-
mains safe. | also want to encourage the Sen-
ate to act on other House-passed bills that
would help alleviate checkpoint wait times.

TSA’s Admiral Neffenger testified before my
committee that the provisions outlined in H.R.
5338 would help optimize checkpoints and re-
duce the burden on TSA and passengers. Our
bill has also received overwhelming support
from transportation stakeholders, such as the
airport and airline community.

The Checkpoint Optimization and Efficiency
Act redeploys TSA personnel to enhance staff-
ing and increase operational capability, allow-
ing more screening lanes to be open. The bill
ushers in a new era of transparency and ac-
countability between TSA and its airport and
airline stakeholders, while pushing continued
expansion of TSA’s PreCheck program, which
the House has already sought to expand with
the passage of the TSA PreCheck Expansion
Act.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s recent budget
requests have failed to predict the resources
that were needed to mitigate this problem be-
fore it started. In fact, last year, TSA gave
$100 million back to the U.S. Treasury. Now,
Secretary Johnson has had to ask Congress
for reprogramming requests to alleviate the
burden placed on TSA operations. While these
reprogramming requests were necessary, | am
pleased that this legislation will go a step fur-
ther by reallocating existing assets in a much
more effective manner.

| wish to thank Chairman KATKO for his
leadership on this important issue, as well as
each of the cosponsors of the bill. In par-
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ticular, | wish to thank Ranking Member RICE
and Representative KEATING for lending their
support to the bill and for their engagement
and work on enhancing transportation security.
| urge my colleagues to support this critical
legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KATKO) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5338, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

HELPING HOSPITALS IMPROVE
PATIENT CARE ACT OF 2016

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5273) to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for reg-
ulatory relief under the Medicare pro-
gram for certain providers of services
and suppliers and increased trans-
parency in hospital coding and enroll-
ment data, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5273

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“Helping Hospitals Improve Patient Care
Act of 2016,

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
MEDICARE PART A

Sec. 101. Development of Medicare study for
HCPCS version of MS-DRG
codes for similar hospital serv-
ices.

Establishing beneficiary equity in
the Medicare hospital readmis-
sion program.

Five-year extension of the rural
community hospital dem-
onstration program.

Regulatory relief for LTCHs.

Savings from IPPS MACRA pay-for
through not applying docu-
mentation and coding adjust-
ments.

TITLE II—PROVISIONS RELATING TO

MEDICARE PART B

Sec. 201. Continuing Medicare payment
under HOPD prospective pay-
ment system for services fur-
nished by mid-build off-campus
outpatient departments of pro-
viders.

Sec. 202. Treatment of cancer hospitals in
off-campus outpatient depart-
ment of a provider policy.

Sec. 203. Treatment of eligible professionals
in ambulatory surgical centers
for meaningful use and MIPS.

TITLE III-OTHER MEDICARE
PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Delay in authority to terminate
contracts for Medicare Advan-
tage plans failing to achieve
minimum quality ratings.

Sec. 102.

Sec. 103.

104.
105.

Sec.
Sec.
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Sec. 302. Requirement for enrollment data
reporting for Medicare.
Sec. 303. Updating the Welcome to Medicare
package.
TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
MEDICARE PART A
SEC. 101. DEVELOPMENT OF MEDICARE STUDY
FOR HCPCS VERSION OF MS-DRG
CODES FOR SIMILAR HOSPITAL
SERVICES.

Section 1886 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1395ww) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

“(t) RELATING SIMILAR INPATIENT AND OUT-
PATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICES.—

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF HCPCS VERSION OF MS—
DRG CODES.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January
1, 2018, the Secretary shall develop HCPCS
versions for MS-DRGs that is similar to the
ICD-10-PCS for such MS-DRGs such that, to
the extent possible, the MS-DRG assignment
shall be similar for a claim coded with the
HCPCS version as an identical claim coded
with a ICD-10-PCS code.

‘(B) COVERAGE OF SURGICAL MS-DRGS.—In
carrying out subparagraph (A), the Secretary
shall develop HCPCS versions of MS-DRG
codes for not fewer than 10 surgical MS-
DRGs.

‘(C) PUBLICATION AND DISSEMINATION OF
THE HCPCS VERSIONS OF MS-DRGS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-
velop a HCPCS MS-DRG definitions manual
and software that is similar to the defini-
tions manual and software for ICD-10-PCS
codes for such MS-DRGs. The Secretary
shall post the HCPCS MS-DRG definitions
manual and software on the Internet website
of the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Serv-
ices. The HCPCS MS-DRG definitions man-
ual and software shall be in the public do-
main and available for use and redistribution
without charge.

‘“(ii) USE OF PREVIOUS ANALYSIS DONE BY
MEDPAC.—In developing the HCPCS MS-DRG
definitions manual and software under
clause (i), the Secretary shall consult with
the Medicare Payment Advisory Commission
and shall consider the analysis done by such
Commission in translating outpatient sur-
gical claims into inpatient surgical MS-
DRGs in preparing chapter 7 (relating to hos-
pital short-stay policy issues) of its ‘Medi-
care and the Health Care Delivery System’
report submitted to Congress in June 2015.

‘(D) DEFINITION AND REFERENCE.—In this
paragraph:

‘(i) HCPCS.—The term ‘HCPCS’ means,
with respect to hospital items and services,
the code under the Healthcare Common Pro-
cedure Coding System (HCPCS) (or a suc-
cessor code) for such items and services.

“(ii) ICD-1-PCS.—The term ‘ICD-10-PCS’
means the International Classification of
Diseases, 10th Revision, Procedure Coding
System, and includes a subsequent revision
of such International Classification of Dis-
eases, Procedure Coding System.”’.

SEC. 102. ESTABLISHING BENEFICIARY EQUITY
IN THE MEDICARE HOSPITAL READ-
MISSION PROGRAM.

(a) TRANSITIONAL ADJUSTMENT FOR DUAL
ELIGIBLE POPULATION.—Section 1886(q)(3) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395ww(q)(3)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘sub-
ject to subparagraph (D),” after ‘“‘purposes of
paragraph (1),”; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(D) TRANSITIONAL ADJUSTMENT FOR DUAL
ELIGIBLES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In determining a hos-
pital’s adjustment factor under this para-
graph for purposes of making payments for
discharges occurring during and after fiscal
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year 2019, and before the application of
clause (i) of subparagraph (E), the Secretary
shall assign hospitals to groups (as defined
by the Secretary under clause (ii)) and apply
the applicable provisions of this subsection
using a methodology in a manner that allows
for separate comparison of hospitals within
each such group, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

‘(ii) DEFINING GROUPS.—For purposes of
this subparagraph, the Secretary shall define
groups of hospitals based on their overall
proportion, of the inpatients who are enti-
tled to, or enrolled for, benefits under part
A, who are full-benefit dual eligible individ-
uals (as defined in section 1935(c)(6)). In de-
fining groups, the Secretary shall consult
the Medicare Payment Advisory Commission
and may consider the analysis done by such
Commission in preparing the portion of its
report submitted to Congress in June 2013 re-
lating to readmissions.

‘“(iii) MINIMIZING REPORTING BURDEN ON
HOSPITALS.—In carrying out this subpara-
graph, the Secretary shall not impose any
additional reporting requirements on hos-
pitals.

“(iv) BUDGET NEUTRAL DESIGN METHOD-
OLOGY.—The Secretary shall design the
methodology to implement this subpara-
graph so that the estimated total amount of
reductions in payments under this sub-
section equals the estimated total amount of
reductions in payments that would otherwise
occur under this subsection if this subpara-
graph did not apply.”.

(b) SUBSEQUENT ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON
IMPACT REPORTS.—Section 1886(q)(3) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ww(q)(3)),
as amended by subsection (a), is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘(E) CHANGES IN RISK ADJUSTMENT.—

‘(1) CONSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS IN
IMPACT REPORTS.—The Secretary may take
into account the studies conducted and the
recommendations made by the Secretary
under section 2(d)(1) of the IMPACT Act of
2014 (Public Law 113-185; 42 U.S.C. 1395111
note) with respect to the application under
this subsection of risk adjustment meth-
odologies. Nothing in this clause shall be
construed as precluding consideration of the
use of groupings of hospitals.”.

(c) MEDPAC STUDY ON READMISSIONS PRO-
GRAM.—The Medicare Payment Advisory
Commission shall conduct a study to review
overall hospital readmissions described in
section 1886(q)(5)(E) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 139%5ww(q)(b)(E)) and whether
such readmissions are related to any changes
in outpatient and emergency services fur-
nished. The Commission shall submit to Con-
gress a report on such study in its report to
Congress in June 2017.

(d) ADDRESSING ISSUE OF CERTAIN PA-
TIENTS.—Subparagraph (E) of section
1886(q)(3) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 139%5ww(q)(3)), as added by subsection
(b), is further amended by adding at the end
the following new clause:

¢‘(ii) CONSIDERATION OF EXCLUSION OF PA-
TIENT CASES BASED ON V OR OTHER APPRO-
PRIATE CODES.—In promulgating regulations
to carry out this subsection with respect to
discharges occurring after fiscal year 2018,
the Secretary may consider the use of V or
other ICD-related codes for removal of a re-
admission. The Secretary may consider
modifying measures under this subsection to
incorporate V or other ICD-related codes at
the same time as other changes are being
made under this subparagraph.’.

(e) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN READMISSIONS.—
Subparagraph (E) of section 1886(q)(3) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ww(q)(3)),
as added by subsection (b) and amended by
subsection (d), is further amended by adding
at the end the following new clause:
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¢‘(iii) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN READMISSIONS.—
In promulgating regulations to carry out
this subsection, with respect to discharges
occurring after fiscal year 2018, the Sec-
retary may consider removal as a readmis-
sion of an admission that is classified within
one or more of the following: transplants,
end-stage renal disease, burns, trauma, psy-
chosis, or substance abuse. The Secretary
may consider modifying measures under this
subsection to remove readmissions at the
same time as other changes are being made
under this subparagraph.’.

SEC. 103. FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF THE RURAL
COMMUNITY HOSPITAL DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.

(a) EXTENSION.—Section 410A of the Medi-
care Prescription Drug, Improvement, and
Modernization Act of 2003 (Public Law 108-
173; 42 U.S.C. 1395ww note), as amended by
sections 3123 and 10313 of the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act (Public Law
111-148), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(5), by striking ‘‘5-year
extension period” and inserting ‘‘10-year ex-
tension period’’; and

(2) in subsection (g)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
“FIVE-YEAR” and inserting ‘‘TEN-YEAR’’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘addi-
tional 5-year” and inserting ‘‘additional 10-
year’’;

(C) by striking ‘‘5-year extension period”’
and inserting ‘‘10-year extension period”
each place it appears;

(D) in paragraph (4)(B)—

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in-
serting ‘‘each b-year period in’’ after ‘‘hos-
pital during’’; and

(ii) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘each appli-
cable 5-year period in” after ‘‘the first day
of”’; and

(E) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

“(5) OTHER HOSPITALS IN DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAM.—During the second 5 years of the
10-year extension period, the Secretary shall
apply the provisions of paragraph (4) to rural
community hospitals that are not described
in paragraph (4) but are participating in the
demonstration program under this section as
of December 30, 2014, in a similar manner as
such provisions apply to rural community
hospitals described in paragraph (4).

‘(6) EXPANSION OF DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAM TO RURAL AREAS IN ANY STATE.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall,
notwithstanding subsection (a)(2) or para-
graph (2) of this subsection, not later than
120 days after the date of the enactment of
this paragraph, issue a solicitation for appli-
cations to select up to the maximum number
of additional rural community hospitals lo-
cated in any State to participate in the dem-
onstration program under this section for
the second 5 years of the 10-year extension
period without exceeding the limitation
under paragraph (3) of this subsection.

‘(B) PRIORITY.—In determining which
rural community hospitals that submitted
an application pursuant to the solicitation
under subparagraph (A) to select for partici-
pation in the demonstration program, the
Secretary—

‘(i) shall give priority to rural community
hospitals located in one of the 20 States with
the lowest population densities (as deter-
mined by the Secretary using the 2015 Statis-
tical Abstract of the United States); and

‘“(ii) may consider—

“(I) closures of hospitals located in rural
areas in the State in which the rural commu-
nity hospital is located during the 5-year pe-
riod immediately preceding the date of the
enactment of this paragraph; and

‘“(IT) the population density of the State in
which the rural community hospital is lo-
cated.”.
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(b) CHANGE IN TIMING FOR REPORT.—Sub-
section (e) of such section 410A is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘Not later than 6 months
after the completion of the demonstration
program under this section’ and inserting

“Not later than August 1, 2018”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘such program’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the demonstration program under this
section’.

SEC. 104. REGULATORY RELIEF FOR LTCHS.

(a) TECHNICAL CHANGE TO THE MEDICARE
LONG-TERM CARE HOSPITAL MORATORIUM EX-
CEPTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 114(d)(7) of the
Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP Extension
Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 1395ww note), as amend-
ed by sections 3106(b) and 10312(b) of Public
Law 111-148, section 1206(b)(2) of the Pathway
for SGR Reform Act of 2013 (division B of
Public Law 113-67), and section 112 of the
Protecting Access to Medicare Act of 2014, is
amended by striking ‘“The moratorium under
paragraph (1)(A)” and inserting ‘‘Any mora-
torium under paragraph (1)”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of section 112 of
the Protecting Access to Medicare Act of
2014.

(b) MODIFICATION TO MEDICARE LONG-TERM
CARE HOSPITAL HIGH COST OUTLIER PAY-
MENTS.—Section 1886(m) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ww(m)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

¢(7) TREATMENT OF HIGH COST OUTLIER PAY-
MENTS.—

““(A) ADJUSTMENT TO THE STANDARD FED-
ERAL PAYMENT RATE FOR ESTIMATED HIGH
COST OUTLIER PAYMENTS.—Under the system
described in paragraph (1), for fiscal years
beginning on or after October 1, 2017, the
Secretary shall reduce the standard Federal
payment rate as if the estimated aggregate
amount of high cost outlier payments for
standard Federal payment rate discharges
for each such fiscal year would be equal to 8
percent of estimated aggregate payments for
standard Federal payment rate discharges
for each such fiscal year.

“(B) LIMITATION ON HIGH COST OUTLIER PAY-
MENT AMOUNTS.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), the Secretary shall set the fixed
loss amount for high cost outlier payments
such that the estimated aggregate amount of
high cost outlier payments made for stand-
ard Federal payment rate discharges for fis-
cal years beginning on or after October 1,
2017, shall be equal to 99.6875 percent of 8 per-
cent of estimated aggregate payments for
standard Federal payment rate discharges
for each such fiscal year.

¢(C) WAIVER OF BUDGET NEUTRALITY.—ANy
reduction in payments resulting from the ap-
plication of subparagraph (B) shall not be
taken into account in applying any budget
neutrality provision under such system.

‘(D) NO EFFECT ON SITE NEUTRAL HIGH COST
OUTLIER PAYMENT RATE.—This paragraph
shall not apply with respect to the computa-
tion of the applicable site neutral payment
rate under paragraph (6).”.

SEC. 105. SAVINGS FROM IPPS MACRA PAY-FOR
THROUGH NOT APPLYING DOCU-
MENTATION AND CODING ADJUST-
MENTS.

Section T7(b)(1)(B)(iii) of the TMA, Absti-
nence Education, and QI Programs Extension
Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-90), as amended
by section 631(b) of the American Taxpayer
Relief Act of 2012 (Public Law 122-240) and
section 414(1)(B)(iii) of the Medicare Access
and CHIP Reauthorization Act of 2015 (Pub-
lic Law 114-10), is amended by striking ‘‘an
increase of 0.5 percentage points for dis-
charges occurring during each of fiscal years
2018 through 2023’ and inserting ‘‘an increase
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of 0.4590 percentage points for discharges oc-
curring during fiscal year 2018 and 0.5 per-
centage points for discharges occurring dur-
ing each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023".
TITLE II—PROVISIONS RELATING TO

MEDICARE PART B
CONTINUING MEDICARE PAYMENT
UNDER HOPD PROSPECTIVE PAY-
MENT SYSTEM FOR SERVICES FUR-
NISHED BY MID-BUILD OFF-CAMPUS
OUTPATIENT DEPARTMENTS OF
PROVIDERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1833(t)(21) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 13951(t)(21)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B)—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘clause (ii)”
and inserting ‘‘the subsequent provisions of
this subparagraph’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
clauses:

‘(iii) DEEMED TREATMENT FOR 2017.—For
purposes of applying clause (ii) with respect
to applicable items and services furnished
during 2017, a department of a provider (as so
defined) not described in such clause is
deemed to be billing under this subsection
with respect to covered OPD services fur-
nished prior to November 2, 2015, if the Sec-
retary received from the provider prior to
December 2, 2015, an attestation (pursuant to
section 413.65(b)(3) of title 42 of the Code of
Federal Regulations) that such department
was a department of a provider (as so de-
fined).

“(iv) ALTERNATIVE EXCEPTION BEGINNING
WITH 2018.—For purposes of paragraph
(1)(B)(v) and this paragraph with respect to
applicable items and services furnished dur-
ing 2018 or a subsequent year, the term ‘off-
campus outpatient department of a provider’
also shall not include a department of a pro-
vider (as so defined) that is not described in
clause (ii) if—

“(I) the Secretary receives from the pro-
vider an attestation (pursuant to such sec-
tion 413.65(b)(3)) not later than December 31,
2016 (or, if later, 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this clause), that such depart-
ment met the requirements of a department
of a provider specified in section 413.65 of
title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations;

““(IT) the provider includes such depart-
ment as part of the provider on its enroll-
ment form in accordance with the enroll-
ment process under section 1866(j); and

‘“(IITI) the department met the mid-build
requirement of clause (v) and the Secretary
receives, not later than 60 days after the
date of the enactment of this clause, from
the chief executive officer or chief operating
officer of the provider a written certification
that the department met such requirement.

“(v) MID-BUILD REQUIREMENT DESCRIBED.—
The mid-build requirement of this clause is,
with respect to a department of a provider,
that before November 2, 2015, the provider
had a binding written agreement with an
outside unrelated party for the actual con-
struction of such department.

‘“(vii) AupiT.—Not later than December 31,
2018, the Secretary shall audit the compli-
ance with requirements of clause (iv) with
respect to each department of a provider to
which such clause applies. If the Secretary
finds as a result of an audit under this clause
that the applicable requirements were not
met with respect to such department, the de-
partment shall not be excluded from the
term ‘off-campus outpatient department of a
provider’ under such clause.

“(viii) IMPLEMENTATION.—For purposes of
implementing clauses (iii) through (vii):

‘(D) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary may implement such
clauses by program instruction or otherwise.

“(II) Subchapter I of chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, shall not apply.

SEC. 201.
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‘“(IIT) For purposes of carrying out this
subparagraph with respect to clauses (iii)
and (iv) (and clause (vii) insofar as it relates
to clause (iv)), $10,000,000 shall be available
from the Federal Supplementary Medical In-
surance Trust Fund under section 1841, to re-
main available until December 31, 2018.”"; and

(2) in subparagraph (E), by adding at the
end the following new clause:

‘“(iv) The determination of an audit under
subparagraph (B)(vii).”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be effective as if
included in the enactment of section 603 of
the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 (Public
Law 114-74).

SEC. 202. TREATMENT OF CANCER HOSPITALS IN
OFF-CAMPUS OUTPATIENT DEPART-
MENT OF A PROVIDER POLICY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1833(t)(21)(B) of
the Social Security Act (42 TU.S.C.
13951(t)(21)(B)), as amended by section 201(a),
is amended—

(1) by inserting after clause (v) the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(vi) EXCLUSION FOR CERTAIN CANCER HOS-
PITALS.—For purposes of paragraph (1)(B)(v)
and this paragraph with respect to applicable
items and services furnished during 2017 or a
subsequent year, the term ‘off-campus out-
patient department of a provider’ also shall
not include a department of a provider (as so
defined) that is not described in clause (ii) if
the provider is a hospital described in sec-
tion 1886(d)(1)(B)(v) and—

‘(I in the case of a department that met
the requirements of section 413.65 of title 42
of the Code of Federal Regulations after No-
vember 1, 2015, and before the date of the en-
actment of this clause, the Secretary re-
ceives from the provider an attestation that
such department met such requirements not
later than 60 days after such date of enact-
ment; or

“(II) in the case of a department that
meets such requirements after such date of
enactment, the Secretary receives from the
provider an attestation that such depart-
ment meets such requirements not later
than 60 days after the date such require-
ments are first met with respect to such de-
partment.”’;

(2) in clause (vii), by inserting after the
first sentence the following: ‘‘Not later than
2 years after the date the Secretary receives
an attestation under clause (vi) relating to
compliance of a department of a provider
with requirements referred to in such clause,
the Secretary shall audit the compliance
with such requirements with respect to the
department.’’; and

(3) in clause (viii)(III), by adding at the end
the following: ‘‘For purposes of carrying out
this subparagraph with respect to clause (vi)
(and clause (vii) insofar as it relates to such
clause), $2,000,000 shall be available from the
Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance
Trust Fund under section 1841, to remain
available until expended.”’.

(b) OFFSETTING SAVINGS.—Section
1833(t)(18) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 13951(t)(18)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘, sub-
ject to subparagraph (C),” after ‘‘shall’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

¢“(C) TARGET PCR ADJUSTMENT.—In applying
section 419.43(i) of title 42 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations to implement the appro-
priate adjustment under this paragraph for
services furnished on or after January 1, 2018,
the Secretary shall use a target PCR that is
1.0 percentage points less than the target
PCR that would otherwise apply. In addition
to the percentage point reduction under the
previous sentence, the Secretary may con-
sider making an additional percentage point
reduction to such target PCR that takes into
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account payment rates for applicable items
and services described in paragraph (21)(C)
other than for services furnished by hos-
pitals described in section 1886(d)(1)(B)(v). In
making any budget neutrality adjustments
under this subsection for 2018 or a subse-
quent year, the Secretary shall not take into
account the reduced expenditures that result
from the application of this subparagraph.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be effective as if
included in the enactment of section 603 of
the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 (Public
Law 114-74).

SEC. 203. TREATMENT OF ELIGIBLE PROFES-
SIONALS IN AMBULATORY SURGICAL
CENTERS FOR MEANINGFUL USE
AND MIPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1848(a)(7)(D) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w-
4(a)(7)(D)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘HOSPITAL-BASED ELIGIBLE
PROFESSIONALS™ and all that follows through
‘“No payment” and inserting the following:
‘‘HOSPITAL-BASED AND AMBULATORY SURGICAL
CENTER-BASED ELIGIBLE PROFESSIONALS.—

‘(i) HOSPITAL-BASED.—No payment’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
clauses:

‘“(ii) AMBULATORY SURGICAL CENTER-
BASED.—Subject to clause (iv), no payment
adjustment may be made under subpara-
graph (A) for 2017 and 2018 in the case of an
eligible professional with respect to whom
substantially all of the covered professional
services furnished by such professional are
furnished in an ambulatory surgical center.

‘“(iii) DETERMINATION.—The determination
of whether an eligible professional is an eli-
gible professional described in clause (ii)
may be made on the basis of—

“(I) the site of service (as defined by the
Secretary); or

“(IT) an attestation submitted by the eligi-

ble professional.
Determinations made under subclauses (I)
and (IT) shall be made without regard to any
employment or billing arrangement between
the eligible professional and any other sup-
plier or provider of services.

“(iv) SUNSET.—Clause (ii) shall no longer
apply as of the first year that begins more
than 3 years after the date on which the Sec-
retary determines, through notice and com-
ment rulemaking, that certified EHR tech-
nology applicable to the ambulatory surgical
center setting is available.”.

(b) CONTINUED APPLICATION OF CERTAIN
PROVISIONS UNDER MIPS.—Section
1848(0)(2)(D) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1395w—4(0)(2)(D)) is amended by adding
at the end the following new sentence: ‘“The
provisions of subparagraphs (B) and (D) of
subsection (a)(7), including the application of
clause (iv) of such subparagraph (D), shall
apply to assessments of MIPS eligible profes-
sionals under subsection (q) with respect to
the performance category described in sub-
section (q)(2)(A)(iv) in a manner similar to
the manner in which such provisions apply
with respect to payment adjustments made
under subsection (a)(7)(A).”.

TITLE III—OTHER MEDICARE PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. DELAY IN AUTHORITY TO TERMINATE
CONTRACTS FOR MEDICARE ADVAN-
TAGE PLANS FAILING TO ACHIEVE
MINIMUM QUALITY RATINGS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Consistent with the studies
provided under the IMPACT Act of 2014 (Pub-
lic Law 113-185), it is the intent of Congress—

(1) to continue to study and request input
on the effects of socioeconomic status and
dual-eligible populations on the Medicare
Advantage STARS rating system before re-
forming such system with the input of stake-
holders; and

(2) pending the results of such studies and
input, to provide for a temporary delay in



June 7, 2016

authority of the Centers for Medicare & Med-
icaid Services (CMS) to terminate Medicare
Advantage plan contracts solely on the basis
of performance of plans under the STARS
rating system.

(b) DELAY IN MA CONTRACT TERMINATION
AUTHORITY FOR PLANS FAILING TO ACHIEVE
MINIMUM QUALITY RATINGS.—Section 1857(h)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 139%5w—
27(h)) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“(3) DELAY IN CONTRACT TERMINATION AU-
THORITY FOR PLANS FAILING TO ACHIEVE MIN-
IMUM QUALITY RATING.—During the period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
paragraph and through the end of plan year
2018, the Secretary may not terminate a con-
tract under this section with respect to the
offering of an MA plan by a Medicare Advan-
tage organization solely because the MA
plan has failed to achieve a minimum qual-
ity rating under the 5-star rating system
under section 1853(0)(4).”.

SEC. 302. REQUIREMENT FOR ENROLLMENT
DATA REPORTING FOR MEDICARE.

Section 1874 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1395kk) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘(g) REQUIREMENT FOR ENROLLMENT DATA
REPORTING.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each year (beginning
with 2016), the Secretary shall submit to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Energy
and Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the
Senate a report on Medicare enrollment data
(and, in the case of part A, on data on indi-
viduals receiving benefits under such part) as
of a date in such year specified by the Sec-
retary. Such data shall be presented—

““(A) by Congressional district and State;
and

‘(B) in a manner that provides for such
data based on—

“(i) fee-for-service enrollment (as defined
in paragraph (2));

‘“(ii) enrollment under part C (including
separate for aggregate enrollment in MA-PD
plans and aggregate enrollment in MA plans
that are not MA-PD plans); and

‘‘(iii) enrollment under part D.

‘(2) FEE-FOR-SERVICE ENROLLMENT DE-
FINED.—For purpose of paragraph (1)(B)@),
the term ‘fee-for-service enrollment’ means
aggregate enrollment (including receipt of
benefits other than through enrollment)
under—

““(A) part A only;

‘(B) part B only; and

“(C) both part A and part B.”.

SEC. 303. UPDATING THE WELCOME TO MEDI-
CARE PACKAGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 12 months
after the last day of the period for the re-
quest of information described in subsection
(b), the Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall, taking into consideration in-
formation collected pursuant to subsection
(b), update the information included in the
Welcome to Medicare package to include in-
formation, presented in a clear and simple
manner, about options for receiving benefits
under the Medicare program under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395 et seq.), including through the original
medicare fee-for-service program under parts
A and B of such title (42 U.S.C. 1395c et seq.,
42 U.S.C. 1395j et seq.), Medicare Advantage
plans under part C of such title (42 U.S.C.
1395w-21 et seq.), and prescription drug plans
under part D of such title (42 U.S.C. 1395w-101
et seq.)). The Secretary shall make subse-
quent updates to the information included in
the Welcome to Medicare package as appro-
priate.

(b) REQUEST FOR INFORMATION.—Not later
than six months after the date of the enact-
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ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall request informa-
tion, including recommendations, from
stakeholders (including patient advocates,
issuers, and employers) on information in-
cluded in the Welcome to Medicare package,
including pertinent data and information re-
garding enrollment and coverage for Medi-
care eligible individuals.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TIBERI) and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 5273.

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

There was no objection.

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

Today I rise in support of H.R. 5273,
the Helping Hospitals Improve Patient
Care Act, or “HIP-C” Act. This bill
truly represents a bipartisan effort,
and I want to thank the distinguished
gentleman from Washington State (Mr.
McDERMOTT) for working with me on
this bill. The bill also fully represents
what the Speaker has often called true
regular order.

Prior to introducing H.R. 5273, the
Ways and Means Committee held three
hearings on topics included in the bill
during the 114th Congress, and the
committee recently marked up the bill
in a unanimous way.

H.R. 5273 strikes the right balance of
preserving site-neutral payment pol-
icy, which I support, and providing es-
sential relief for hospitals that were
caught up in this policy change from
last year’s budget deal. Specifically,
this bill helps many hospitals around
the country and in my State of Ohio,
including a facility by OhioHealth and
Nationwide Children’s Hospital that
was started a year ago, last summer,
and will benefit from full outpatient
payments under the bill, as they had
planned to when they dug the hole for
their facility.

Further, the James Cancer Hospital,
part of my alma mater at Ohio State
University, will have their cancer des-
ignation protected under the bill, along
with other designated cancer centers.

The bill also touches on three very
important themes in the Medicare pro-
gram: One, giving providers regulatory
relief; two, ensuring access in rural
areas; and three, protecting Medicare
beneficiaries’ access to that important
service that people like my mom and
dad count on.

Under the topic of regulatory relief,
we have included three Ways and
Means member priorities:

Representative DIANE BLACK’s bill
that provides physicians who primarily
practice medicine in ambulatory sur-
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gical centers relief in the electronic
health records program; Representa-
tive VERN BUCHANAN’s bill, ensuring
full access to Medicare advantage
plans; and finally, Representative MIKE
KELLY’s bill requiring fair and trans-
parent reporting by congressional dis-
trict on the enrollment of beneficiaries
in both the traditional fee-for-service
Medicare and Medicare Advantage pro-
grams. All of these priorities have pre-
viously passed the House during the
114th Session.

Under the topic of access in rural
areas, the bill allows for continuation
and expansion of participation in the
Rural Community Hospital Demonstra-
tion Program. Championed by my col-
leagues, Senator GRASSLEY in the Sen-
ate and Chairman DON YOUNG in the
House, this policy is a continuation
from the Medicare Modernization Act
of 2003.

Under the topic of beneficiary access
in Medicare, the bill requires the Sec-
retary to revise the pre-Medicare eligi-
bility notification, adding greater
transparency for beneficiaries, which
was led by my colleagues, Dr.
McDERMOTT and Representative PAT
MEEHAN.

Finally, the bill includes two impor-
tant Member priorities that advance
important Medicare hospital issues.
The first requires the Secretary to en-
sure there is proper adjustment for so-
cioeconomic factors. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. RENAccCI) has cham-
pioned this issue for some time. Rep-
resentative JIM RENACCI’s policy en-
sures that the hospital readmissions
program provides an apples-to-apples
comparison based on the specific pa-
tient population a hospital treats.

The second priority, led by our
Speaker, PAUL RYAN, is the establish-
ment of a crosswalk of hospital codes.
Back when Speaker RYAN was the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, he actively pursued Medicare
hospital issues. His crosswalk is an im-
portant building block of a future sys-
tem that promises to streamline the
operation of hospital services.

I encourage my colleagues to pass
this legislation, send it to the Senate,
and let’s get this to the President’s
desk.

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

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in support of the Helping
Hospitals Improve Patient Care Act.
This bill makes important changes
that will help hospitals continue to
provide high-quality care to patients as
they implement the recent payment re-
forms. This is bipartisan legislation
unique in itself that I am happy to
have introduced with the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TIBERI).

I thank the chairman for his willing-
ness to collaborate on this bill. T also
thank the staff of the Ways and Means
Committee for their hard work in help-
ing us come to an agreement on lan-
guage that Members of both parties
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can fully support. This final bill isn’t
perfect, but it is truly a bipartisan
product that reflects the spirit of com-
promise.

Whenever we head back to our dis-
tricts, we all hear from our hospitals
about the effects that our policies are
having back home. Although we made
a smart change to hospital payments
when we passed the Bipartisan Budget
Act last year, we are beginning to rec-
ognize the unintended consequences of
the legislation. We did not really ex-
pect everything that is happening.

Many hospitals that were in the proc-
ess of constructing outpatient depart-
ments will be hit with unexpected pay-
ment cuts due to the BBA. In addition,
many cancer hospitals would be
harmed by the new payment rules. This
bill fixes these problems in a narrowly
tailored way that doesn’t undermine
the goals of the BBA.

Moving forward, hospitals will no
longer be encouraged to consolidate by
buying up physician practices for the
purpose of billing Medicare at an in-
flated rate. This is a good policy that is
consistent with the recommendations
of a GAO report that was released last
year. But facilities that were under de-
velopment when we passed the BBA, as
well as cancer hospitals, will be pro-
tected from these changes. This isn’t a
giveaway to hospitals. The industry
will pay the full cost.

In addition, this bill makes refine-
ments to the readmissions reduction
program. To ensure that hospitals that
serve a large number of low-income pa-
tients are not unfairly penalized, the
bill will require CMS to make apples-
to-apples comparisons between similar
facilities. As we await additional data
that will soon be available thanks to
the IMPACT Act, this will ensure that
the Thospitals are mnot hit with
undeserved penalties due to a flawed
methodology.

Finally, I am happy that we are also
able to come to an agreement on a bi-
partisan improvement to the bene-
ficiary enrollment process. Each year,
thousands of people enroll in Medicare;
and thanks to this bill, seniors will
have more information about their
benefit options when they become eli-
gible for Medicare. Providing complete
and easy-to-understand information is
critical. The decisions that bene-
ficiaries make when they enroll in
Medicare have serious, long-term im-
plications, including a potential life-
time penalty if they fail to sign up for
part B. This bill will also help bene-
ficiaries make informed decisions by
improving the Welcome to Medicare
package.

I, again, thank my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle for working to-
gether on this bill. I am pleased we
were able to craft a bipartisan com-
promise, and I look forward to con-
tinuing to work together on these and
other important issues in the weeks
ahead.

I reserve the balance of my time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG).

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
first I want to thank Chairman TIBERI
for his kind work. We will miss the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), and I thank him for this
bipartisan effort because this is a good
bill and I strongly support it.

This measure includes many impor-
tant provisions as you have spoken
about. But especially important to
Alaska is section 103 language from
legislation, H.R. 672, a 5-year extension
of the Rural Community Hospital Dem-
onstration Program. This demonstra-
tion program has worked well and has
come to the aid of seniors in Alaska
and healthcare providers across rural
America.

Congress created the program to pro-
vide increased Medicare reimburse-
ments for hospitals across the Nation
that are too large to be considered
Critical Access Hospitals, but too small
to be supported by traditional low
Medicare margins on inpatient serv-
ices.
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This program has helped three hos-
pitals in Alaska: Central Peninsula of
Soldotna, the Bartlett Regional Hos-
pital in Juneau, and Mt. Edgecumbe in
Sitka. These hospitals serve a wide va-
riety of patients all across those vast
areas.

I do believe this is one of the better
bipartisan efforts. Go back to the old
days when we accomplished things to-
gether by talking with one another. It
is vital we pass this bipartisan legisla-
tion and that the Senate act on it. I
would suggest, respectfully, to both my
chairman and ranking member, let’s
talk to the Senate and see if we can’t
get something done. Four hundred bills
over there is wrong. This is one that
shouldn’t be hung up.

I urge all my colleagues to support
the passage of this legislation.

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

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I want to commend and con-
gratulate Chairman TIBERI and Rank-
ing Member MCDERMOTT for having put
together an outstanding piece of legis-
lation. While we applaud it for being
bipartisan, I applaud it because it is
good. It actually helps to meet needs
that exist. It protects hospitals and
gives them the opportunity to provide
a better level of patient care.

I attended, just last week, the open-
ing of an outpatient center that St.
Bernard Hospital in the Englewood
community of Chicago had put to-
gether. Of course, everybody in the
community was there because every-
body recognized that inner-city hos-
pitals, disproportionate share hos-
pitals, and medical centers that are
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complex need all of the protection that
they can get, and we need to have a
better understanding of readmission
policies and practices and why some
are different than others.

These gentlemen have put together a
piece of legislation that all of us can be
proud of. I strongly support it and
thank them for their diligence, for
their cooperation, and for their tre-
mendous efforts to do a good bill.

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from north-
eastern Ohio (Mr. RENACCI), a good
friend, an important member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, and a
leader on the readmission policy deal-
ing with hospitalization.

Mr. RENACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 5273, the Helping Hos-
pitals Improve Patient Care Act of
2016. I want to thank Chairman BRADY
and my good friend and colleague, Sub-
committee Chairman TIBERI, for all
their great work to advance this bill,
which addresses many concerns in pay-
ments to hospitals, and especially out-
patient departments.

I heard from many of the hospitals in
northeast Ohio, including MetroHealth,
about the impact this payment policy
had on their new facility. I am happy
we are able to correct these issues for
those facilities already under construc-
tion.

I also want to thank my colleague
from Ohio for including my bill, H.R.
1343—the Establishing Beneficiary Eq-
uity in Hospital Readmission Pro-
gram—in the underlying legislation.
The Hospital Readmission Program
was created due to concerns that too
few resources were being spent on re-
ducing acute care hospital readmis-
sions.

While we do want to make sure hos-
pitals are reducing acute care readmis-
sions, we also want to make sure we
are not disproportionately penalizing
those who see a large number of our
most vulnerable patient populations,
especially those teaching hospitals who
see a large number of dual-eligible
beneficiaries, low-income seniors, or
young people with disabilities who are
eligible for both Medicare and Medicaid
who would have been unintentionally
hurt under the current program.

Again, I want to thank the chairman
for working with me on this readmis-
sion component of this bill, but also all
of the other important provisions in-
cluded in this legislation. These are
commonsense, bipartisan reforms to
improve our healthcare system.

I urge all Members to support the
Helping Hospitals Improve Patient
Care Act of 2016.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to tell
you a little bit about some of the hos-
pital networks in my State of Ohio.
Mr. RENAccCI talked about some in
northeastern Ohio that support this
legislation. Let me just name a few
hospitals in my State of Ohio that are
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supportive of this legislation: Aultman,
headquartered in his district in Can-
ton; the Cleveland Clinic, Kettering
Health Network in the Dayton area;
Mercy Canton Sisters of Charity;
MetroHealth System in Cleveland;
OhioHealth, headquartered in Colum-
bus; Ohio State TUniversity Wexner
Medical Center in Columbus; the Uni-
versity of Cincinnati Health System in
Cincinnati; and University Hospitals,
headquartered in Cleveland. As was
mentioned, this legislation passed the
Committee on Ways and Means in a bi-
partisan manner.

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, oc-
casionally we have an extra minute on
the floor, and it makes sense to ac-
knowledge some people that we trust
and rely upon and we don’t ever men-
tion, so I would like to just say thank
you to the Democratic staff: Sarah
Levin, Melanie Egorin, Daniel Foster,
JC Cannon, and Daniel Jackson; on the
Republican side: Emily Murry, Lisa
Grabert, Nick Uehlecke, Taylor Trott;
to the staff at the CMS who helped put
this bill together: Ira Burney, Anne
Scott, Lisa Yen. And to the staff at
legislative counsel: Ed Grossman—Ed
has been there for as long as I have
been here, so any bill that gets out of
here without Ed looking at it is a pret-
ty rare bill—and Jessica Shapiro is his
assistant.

The Congressional Budget Office gets
in on these deals as well: Tom Bradley,
Lori Housman, Kevin McNellis, and
Jamease Kowalczyk. I am from Chi-
cago. I should be able to pronounce a
Polish name. We appreciate their hard
work.

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

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, let me just
close by saying thank you to Dr.
McDERMOTT. It has been enjoyable to
work with his team, led by Amy, and
we appreciate the bipartisanship. You
mentioned all those names—stole my
thunder—Emily and her team, and my
staff, Whitney Koch Daffner and Abi-
gail Finn, too, for yeoman’s work.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a unanimous
vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 5273, the Helping
Hospitals Improve Patient Care Act of 2016.

First, I'd like to thank Chairman TIBERI and
Ranking Member MCDERMOTT for their leader-
ship on this important legislation.

At the Ways and Means Committee, we are
working to deliver health care solutions that
will expand access, increase choices, and im-
prove the quality of care for the American peo-

le.

P The Helping Hospitals Improve Patient Care
Act helps advance all three of those goals.
And the bill does so in a fiscally responsible
manner that helps strengthen and preserve
Medicare for the long-term.

At its core, our bipartisan legislation is about
supporting the delivery of high-quality, afford-
able care to families and seniors throughout
the country. It will especially help people who
live in low-income and rural communities.
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Our bill includes straightforward solutions to
help hospitals and health care providers tran-
sition to—and preserve—the new site-neutral
payment policies. This will give providers the
certainty they need to best serve their pa-
tients, now and into the future.

This bill is an excellent illustration of what
we can accomplish through regular order. It's
the product of many innovative solutions, pro-
posed by many members on both sides of the
aisle.

The solutions in this bill will make a real dif-
ference when it comes to the delivery of high-
quality care for the people of our districts.

In fact, the University of Texas’ MD Ander-
son Cancer Center located in Houston has al-
ready embraced this bil. MD Anderson offi-
cials said, “This ensures our ability to continue
providing the highest quality and level of can-
cer care to patients in the communities we
serve.”

And MD Anderson is just one of many hos-
pitals and cancer treatment centers throughout
the country that we help with H.R. 5273.

This bill is particularly personal for me be-
cause it builds from the hospital discussion
draft | released as Health Subcommittee
Chairman back in November 2014.

In the Helping Hospitals Improve Patient
Care Act, we push forward two critical building
blocks of that discussion draft.

First, Speaker RYAN’'s crosswalk bill that
better coordinates care between inpatient and
outpatient settings.

Second, Congressman JIM RENACCI’s read-
mission policy, which helps hospitals in low-in-
come communities serve their patients.

There are still many policies from our hos-
pital discussion draft that are worthy of de-
bate. We'll continue to work with Members
and stakeholders to pursue additional reforms
that make our health care system work better
for patients and providers in our communities.

I'm grateful to all the members—on and off
our committee—who worked hard to craft and
advance the Helping Hospitals Improve Pa-
tient Care Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TIBERI)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 5273, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SUPPORTING GOAL OF ENSURING
ALL HOLOCAUST VICTIMS LIVE
WITH DIGNITY, COMFORT, AND
SECURITY

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res
129), expressing support for the goal of
ensuring that all Holocaust victims
live with dignity, comfort, and security
in their remaining years, and urging
the Federal Republic of Germany to re-
affirm its commitment to this goal
through a financial commitment to
comprehensively address the unique
health and welfare needs of vulnerable
Holocaust victims, including home
care and other medically prescribed
needs, as amended.
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The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.
The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:
H. CoN. RES. 129

Whereas the annihilation of 6,000,000 Jews
during the Holocaust and the murder of mil-
lions of others by the Nazi German state
constitutes one of the most tragic and hei-
nous crimes in human history;

Whereas hundreds of thousands of Jews
survived persecution by the Nazi regime de-
spite being imprisoned, subjected to slave
labor, moved into ghettos, forced to live in
hiding or under false identity, forced to live
under curfew, or required to wear the ‘‘yel-
low star’’;

Whereas in fear of the oncoming Nazi
Einsatzgruppen (‘‘Nazi Killing Squads’’) and
the likelihood of extermination, hundreds of
thousands of Jewish Nazi victims fled for
their lives;

Whereas whatever type of persecution suf-
fered by Jews during the Holocaust, the com-
mon thread that binds these Holocaust vic-
tims is that they were targeted for extermi-
nation and that they lived with a constant
fear for their lives and the lives of their
loved ones;

Whereas Holocaust victims immigrated to
the United States from Europe, the Middle
East and North Africa, and the former Soviet
Union from 1933 to today;

Whereas it is estimated that there are at
least 100,000 Holocaust victims living in the
United States and approximately 500,000 liv-
ing around the world today, including child
survivors;

Whereas tens of thousands of Holocaust
victims are in their 80s or 90s or are more
than 100 years in age, and the number of Hol-
ocaust victims is diminishing;

Whereas at least 50 percent of Holocaust
victims alive today will pass away within
the next decade, and those alive are becom-
ing frailer and have increasing health and
welfare needs;

Whereas Holocaust victims throughout the
world continue to suffer from permanent
physical and psychological injuries and dis-
abilities and live with the emotional scars of
this systematic genocide against the Jewish
people;

Whereas many of the emotional and psy-
chological scars of Holocaust victims are ex-
acerbated in their old age, the past haunts
and overwhelms many aspects of their lives
when their health fails them;

Whereas Holocaust victims suffer par-
ticular trauma when their emotional and
physical circumstances force them to leave
the security of their own home and enter in-
stitutional or other group living residential
facilities;

Whereas tens of thousands of Holocaust
victims live in poverty, cannot afford and do
not receive sufficient medical care, home
care, mental health care, medicine, food,
transportation, and other vital life-sus-
taining services that allow them to live their
final years with comfort and dignity;

Whereas Holocaust victims often lack fam-
ily support networks and require social
worker-supported case management in order
to manage their daily lives and access gov-
ernment funded services;

Whereas in response to a letter sent by
Members of Congress to Germany’s Minister
of Finance in December 2015 regarding in-
creased funding for Holocaust victims, Ger-
man officials acknowledged that ‘‘recent ex-
perience has shown that the care financed by
the German Government to date is insuffi-
cient’” and that ‘‘it is imperative to expand
these assistance measures quickly given the
advanced age of many of the affected per-
sons’’;
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Whereas German Chancellor Konrad Ade-
nauer acknowledged in 1951 Germany’s re-
sponsibility to provide moral and financial
compensation to Holocaust victims world-
wide;

Whereas every successive German Chan-
cellor has reaffirmed this position, including
Chancellor Angela Merkel, who in 2007 re-
affirmed that ‘“‘only by fully accepting its en-
during responsibility for this most appalling
period and for the cruelest crimes in its his-
tory, can Germany shape the future’’;

Whereas in 2015 Chancellor Merkel’s
spokesperson again confirmed ‘‘all Germans
know the history of the murderous race
mania of the Nazis that led to the break with
civilization that was the Holocaust. . . we
know that responsibility for this crime
against humanity is German and very much
our own’’; and

Whereas Congress believes it is Germany’s
moral and historical responsibility to com-
prehensively, permanently, and urgently
provide the resources for all Holocaust vic-
tims’ medical, mental health, and long-term
care needs: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) acknowledges the financial and moral
commitment of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many over the past seven decades to provide
a measure of justice for Holocaust victims;

(2) supports the goal of ensuring that all
Holocaust victims in the United States and
around the world are able to live with dig-
nity, comfort, and security in their remain-
ing years;

(3) applauds the nonprofit organizations
and agencies that work tirelessly to honor
and assist Holocaust victims in their com-
munities;

(4) acknowledges the ongoing process of ne-
gotiations between the Federal Republic of
Germany and the Conference on Jewish Ma-
terial Claims Against Germany (Claims Con-
ference) in order to secure funding for Holo-
caust victims and for vital social services
provided through nonprofit organizations
and agencies around the world;

(5) acknowledges that the Federal Republic
of Germany and the Claims Conference have
established a new high-level working group
that will develop proposals for extensive as-
sistance for homecare and other social wel-
fare needs of Holocaust victims;

(6) urges the working group to recognize
the imperative of immediately and fully
funding victims’ medical, mental health, and
long-term care needs and to do so with full
transparency and accountability to ensure
all funds for Holocaust victims from the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany are administered
efficiently, fairly, and without delay; and

(7) urges the Federal Republic of Germany
to continue to reaffirm its commitment and
fulfill its moral responsibility to Holocaust
victims by ensuring that every Holocaust
victim receives all of the prescribed medical
care, home care, mental health care, and
other vital services necessary to live in dig-
nity and by providing, without delay, addi-
tional financial resources to address the
unique needs of Holocaust victims.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTCH)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
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include extraneous material on this
resolution.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, first I would like to
thank my good friend and south Flor-
ida colleague, Mr. TED DEUTCH, for his
work on this resolution and for co-
introducing it together. It is an impor-
tant resolution, Mr. Speaker. I also
want to thank our chairman, Chairman
ROYCE, and the ranking member, Mr.
ENGEL, for always working in a bipar-
tisan manner, for recognizing the im-
portance of this resolution, and for
moving this bill out of our Committee
on Foreign Affairs in an expeditious
manner.

This resolution, simply put, Mr.
Speaker, urges Germany to honor its
moral and historical obligations to
Holocaust survivors and to provide for
their unmet needs immediately and
comprehensively. I know that for Mr.
DEUTCH and for me, this is an issue
that deeply impacts many of our con-
stituents in south Florida.

There are just over 500,000 Holocaust
survivors worldwide. About a quarter
of that number live right here in the
United States, with over 15,000 living in
our south Florida communities, Mr.
Speaker. I have had the honor and
privilege to work closely with sur-
vivors from south Florida, many of
whom I have come to call dear friends:
my friends David Mermelstein, David
Schaecter, Herbie Karliner, Joe Sachs,
and Alex Gross; and Jack Rubin, who
has testified before Congress on issues
related to Holocaust survivors, includ-
ing a hearing that I chaired alongside
Mr. DEUTCH in the year 2014.

There are also many more to thank,
those who have made justice for Holo-
caust survivors their life’s work, indi-
viduals like Sam Dubbin, Mark Talis-
man, and the list goes on and on, Mr.
Speaker.

It has been my close relationship
with these individuals that has really
helped me to understand the realities
that survivors have endured during hu-
manity’s darkest period and, unfortu-
nately, the sad reality that they face
today—today—Mr. Speaker, especially
when it comes to their home
healthcare needs, to their mental
health needs, to their medical care
needs.

Do you know, Mr. Speaker, that
nearly half of all survivors worldwide
live at or below the poverty level?
After going through what is almost in-
describable horror, these survivors are
living at or below the poverty level.
Many survivors are unable to maintain
even a modest and dignified standard of
living: they lack funds for home care;
they don’t have the money for medi-
cine; they don’t have the funds for
food; they can’t pay the utilities; and
they can’t pay their rent. As Jack
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Rubin said before our subcommittee in
the year 2014: the existing system has
fallen tragically short of what sur-
vivors need and deserve.

The current funding and care deliv-
ery systems are difficult for survivors
to access, and they are severely under-
funded. That is why it is so important
that we pass this resolution and urge
our friends in Germany, our good part-
ners in Germany, to honor the obliga-
tions and the commitments that they
have made to provide for the needs of
Holocaust survivors.

German Governments have provided
some support through income assist-
ance programs and have doubled fund-
ing for home care services in the past 5
years, so they are trying. They want to
do better. In fact, even by Germany’s
own admission, the care financed by
the German Government to date has
been insufficient for those in need of
intensive long-term care.

Mr. Speaker, because of the horrors
that these survivors have endured and
the emotional and physical scars they
continue to carry with them, their
medical, mental, and home care needs
are far more complex, far more exten-
sive than those of other elderly individ-
uals.
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These survivors have endured the
torture; they have endured the labor
camps, experiments, the loss of loved
ones, and even the loss of entire fami-
lies. We owe these survivors the oppor-
tunity to live out the remainder of
their days in the dignity and comfort
they deserve.

Germany owes it to the survivors to
alleviate and end the continuing inju-
ries inflicted by the Nazi regime by
finding a way to provide for all of their
medical, mental health, and home care
needs, directly and without delay.

I urge my colleagues to join Mr.
DEUTCH and to join me in urging Ger-
many to do the right thing, because
time is of the essence.

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

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

I rise in support of this resolution.
And I thank Chairman ROYCE and
Ranking Member ENGEL for moving so
quickly to pass this resolution through
committee and bring it to the floor, be-
cause time is, sadly, very much of the
essence.

Today we will vote on H. Con. Res.
129, which calls upon Germany to fully
fund the needs of aging Holocaust sur-
vivors. I want to thank my friend,
Chairman Emeritus ROS-LEHTINEN, for
her steadfast leadership and for her
longstanding commitment to cham-
pioning the needs of Holocaust sur-
vivors.

More than anything else, I want to
thank the survivors in south Florida
and throughout the Nation. You are
my constituents, my friends, and my
heroes. This includes Jack Rubin,
whose tireless advocacy through trips
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to Washington to educate and testify
in Congress shaped this very effort; and
Norman Frajman, whose dedication to
educating students in our own commu-
nity helped ensure that they will never
forget.

My friend, Congresswoman ROS-
LEHTINEN, mentioned so many of the
people that she is so close to. I want to
thank her for giving me the oppor-
tunity and the blessing of getting to
know and spend time with David
Schaecter, David Mermelstein, and
others.

It breaks my heart that today in the
United States there are tens of thou-
sands of survivors who live in poverty
and cannot afford, and thus do not re-

ceive, sufficient medical care, home
care, and other vital life-sustaining
services.

Today we have an opportunity to
send a clear message that these sur-
vivors, who made it through the dark-
est time in history, deserve to live out
their lives with the dignity that they
are so worthy of and have long been
promised.

Some of my colleagues might won-
der: Why is this resolution needed?

It is simple: Holocaust survivors are
not receiving the care that they need.

For decades, the German Govern-
ment has remained committed to fund-
ing survivor needs. This is something I
know Chancellor Merkel cares a great
deal about, as she has reaffirmed that
commitment. But the survivor popu-
lation is aging into their eighties, their
nineties, and hundreds. Their needs are
greater.

Unfortunately, despite the payments
of the German Government over dec-
ades, significant gaps in survivor care
remain. And German officials have ac-
knowledged that shortfall. Right now
there are special negotiations going on
with the German Government. In the
coming days, decisions will be made in
Berlin that will determine whether or
not survivors will receive the funding
and the care that they so desperately
need.

But I am worried. I am worried that
time is running out. I am worried that
this is our last chance to ensure that,
once and for all, survivors have what
they need. Every survivor deserves to
receive the care needed to live in com-
fort.

So many survivors are struggling.
And, again, while we appreciate the
decades-long commitment of the Ger-
man Government, I am not certain
that our ally, Germany, understands
the scope of the true need—the needs
that Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN and I see
in our communities in south Florida
every day. That is why passing this res-
olution here will send a message that is
unmistakable; and that is that Con-
gress is fully united.

We stand at a decisive moment in the
lives of our aging survivor population.
Each month it seems that there is an-
other funeral in my community and
another survivor passes. So it is with a
heavy heart that we must acknowledge
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that these current negotiations are
likely the last opportunity for Ger-
many to comprehensively address the
unique health and welfare needs of sur-
vivors before it is too late.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us
today urges our German partners to
fulfill the moral and financial commit-
ment to the victims of the Holocaust.
The shortfall is the most dramatic
when it comes to home care. For sur-
vivors, the need to stay in their homes
as they age is critical. The thought of
institutionalized care or being removed
from their home is a devastatingly
painful reminder of the past. As they
age, they rely more on home care serv-
ices.

Under the current system, home care
is capped so that even the most
infirmed, isolated, and poor Nazi vic-
tims can only receive a maximum of 25
hours of home care per week. That is 5
hours a day for 5 days a week. There is
no funding for additional hours.

In committee I spoke about my 91-
year-old constituent who survived Ber-
gen-Belsen. He fell and suffered a frac-
ture. He requires assistance with all of
the activities of daily living. He now
needs round-the-clock care, but the
current funding system does not pro-
vide it.

Many of those who survived also lack
family support to help with transpor-
tation to doctors’ appointments or help
preparing meals. They deserve to have
these most basic needs met. They de-
serve to be able to access care for all of
their mental and medical health needs.
And they deserve our support.

Today I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting the passage of this
resolution and for Germany to seize
upon this opportunity to alleviate the
suffering of survivors. While no amount
of money can ever erase the horrors
faced by Nazi victims, there is a moral
responsibility to ensure that they can
receive all of the vital services and
medical care necessary to live out the
remainder of their days with dignity.

No more limitations on home care
hours. Complete the negotiations. And
fund the needs now, once and for all.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), my friend.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend, TED DEUTCH, for his
leadership, and also my good friend,
ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, the Florida
twins who have so steadfastly brought
this matter of conscience and history
to the floor of the House of Representa-
tives.

It was said about the Holocaust that
“we should never forget” and ‘‘never
again.” What a legacy it would be that
those who survived the darkest chapter
of human history should live out the
remainder of their years in want—in
want of basic medical care, in want of
home health care and caregiving so
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that they can have dignity in their twi-
light years.

How can we ignore that plight? How
can we say to that generation, You
should go without?

They are living reminders of the dark
side of human nature and of how his-
tory can go so terribly wrong. Hon-
oring them with this resolution and en-
gaging our partner, our ally, Germany,
in this one last endeavor is a noble
cause.

I am pleased to support H. Con. Res.
129, and I applaud the leadership of my
colleagues from Florida in reminding
this House of the duty still in front of
us.

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

Mr. Speaker, today we are talking
about the frailest people in our com-
munity who have endured the worst,
most unimaginable horrors. They are
people whose entire families were de-
stroyed.

Mr. Speaker, Hitler tried to destroy
them. He succeeded in KkKilling millions,
but his goal was genocide. His goal was
to wipe the Jewish people from the face
of the Earth.

We can’t imagine the magnitude of
that evil, but we have just a few years
left with those who managed to sur-
vive, to escape death—sometimes mul-
tiple times—to endure concentration
camps when everyone around them was
sent to the gas chambers, and to flee
death squads that roamed the Euro-
pean countryside Kkilling—and mass
killings—again and again and again.

For them to live through all of that,
to survive all of that, should we tell
them that we are sorry, we must cap
the amount of care you can receive in
your home? Or that the social service
agencies and their employees and their
volunteers who know what their cli-
ents need should tell them to need less?

Mr. Speaker, let’s pass this resolu-
tion and tell every person sitting at
the negotiating table in Berlin that we
will not accept half measures. The Ger-
man Government has reiterated its
moral obligation to act. This resolu-
tion calls for action. The time to act is
now. Survivors of the Holocaust de-
serve dignity.

I would like to again thank my dear
friend and fierce advocate for sur-
vivors, Congresswoman ILEANA ROS-
LEHTINEN. We have stood together on
their behalf for years. She is remark-
ably committed to justice.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, there are
Holocaust survivors who are watching
us now. When we pass this resolution,
many will cry. They told me that. I
cannot and I will not go back to south
Florida on Friday and look into the
eyes of these sweet people whom we are
so fortunate to know, so privileged to
have in our community, and tell them
that Congress passed a resolution to
make them feel better. They don’t need
symbolism.

What I will tell them is that the
United States House of Representatives
overwhelmingly spoke on their behalf—
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a group that 80 years ago had no one
speaking for them. And we expect the
German Government to hear what we
are saying.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to thank Mr. DEUTCH and Mr.
CoNNOLLY. What a joy it has been for
me to have worked with them, espe-
cially with my twin. The poor guy.
That was a low blow by Mr. CONNOLLY.
Mr. DEUTCH might not forgive him for
that. But what heartfelt words from
Mr. DEUTCH. I thank him for that.

We are indeed fortunate, Mr. Speak-
er, that we have so many constituents
in our districts for whom this issue is
so important. We are blessed that we
have so many Holocaust survivors in
our districts. But, sadly, as Mr.
DEUTCH, Mr. CoONNOLLY, and I have
pointed out, time is of the essence.
These survivors are passing away with-
out the urgent care that they have
been promised and without the com-
forts that they need.

So I want to close by saying, Mr.
Speaker, just how important this
measure is. Mr. DEUTCH talked about
how our constituents are watching in
south Florida. And it is so true. How
important it is that we send a clear
message to the German Government
that time is of the essence.

For over 70 years, Holocaust sur-
vivors have had to live with the painful
memories and the toll that their expe-
riences have had on their minds and
their bodies.
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Successive German Governments
have acknowledged Germany’s respon-
sibility for the Nazi regime’s atroc-
ities. Most  recently, Chancellor
Merkel’s office stated: “We know the
responsibility for this crime against
humanity is German and very much
our own.”’

I agree with Chancellor Merkel’s of-
fice. We don’t have time for negotia-
tions, Mr. Speaker. How long will those
negotiations take while, every day, yet
another Holocaust survivor passes
away.

We don’t need Germany to engage
with the bureaucratic nightmare that
is the Claims Conference. This was a
process that was set up to deal with
these issues, but it has not worked out
that way. Why add another layer to the
process when Germany can and should
provide this assistance directly?

The proof that this Claims Con-
ference process has been nothing short
of an abject failure is that nearly half
of the survivors today, Mr. Speaker,
are living at or below the poverty level.
Under this current system, many have
died well before their time as a result
of this current broken system, to say
nothing about the fraud, the corrup-
tion, and the embezzlement that has
been documented.

Mr. Speaker, the Claims Conference
has failed to live up to its mandate to
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advocate and work on behalf of sur-
vivors. The Claims Conference provides
artificial caps on survivors’ needs.
When those caps are reached, good
luck.

Just recently, a survivor from our
own area right here in D.C. was told by
a local service agency that the Claims
Conference would no longer fund her
Lifeline button. This woman lives
alone, Mr. Speaker. She needs this
service, but she was cut off.

The Conference stops assistance for
many, and many others receive no as-
sistance at all, while their pleas fall on
deaf ears.

With the Claims Conference, there is
no transparency, little accountability,
and a shocking disregard for the actual
survivors, themselves; but I believe
Chancellor Merkel’s heartfelt expres-
sion of concern about Germany’s re-
sponsibility to survivors and her lead-
ership on moral issues, and this will fi-
nally resolve this longstanding tragedy
for survivors.

That is why our resolution, Mr.
Speaker, to fund, directly, survivors’
needs is so important. We have seen
what happens when the Claims Con-
ference gets involved. Survivors are
just not afforded the assistance they
desperately need.

So I urge my colleagues to join Mr.
DEUTCH and me in urging Germany to
fund, directly and comprehensively, all
of the needs of survivors like it has
pledged. There is no time to waste.

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

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, | want to thank
Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN and Ranking Member
DeuTcH for their work on this resolution, and
their continued work on Holocaust issues.

The horrors wrought by the Nazi regime did
not end when prisoners finally walked out from
behind the barbed wire fences in 1945. Today,
the after-effects of Hitler's death camps still
haunt the lives of those who survived.

Tens of thousands of Holocaust survivors
throughout the world live in poverty, forced to
choose between feeding themselves and pur-
chasing necessary medication.

The problem is staggering. Five hundred
thousand survivors remain—most of them in
their 80s. Today, more than one in four lack
sufficient access to the care they need to live
their final years in comfort and in dignity.

For decades, Germany has instituted and
funded a number of aid programs in recogni-
tion of its obligation to these survivors. How-
ever, Germany’s own evaluations made clear
that more needs to be done.

We urge the German government to imme-
diately and fully fund programming for victims’
medical, mental health, and long-term care
needs.

Time is of the essence. Every day that deci-
sions are stalled, we lose another survivor, an-
other story, another chance to show our re-
spect for these individuals who have already
endured what no one should.

Today’s resolution recognizes the moral im-
perative for us—all of us—to work to ensure a
life of dignity, security, and comfort for Holo-
caust survivors.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong support of H. Con. Res. 129,
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urging the Federal Republic of Germany to
further fulfill its commitment to support the
welfare of Holocaust survivors by ensuring
that they receive the medical, mental health,
and long-term care they require.

In 1952, the West German government con-
cluded an agreement with representatives
from major Jewish national and international
organizations and the State of Israel to pro-
vide indemnification and restitution directly to
survivors of the Holocaust. This agreement re-
flected an overdue but basic recognition at the
time by many, including then-German Chan-
cellor Konrad Adenauer who saw such restitu-
tion as, quote, “easing the way to the spiritual
settlement of infinite suffering.”

Mr. Speaker, that infinite suffering inflicted
by the genocidal Nazi regime continues to this
day. It is a daily reality for the aging survivors
of that infamous crime who live with the men-
tal and sometimes physical consequences of
being tortured and abused.

There are over 500,000 Holocaust survivors
living around the world today, and over
100,000 live here in the United States—wit-
nesses to both the stunning evil and miracu-
lous resilience of which humanity is capable.
Their quiet presence in our midst is a treasure
seldom sufficiently cherished. Today, as they
age, they are increasingly in need of support
and assistance that will allow them to live their
remaining days with access to quality care
and the peace that comes with it.

Mr. Speaker, | support H. Con. Res 129 be-
cause | think it is right that the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany deliver direct support to Holo-
caust survivors to guarantee that they live the
rest of their lives with the dignity, comfort, and
security that was deprived them decades ago.

The resolution calls on the German govern-
ment to make every effort—whether through
direct assistance or negotiated arrange-
ments—to support the medical, mental health,
and long-term care needs of Holocaust vic-
tims. This support would be fully consistent
with the German government’s longstanding
commitment to Holocaust survivors and it can-
not wait.

It is important, Mr. Speaker, to also note the
important steps already taken by the Federal
Republic of Germany and the tremendous ef-
forts and achievements it has made in making
amends for the genocide committed under the
Nazi dictatorship. H. Con. Res. 129 urges
Germany to continue on this path and as such
deserves our support in the House.

Finally, 1 would like to thank my friend and
colleague Rep. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, for intro-
ducing this laudable resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, H. Con. Res. 129, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.
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CLARIFYING ELIGIBILITY OF
LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY
TIME-LIMITED EMPLOYEES FOR
PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4906) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to clarify the eligibility of
employees of a land management agen-
cy in a time-limited appointment to
compete for a permanent appointment
at any Federal agency, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4906

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ELIGIBILITY OF EMPLOYEES IN A
TIME-LIMITED APPOINTMENT TO
COMPETE FOR A PERMANENT AP-
POINTMENT AT ANY FEDERAL AGEN-
CY.

Section 9602 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘any land
management agency or any other agency (as
defined in section 101 of title 31) under the
internal merit promotion procedures of the
applicable agency’ and inserting ‘‘such land
management agency when such agency is ac-
cepting applications from individuals within
the agency’s workforce under merit pro-
motion procedures, or any agency, including
a land management agency, when the agency
is accepting applications from individuals
outside its own workforce under the merit
promotion procedures of the applicable agen-
cy’’; and

(2) in subsection (d) by inserting ‘‘of the
agency from which the former employee was
most recently separated’ after ‘‘deemed a
time-limited employee’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. RUSSELL) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Land Management
Workforce Flexibility Act enacted last
year removed a barrier to the career
advancement opportunities of long-
serving temporary and seasonal em-
ployees of land management agencies
across the Federal Government.

I want to thank my friend from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CoNNoOLLY) for his com-
panion work in the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform. I
am proud to not only support it, but I
authored a similar measure in the na-
tional defense authorization.

The bill we are considering today
makes a technical correction that is
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necessary due to recent guidance of the
Office of Personnel Management, or
OPM. H.R. 4906 clarifies that Congress
intended to remove restrictions on
temporary seasonal employees that
would otherwise hinder their ability to
compete for merit promotion vacancies
open to other Federal employees.

Seasonal work of land management
agencies is accomplished by a mix of
both permanent and temporary em-
ployees. Before the Land Management
Workforce Flexibility Act, regardless
of how many seasons served, temporary
employees could not compete for per-
manent jobs under the merit pro-
motion procedures available to other
Federal employees. Under the bill en-
acted last year, long-serving temporary
employees were given this opportunity,
and their employing agencies are pro-
vided with better applicant pools as a
result.

For instance, experienced seasonal
wildland firefighters are well qualified
for permanent leadership roles within
agencies that work to combat
wildfires. Mr. Speaker, the Land Man-
agement Workforce Flexibility Act rec-
ognized their service as employees and
afforded them opportunities for pro-
motion.

However, recent guidance from the
Office of Personnel Management se-
verely limits temporary employees’
ability to compete for permanent jobs.
OPM’s guidance declares temporary
employees eligible to compete for per-
manent jobs only in situations where
the hiring agency plans to prepare a
list of candidates under merit pro-
motion procedures and accepts applica-
tions only from individuals inside its
own workforce.

This bill today makes a technical
correction to clarify the temporary
seasonal employees of land manage-
ment agencies are eligible for the same
opportunities for consideration under
merit promotion procedures that apply
to other Federal employees.

The bill also makes clear that eligi-
ble former employees are deemed to be
employees of the agency from which
they were most recently separated for
instances where the position is limited
to employees of the hiring agency.

Mr. Speaker, this straightforward
bill will help to establish a more effec-
tive, efficient, and qualified Federal
workforce.

I thank the ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Government Oper-
ations, my friend, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), for authoring
this key legislation.

I would also like to highlight the
great work of the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Government Operations,
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. MEADOWS), who is an original co-
sponsor of H.R. 4906 and cares deeply
about remedying this situation.

I support this bill.

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

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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I thank my friend and colleague from
Oklahoma for his leadership and his
support on this important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of a bipartisan bill, H.R. 4906, which I
am pleased to cosponsor with Chair-
man MEADOWS of the Government Op-
erations Subcommittee.

This simple bill makes, as my friend
indicated, a technical correction to bi-
partisan legislation known as the Land
Management Workforce Flexibility
Act, on which I was pleased to work
with the committee in passing into law
just last year. That bill originally
passed the House by a voice vote and
then went on to pass the Senate by
unanimous consent. As my colleagues
will recall, that bill was intended to
give temporary seasonal employees an
opportunity to compete for permanent
full-time employment within all agen-
cies across the entire Federal Govern-
ment.

Merit promotion procedures provide
an important career advancement path
for Federal employees, and many
nonentry-level jobs are filled using this
process. Yet, no matter how long an in-
dividual has served, temporary sea-
sonal employees never get access to
merit promotion procedures.

Now, who are those people? Those are
men and women on the front line of
wildfires in the West, who put their
lives on the line to contain forest fires
during the fire season out west—dan-
gerous work, arduous work. We are
simply trying to give them a fair
shake, a fair shake that is available to
all other Federal employees. This was
intended to put them on an equal foot-
ing for vacant jobs in the civil service,
including permanent seasonal jobs.

God knoweth why, but the Office of
Personnel Management recently issued
guidance to the agency, based on a nar-
row reading never intended by our
committee or by this Congress, of the
legislative language that would actu-
ally limit the positions to which these
temporary employees may apply to
just those within the current agency.
That was never the intent of this Con-
gress, and I, frankly, feel, if you looked
at the legislative history both in com-
mittee and on the floor, that would
have been clear.

Our bill, which reflects a collabo-
rative effort with the majority and mi-
nority, as well as with OPM and em-
ployee groups such as the National
Federation of Federal Employees,
clarifies the intent, I hope, once and
for all.

The barrier to merit promotion faced
by our temporary seasonal employees
demoralizes the dedicated and coura-
geous corps that serves in land man-
agement agencies, contributes to in-
creased attrition, and ultimately leads
to higher training costs and a less-ex-
perienced, capable workforce.

Last year, Mr. Speaker, a record 10
million acres burned across these
United States, about 4 million more
than average. In Arizona alone, 294
fires burned in the first quarter of this
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year, double that of the same period
last year. Our country cannot afford to
degrade its wildland firefighting and
emergency response capabilities.

An individual that successfully com-
petes for a vacant permanent posi-
tion—we are not creating new ones—
under the clarified intent of this bill
would, upon appointment, become a ca-
reer-conditional employee—unless the
employee had otherwise completed
service requirements for career ten-
ure—and acquire competitive status
upon appointment.

H.R. 4906 defines land management
agencies to include the Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, National
Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, Bureau of Reclamation, and Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs.

The legislative fix will finally give
temporary seasonal firefighters and
other land management temporary sea-
sonal employees the chance to compete
for vacant permanent positions, sea-
sonal or full-time, under the same
merit promotion procedures available
to other Federal employees.

Last year, I stated that our bipar-
tisan bill was consistent with OPM’s
support for the concept that ‘‘long-
term temporaries who have dem-
onstrated their abilities on the job
should not have to compete with the
public for permanent vacancies.”

Despite their misinterpretation of
H.R. 1531, the original land manage-
ment bill, I remain confident OPM still
supports that sentiment.

In closing, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support the bipartisan Land
Management Workforce Flexibility
Act, ensuring that our Nation’s hard-
working, temporary, seasonal employ-
ees may compete to serve the Amer-
ican people on a permanent basis, if
they so choose. That will improve gov-
ernment efficiency and effectiveness
and, I believe, provide a safety valve
when it comes to the fire season out
west. But it is simply the right thing
to do, in the final analysis, on behalf of
this dedicated workforce.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I urge
the adoption of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
RUSSELL) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4906.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.
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MAKING ELECTRONIC GOVERN-
MENT ACCOUNTABLE BY YIELD-
ING TANGIBLE EFFICIENCIES
ACT OF 2016

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4904) to require the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget
to issue a directive on the management
of software licenses, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4904

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 ‘“‘Making
Electronic Government Accountable By
Yielding Tangible Efficiencies Act of 2016 or
the “MEGABYTE Act of 2016”".

SEC. 2. OMB DIRECTIVE ON MANAGEMENT OF
SOFTWARE LICENSES.

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section—

(1) the term ‘“‘Director’” means the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget; and

(2) the term ‘‘executive agency’ has the
meaning given that term in section 105 of
title 5, United States Code.

(b) OMB DIRECTIVE.—The Director shall
issue a directive to require the Chief Infor-
mation Officer of each executive agency to
develop a comprehensive software licensing
policy, which shall—

(1) identify clear roles, responsibilities,
and central oversight authority within the
executive agency for managing enterprise
software license agreements and commercial
software licenses; and

(2) require the Chief Information Officer of
each executive agency to—

(A) establish a comprehensive inventory,
including 80 percent of software license
spending and enterprise licenses in the exec-
utive agency, by identifying and collecting
information about software license agree-
ments using automated discovery and inven-
tory tools;

(B) regularly track and maintain software
licenses to assist the executive agency in im-
plementing decisions throughout the soft-
ware license management life cycle;

(C) analyze software usage and other data
to make cost-effective decisions;

(D) provide training relevant to software
license management;

(E) establish goals and objectives of the
software license management program of the
executive agency; and

(F) consider the software license manage-
ment life cycle phases, including the requisi-
tion, reception, deployment and mainte-
nance, retirement, and disposal phases, to
implement effective decisionmaking and in-
corporate existing standards, processes, and
metrics.

(c) REPORT ON SOFTWARE LICENSE MANAGE-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning in the first fis-
cal year beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and in each of the fol-
lowing 5 fiscal years, the Chief Information
Officer of each executive agency shall submit
to the Director a report on the financial sav-
ings or avoidance of spending that resulted
from improved software license manage-
ment.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—The Director shall make
each report submitted under paragraph (1)
publically available.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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Oklahoma (Mr. RUSSELL) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. CART-
WRIGHT) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend from
Pennsylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT) on the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee for introducing H.R. 4904,
the Making Electronic Government Ac-
countable By Yielding Tangible Effi-
ciencies Act of 2016, or the MEGABYTE
Act of 2016, to improve the Federal
Government’s management of software
licenses. I am a proud cosponsor of this
straightforward legislation.

Importantly, this bill is the House
companion to Senator CASSIDY’S own
MEGABYTE Act, S. 2340, and I am glad
to see this proposal has found bipar-
tisan support in both Chambers and has
moved forward.

H.R. 4904 requires the Chief Informa-
tion Officer for each Federal agency to
maintain a software license inventory
as well as analyze the use of software
to inform decisionmaking.

Mr. Speaker, the Government Ac-
countability Office has expressed re-
peated concerns on software license
management and its costs. In fact, the
Government Accountability Office, or
GAO, listed IT software license man-
agement as a potential cost savings
area on its 2015 duplication report. In
our never-ending effort to cut waste, I
agree with the GAO that it believes im-
plementing sound, comprehensive soft-
ware management policies has already
achieved at least $2560 million in sav-
ings to the Federal Government. But
there is more work to be done. There
are other savings that the government
could and should be capturing.

A 2014 GAO report found that only 2
of 24 major agencies had comprehen-
sive software licensing policies in
place. In fact, only 2 of the 24 agencies
had comprehensive license inventories.
Agencies cannot effectively manage
the software licenses they have if they
don’t know what they have in the first
place.

Maintaining a thorough inventory is
vital to ensure that agencies make
cost-effective decisions with respect to
software licensing and avoid duplica-
tive measures.

The MEGABYTE Act will force agen-
cies to focus on their software license
policies and their inventories, leading
to savings to the American taxpayer.
These are straightforward steps that
should already be happening, and this
bill ensures that they will.
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This legislation is about responsible
stewardship of the tax dollars of hard-
working Americans. I thank my friend,
Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and also Senator CAS-
SIDY for their collective work on the
MEGABYTE Act.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
not only support this legislation, but
all legislation in our continued quest
to cut waste in government.

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

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 4904, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me first begin by
thanking our chairman of the Over-
sight and Government Reform Com-
mittee, JASON CHAFFETZ, for bringing
this bill forward for a vote. I also want
to thank the gentleman from Mary-
land, ELIJAH CUMMINGS, my friend and
the ranking member; as well as the
other two lead cosponsors who are
here, Congressman WILL HURD of Texas
and Congressman STEVE RUSSELL of
Oklahoma who just spoke for their sup-
port.

Additionally, I also want to join him
in thanking Senator BILL CASSIDY—
lately our colleague here in the House,
but now over in the minor leagues—for
his support and his authorship of this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, we are always looking
for ways to curb waste in the Federal
Government, and sometimes it is sur-
prising the places you find it. It is a
changing world. Fifty years ago, no-
body used the acronym IT, but now
they do, and there is waste to be found
in the IT procurement mechanism.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Govern-
ment spends $82 billion a year on infor-
mation technology. Right now, for the
second year in a row, our GAO has
identified IT software license manage-
ment as a top priority in its annual du-
plication report. A duplication report
is something that is really good at
identifying waste because duplication
means what it says: you are dupli-
cating purchases in the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Of the 24 major Federal agencies, as
you just heard, only two have imple-
mented policies of comprehensive and
clear management of software licenses.
It is like this: anybody in the private
sector knows that when you go to buy
a suite of software from a major ven-
dor, they sell it in blocks with a price
point. So you might buy a block of 25
copies of a particular brand of software
even though your office only needs 19
copies. That means you have six extra
licenses left over.

The Federal Government buys soft-
ware the same way. What we found is
they are not doing a good enough job of
keeping track of the unused licenses.
This bill codifies current administra-
tion efforts to do things like that to
save the Federal taxpayers their tax
dollars.

Right now none of the 24 agencies
have fully implemented all of these in-
dustry best practices recommended by
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the GAO, and that ends now with this
legislation.

The Making Electronic Government
Accountable By Yielding Tangible Effi-
ciencies Act, the MEGABYTE Act, is
comprised of necessary reforms to the
Federal Government’s management of
IT software licenses. In particular, the
MEGABYTE Act achieves cost savings
by seven action items:

Number one, it requires the Office of
Management and Budget to issue direc-
tives requiring agencies to identify
clear roles, responsibilities, and cen-
tral oversight authority for managing
IT software licenses;

Number two, it requires having agen-
cies establish comprehensive records of
software license spending and inven-
tories of enterprise licenses in the
agency, as I just mentioned;

Number three, regularly track and
efficiently and effectively utilize soft-
ware licenses to assist the executive
agency in implementing decisions
throughout the software license man-
agement life cycle;

Number four, analyze software usage
and other data to make cost-effective
decisions in the purchase of software;

Number five, provide relevant train-
ing for software license management;

Number six, establish broad objec-
tives and targeted implementation
strategies of the software license man-
agement program of the agency;

And, finally, number seven, consider
the software license management life
cycle phases, including the requisition,
reception, deployment and mainte-
nance, retirement, and disposal phases
in order to implement effective deci-
sionmaking, again, in the purchase and
handling of software.

The GAO found that when imple-
menting these oversight and manage-
ment practices reflected in the MEGA-
BYTE Act, a Federal agency—one Fed-
eral agency—saved 181 million tax dol-
lars in a single year. Enacting MEGA-
BYTE across the entire executive
branch promises potentially yielding
billions of savings to the American tax-
payer footing the bill for all of this.

Mr. Speaker, improving the manage-
ment of agency contracts and licensing
for commercial software is critical to
ensuring the procurement process
works effectively for both the Federal
Government and industry that provides
the software.

An obvious example of how effective
software management could save not
only dollars and cents, but improve the
lives of Americans is in the health
records of our servicemembers.

Mr. Speaker, the Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform Committee has held
hearings on the failure by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Department of
Veterans Affairs to implement a fully
integrated electronic health record
system for our Active Duty soldiers
and our veterans. As early as 1998, DOD
and VA began an effort to create
health records that could work to-
gether, with an initiative to create a
joint system—an integrated electronic
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health record system. But after nearly
two decades and spending over $560 mil-
lion toward that effort, DOD and VA
ditched the plan and continued on with
their separate systems.

Now, our soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and marines who are making their
transition from DOD to VA health care
are told to print out hard copies of
their medical records and bring them
to the VA. That is an enormous sum of
money to have spent with absolutely
nothing to show for it.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the
MEGABYTE Act is the first in a series
of steps we can take to minimize
wasteful software spending and to pro-
mote efficient procurement of tech-
nology. Our software and technology
must promote interoperability across
multiple platforms—and this starts
with effective decisionmaking. By en-
couraging the use of open standards
that are technology neutral, we can en-
courage innovation when we create
connected, interoperable components
and systems, driving down costs and
avoiding unnecessary lock-in to any
one particular technology platform.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the bipar-
tisan and bicameral effort behind this
bill. I thank, again, our chairman,
JASON CHAFFETZ, for advancing the
bill.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HURD), my
friend and colleague.

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
Federal Government spends more than
$80 billion a year on IT procurement,
and 80 percent of that is on legacy sys-
tems, old and outdated systems that
all of us would think should be gone.
Every time I hear this stat, I get upset
because it is outrageous. This is a
waste of Americans’ hard-earned tax
dollars.

In 2015, the Office of Management and
Budget noted that Federal agencies
spent about $9 billion on software li-
censes alone. But guess what? Many
agencies are not managing these soft-
ware licenses properly. I know—nobody
is surprised.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice did a report last year that ex-
plained agencies could achieve hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in govern-
mentwide savings if they managed
their software licenses better. Agencies
should already have a comprehensive
inventory of what software they use.
Agencies should already be utilizing
their spending power to get good deals
on software licenses. Agencies should
already be getting rid of old software
they don’t use. But this isn’t hap-
pening, so Congress is acting.

In 2015, Congress passed landmark IT
reform legislation called FITARA,
which gave agency CIOs greater au-
thority over IT decisions and changed
the way that the Federal Government
procures technology.

The MEGABYTE Act, H.R. 4904,
builds upon the important work that
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FITARA started. When enacted, this
bill would require CIOs to develop com-
prehensive inventories on their soft-
ware license agreements. Additionally,
this measure would require agency
CIOs to provide OMB with annual re-
ports on any realized savings, which
OMB must make publicly available.

It is simple, it is straightforward,
and it makes sense. IT procurement is
not a sexy topic. Nobody goes to a rally
for IT procurement. But getting this
right will save money, and when we cut
waste, we allow hardworking Ameri-
cans to keep more of their money in
their own pockets.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania for his leadership
on this issue, and I look forward to
continuing our work together. I urge
my colleagues to support H.R. 4904.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY.)

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my good friend from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT) especially for
his leadership on this bill, the MEGA-
BYTE Act.

Mr. Speaker, as has been indicated,
we spend over $80 billion a year on IT
procurement across the Federal Gov-
ernment, 80 percent of which maybe is
used to maintain old and legacy sys-
tems, some of those systems going
back to the 1960s. We are still funding
COBOL, DOS, and many multiple sys-
tems that aren’t integrated and aren’t
interoperable.
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My friend, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, gave
what I think is one of the most glaring
examples of how, even when we move
to update, because of the stovepipe na-
ture of decisionmaking all too often in
the Federal Government, bad decisions
get made.

The Pentagon has one system for
medical recordkeeping and the Vet-
erans Administration has another.
When one individual moves from Ac-
tive Duty to retired status, they have
to take their records with them, phys-
ically, because the two systems, up-
graded recently, are not compatible. A
third procurement contract had to be
issued for the private sector to try to
see if they could bridge these two sys-
tems, and the taxpayer had to pay a
third time. Why couldn’t we get that
right the first time?

Making sure these investments serve
the purpose for which they are in-
tended is really critical. This act helps
codify that.

My friend, Mr. HURD from Texas, was
gracious in bringing up the FITARA,
the Federal Information Technology
Acquisition Reform Act, which I think
sets the construct, the structure, for
every Federal agency to modernize
itself to improve efficiency, to stream-
line management, and to make sure
that these investments are efficacious.

The MEGABYTE Act is a wonderful
complement to that when it comes to
software. I think it will help transform

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

how the Federal Government procures
and manages its information tech-
nology portfolio. I urge its passage, and
I am proud to be an original cosponsor.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I urge my fellow Members of the
United States House of Representatives
to vote ‘‘yes’ on H.R. 4904, a common-
sense, bipartisan, bicameral effort to
save the American taxpayers money in
the purchase of software. It is our
chance to nip this problem in the bud
before it gets bigger and bigger and
bigger. It is an opportunity to save a
whopping amount of money for the
American taxpayer.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

I also urge not only support and
adoption of this bill, but I think it is
crucial, as we continue to fight and
combat waste in government, that we
look at measures that are so ripe and
so effective, if we pass them, that they
will have an immediate impact on tax
dollars that are wasted. Here we have a
measure that literally will save bil-
lions of dollars in the very short term.
It is very, very important that we pass
it. I urge adoption of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
RUSSELL) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4904.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

————

EASTERN NEVADA LAND IMPLE-
MENTATION IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1815) to facilitate certain pinyon-
juniper related projects in Lincoln
County, Nevada, to modify the bound-
aries of certain wilderness areas in the
State of Nevada, and to provide for the
implementation of a conservation plan
for the Virgin River, Nevada, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1815

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 ‘“‘Eastern Nevada
Land Implementation Improvement Act’.

SEC. 2. FACILITATION OF PINYON-JUNIPER RE-
LATED PROJECTS IN LINCOLN
COUNTY, NEVADA.

(a) FACILITATION OF PINYON-JUNIPER RE-

LATED PROJECTS.—
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(1) AVAILABILITY OF SPECIAL ACCOUNT UNDER
LINCOLN COUNTY LAND ACT OF 2000.—Section 5(b)
of the Lincoln County Land Act of 2000 (Public
Law 106-298; 114 Stat. 1048) is amended—

(4) in paragraph (1)—

(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘and im-
plementation’ after ‘‘development’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (C)—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘; and’’ at the end
and inserting a semicolon; and

(I1) by adding at the end the following:

““(iii) development and implementation of com-
prehensive, cost-effective, and  multijuris-
dictional hazardous fuels reduction projects and
wildfire prevention planning activities (particu-
larly for pinyon-juniper dominated landscapes)
and other rangeland and woodland restoration
projects within the County, consistent with the
Ely Resource Management Plan or a subsequent
amendment to the plan; and’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(3) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Establish-
ment of cooperative agreements between the Bu-
reau of Land Management and the County shall
be required for any County-provided law en-
forcement and planning related activities ap-
proved by the Secretary regarding—

““(A) wilderness in the County designated by
the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation,
and Development Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-
424; 118 Stat. 2403);

‘“(B) cultural resources identified, protected,
and managed pursuant to that Act;

‘“(C) planning, management, and law enforce-
ment associated with the Silver State OHV Trail
designated by that Act; and

‘(D) planning associated with land disposal
and related land use authorizations required for
utility corridors and rights-of-way to serve land
that has been, or is to be, disposed of pursuant
to that Act (other than rights-of-way granted
pursuant to that Act) and this Act.”.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF SPECIAL ACCOUNT UNDER
LINCOLN COUNTY CONSERVATION, RECREATION,
AND DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2004.—Section 103 of
the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation,
and Development Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-
424; 118 Stat. 2406) is amended—

(4) in subsection (b)(3)—

(i) in subparagraph (E), by striking *‘; and”
at the end and inserting a semicolon;

(i) in subparagraph (F), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting “‘; and’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(G) development and implementation of com-
prehensive, cost-effective, and  multijuris-
dictional hazardous fuels reduction and wildfire
prevention planning activities (particularly for
pinyon-juniper dominated Ilandscapes) and
other rangeland and woodland restoration
projects within the County, consistent with the
Ely Resource Management Plan or a subsequent
amendment to the plan.”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

“(d) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Establish-
ment of cooperative agreements between the Bu-
reau of Land Management and the County shall
be required for any County-provided law en-
forcement and planning related activities ap-
proved by the Secretary regarding—

““(1) wilderness in the County designated by
this Act;

““(2) cultural resources identified, protected,
and managed pursuant to this Act;

““(3) planning, management, and law enforce-
ment associated with the Silver State OHV Trail
designated by this Act; and

‘““(4) planning associated with land disposal
and related land use authorizations required for
utility corridors and rights-of-way to serve land
that has been, or is to be, disposed of pursuant
to this Act (other than rights-of-way granted
pursuant to this Act) and the Lincoln County
Land Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-298; 114 Stat.
1046).”".

(b) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS.—

(1) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS UNDER LINCOLN
COUNTY LAND ACT OF 2000.—Section 5(a)(2) of the
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Lincoln County Land Act of 2000 (Public Law
106-298; 114 Stat. 1047) is amended by inserting
“‘and the Lincoln County Regional Development
Authority’ after ‘‘schools’.

(2) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS UNDER LINCOLN
COUNTY CONSERVATION, RECREATION, AND DEVEL-
OPMENT ACT OF 2004.—Section 103(b)(2) of the
Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and
Development Act of 2004 (Public Law 108—424;
118 Stat. 2405) is amended by striking ‘‘and
transportation’ and inserting ‘‘transportation,
and the Lincoln County Regional Development
Authority or any other County economic devel-
opment organization’’.

(c) REALIGN A PORTION OF THE LCCRDA
UTILITY CORRIDOR.—Section 301(a) of the Lin-
coln County Conservation, Recreation, and De-
velopment Act of 2004 (Public Law 108—424; 118
Stat. 2413) establishes a 2,640-foot wide utility
corridor as depicted on a map dated October 1,
2004. The Secretary of the Interior shall realign
a portion of the corridor by removing the des-
ignation in sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, and
15, T. 7 N., R. 68 E. and realigning the corridor
to sections 31, 32, and 33, T. 8 N., R. 68 E.; sec-
tions 4, 5, and 6, T. 7 N., R. 68 E.; and sections
Iand 12, T.7 N., 67 E. as shown on the October
1, 2004, map.

(d) FINAL CORRECTIVE PATENT IN CLARK
COUNTY, NEVADA.—

(1) VALIDATION OF PATENT.—Patent number
27-2005-0081 issued by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement on February 18, 2005, is affirmed and
validated as having been issued pursuant to,
and in compliance with, the Nevada-Florida
Land Exchange Authorization Act of 1988 (Pub-
lic Law 100-275; 102 Stat. 52), the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.), and the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) for
the benefit of the desert tortoise, other species,
and the habitat of the desert tortoise and other
species to increase the likelihood of the recovery
of the desert tortoise and other species.

(2) RATIFICATION OF RECONFIGURATION.—The
process used by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Bureau of Land Man-
agement in reconfiguring the land described in
paragraph (1), as depicted on Exhibit 1-4 of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Planned Development Project MSHCP, Lincoln
County, NV (FWS-R8-ES-2008-N0136) and the
reconfiguration provided for in Special Condi-
tion 10 of the Army Corps of Engineers Permit
No. 000005042 are ratified.

(e) FINAL LAND RECONFIGURATION IN LINCOLN
COUNTY, NEVADA.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

(A) MAP.—The term ‘“‘Map’ means the map
prepared by the Bureau of Land Management
entitled ‘‘Proposed Lincoln County Land Recon-
figuration’ and dated January 28, 2016.

(B) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’ means
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
Director of the Bureau of Land Management.

(2) ISSUANCE OF LINCOLN COUNTY CORRECTIVE
PATENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may issue a
corrective patent for 7,548 acres of land in Lin-
coln County, Nevada, that is depicted on the
Map.

(B) APPLICABLE LAW.—A corrective patent
issued under subparagraph (A) shall be consid-
ered to have been issued pursuant to, and in
compliance with, the Nevada-Florida Land Ex-
change Authorization Act of 1988 (Public Law
100-275; 102 Stat. 52).

SEC. 3. MT. MORIAH WILDERNESS, HIGH SCHELLS

WILDERNESS, AND ARC DOME WIL-
DERNESS BOUNDARY ADJUST-
MENTS.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE PAM WHITE WILDER-
NESS AcT.—Section 323 of the Pam White Wil-
derness Act of 2006 (16 U.S.C. 1132 note; Public
Law 109-432; 120 Stat. 3031) is amended by strik-
ing subsection (e) and inserting the following:

“(e) MT. MORIAH WILDERNESS ADJUSTMENT.—
The boundary of the Mt. Movriah Wilderness es-
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tablished under section 2(13) of the Nevada Wil-
derness Protection Act of 1989 (16 U.S.C. 1132
note; Public Law 101-195) is adjusted to in-
clude—

‘(1) the land identified as the ‘Mount Moriah
Wilderness Area’ and ‘Mount Moriah Additions’
on the map entitled ‘Eastern White Pine Coun-
ty’ and dated November 29, 2006; and

“(2) the land identified as ‘NFS Lands’ on the
map entitled ‘Proposed Wilderness Boundary
Adjustment Mt. Moriah Wilderness Area’ and
dated June 18, 2014.

“(f) HIGH SCHELLS WILDERNESS ADJUST-
MENT.—The boundary of the High Schells Wil-
derness established under subsection (a)(11) is
adjusted to include the land identified as ‘In-
clude as Wilderness’ on the map entitled ‘McCoy
Creek Adjustment’ and dated November 3, 2014,
and to exclude the land identified as ‘NFS
Lands’ on the map entitled ‘Proposed Wilder-
ness Boundary Adjustment High Schells Wilder-
ness Area’ and dated June 17, 2014.”".

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE NEVADA WILDERNESS
PROTECTION ACT OF 1989.—The Nevada Wilder-
ness Protection Act of 1989 (16 U.S.C. 1132 note;
Public Law 101-195; 103 Stat. 1784) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 12. ARC DOME BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.

“The boundary of the Arc Dome Wilderness
established under section 2(2) is adjusted to ex-
clude the land identified as ‘Exclude from Wil-
derness’ on the map entitled ‘Arc Dome Adjust-
ment’ and dated November 3, 2014.”".

SEC. 4. IMPLEMENTATION OF CONSERVATION
PLAN, VIRGIN RIVER, NEVADA.

Section 3(d)(3)(B) of Public Law 99-548 (100
Stat. 3061; 116 Stat. 2018) is amended by striking
“‘development of a multispecies habitat con-
servation plan for’ and inserting ‘‘development
and implementation of a conservation plan to
benefit fish and wildlife species of”’.

SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 3(f)(2)(B) of Public Law 99-548 (100
Stat. 3061) is amended by striking “‘(v) Sec. 7.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. HARDY) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous materials on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

H.R. 1815, the Eastern Nevada Land
Implementation Improvement Act,
which I introduced last year, makes
several changes to the existing Federal
land laws. The bill authorizes haz-
ardous fuels reduction projects and
wildfire planning for rangeland and
woodland restoration projects in Lin-
coln County, Nevada. These projects
will help reduce the risk of cata-
strophic wildfire and improve and pro-
tect habitat for the greater sage-
grouse.

The bill also authorizes the imple-
mentation of a conservation plan in
Nevada’s Virgin River region. In 2002,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service re-
quired the city of Mesquite to create a
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conservation plan to protect several
species in the Lower Virgin River
Basin before moving ahead with two
land acquisitions. The city planned to
use these funds from the Mesquite
Lands Act, a law passed by Congress in
1986 that allowed the city to acquire
and develop lands from the Federal
Government, to complete the plan.
FWS signed a memorandum of agree-
ment with the city of Mesquite to
carry out the law.

This agreement expired in 2014. The
Fish and Wildlife Service refused to
sign a new memorandum of agreement
or to allow the city to access the nec-
essary funding because it didn’t feel
that the current legislation enabled
them to implement the conservation
plan. As a result, all efforts to advance
the conservation plan and expand the
city are at a standstill.

This bill remedies the problem by
making a technical correction to the
Mesquite Lands Act of 1988 that will
provide the necessary authority to the
Fish and Wildlife Service to implement
the conservation plan, after signing the
new agreement with the city of Mes-
quite.

Lastly, the bill makes several bound-
ary adjustments that collectively re-
duce three wilderness areas to improve
public access to the Big Canyon Trail-
head, provide land to the existing Girl
Scouts camp, and release a small dam
owned and operated by the Yamba
Tribe.

It is important to know that all of
the money that would be spent to exe-
cute these programs in this bill would
come from special accounts that al-
ready exist. Not a single taxpayer dol-
lar would go to pay for this bill. These
special accounts are funded by the pro-
ceeds of the Federal land sales in Ne-
vada and, in total, have a balance of
$270 million in unobligated funds. The
$2 million predicted to be used for the
purposes in H.R. 1815—protecting com-
munities from catastrophic wildfires
by reducing hazardous fuels and imple-
menting a habitat conservation plan—
would come directly from those ac-
counts at no cost to the taxpayer.

This is a well-balanced, bipartisan
piece of legislation that will reduce
wildland fire threat and greatly benefit
local communities, wildlife and its
habitat, and the future management of
public lands in Nevada.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
1815.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

H.R. 1815 clarifies and updates sev-
eral laws related to the management of
Federal land in eastern Nevada. This
bill is cosponsored by the entire Ne-
vada delegation, and I recognize its
passage is important to the people of
eastern Nevada.

I want to thank the majority and the
sponsor for working with the Bureau of
Land Management to address many of
their concerns. Resolving those con-
cerns and working with the BLM turn
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this bill into a proposal we can sup-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote in support of this legislation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote in support of this
legislation also.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1815, as
amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

——
SHILOH NATIONAL MILITARY
PARK BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT
AND PARKER’S CROSSROADS

BATTLEFIELD DESIGNATION ACT

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 87) to modify the boundary of the
Shiloh National Military Park located
in Tennessee and Mississippi, to estab-
lish Parker’s Crossroads Battlefield as
an affiliated area of the National Park
System, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 87

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 ‘“‘Shiloh National
Military Park Boundary Adjustment and Park-
er’s Crossroads Battlefield Designation Act’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions apply:

(1) AFFILIATED AREA.—The term ‘‘affiliated
area’’ means the Parker’s Crossroads Battlefield
established as an affiliated area of the National
Park System under section 4.

(2) PARK.—The term ‘“‘Park’ means Shiloh
National Military Park, a unit of the National
Park System.

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’ means
the Secretary of the Interior.

SEC. 3. AREAS TO BE ADDED TO SHILOH NA-
TIONAL MILITARY PARK.

(a) ADDITIONAL AREAS.—The boundary of
Shiloh National Military Park is modified to in-
clude the areas that are generally depicted on
the map entitled ‘‘Shiloh National Military
Park, Proposed Boundary Adjustment’’, num-
bered 304/80,011, and dated July 2014, as follows:

(1) Fallen Timbers Battlefield.

(2) Russell House Battlefield.

(3) Davis Bridge Battlefield.

(b) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
may acquire lands described in subsection (a) by
donation, purchase from willing sellers with do-
nated or appropriated funds, or exchange.

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—Any lands acquired
under this section shall be administered as part
of the Park.

SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF AFFILIATED AREA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Parker’s Crossroads Battle-

field in the State of Tennessee is hereby estab-
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lished as an affiliated area of the National Park
System.

(b) DESCRIPTION.—The affiliated area shall
consist of the area generally depicted within the
“Proposed Boundary’ on the map entitled

“Parker’s Crossroads Battlefield, Proposed
Boundary’, numbered 903/80,073, and dated
July 2014.

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—The affiliated area
shall be managed in accordance with this Act
and all laws generally applicable to units of the
National Park System.

(d) MANAGEMENT ENTITY.—The City of Park-
ers Crossroads and the Tennessee Historical
Commission shall jointly be the management en-
tity for the affiliated area.

(e) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary may provide technical assistance and
enter into cooperative agreements with the man-
agement entity for the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance with marketing, marking, in-
terpretation, and preservation of the affiliated
area.

(f) LIMITED ROLE OF THE SECRETARY.—Noth-
ing in this Act authorizes the Secretary to ac-
quire property at the affiliated area or to as-
sume overall financial responsibility for the op-
eration, maintenance, or management of the af-
filiated area.

(9) GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the management entity, shall develop
a general management plan for the affiliated
area. The plan shall be prepared in accordance
with section 100502 of title 54, United States
Code.

(2) TRANSMITTAL.—Not later than 3 years
after the date that funds are made available for
this Act, the Secretary shall provide a copy of
the completed general management to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources of the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. HARDY) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous materials on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

H.R. 87, introduced by Representative
MARSHA BLACKBURN of Tennessee, ex-
pands the boundaries of the Shiloh Na-
tional Military Park and designates
the Parker’s Crossroads Battlefield as
an affiliated area of the National Park
System. Located in Corinth, Mis-
sissippi, the Battle of Shiloh was a
flash point in the Western theater dur-
ing the Civil War.

This bill would preserve three crit-
ical TDbattlefields, covering approxi-
mately 2,126 acres, associated with the
Siege of Corinth, including the Fallen
Timbers, Russell House, and Davis
Bridge Battlefields. The National Park
Service determined that each of these
sites provides extensive opportunities
for visitor use and interpretation or
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the potential for archeological re-
search.

This bill passed out of committee by
unanimous consent. I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of its passage.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

By expanding the boundaries of the
Shiloh National Military Park in the
State of Tennessee, H.R. 87 will assist
the National Park Service in its efforts
to preserve and interpret resources as-
sociated with the Civil War.

The bill adjusts the boundary of the
park to include several sites identified
in the 2004 boundary expansion study
conducted by the National Park Serv-
ice. This bill also establishes the Park-
er’s Crossroads Battlefield as an associ-
ated area of the National Park System,
providing even broader opportunities
to interpret the Civil War story.

Associated sites, such as Parker’s
Crossroads Battlefield, continue to
highlight the value of State and local
partnerships in the preservation of our
national heritage. By incorporating
three additional sites related to the
Siege of Corinth into the park and
under the management of the National
Park Service, this bill guarantees the
lasting conservation of these places of
knowledge and remembrance.

The emphasis that we all need to
place on preserving our country’s his-
tory cannot be overstated, and the
Civil War is a chapter in our national
story that continues to shape the
thoughts and actions of this country
over 150 years after its conclusion.
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The struggles and personal conflicts
that were faced by millions of soldiers
and the impact on families throughout
and after the war have provided us
with many lessons—lessons that con-
tinue to remain relevant today. We can
only ensure that we continue to learn
from past struggles, triumphs, and mis-
takes if we make the effort to set aside
special places for future generations.

Parks, such as Shiloh National Mili-
tary Park, offer countless opportuni-
ties for us to explore the rich history
and lessons of the past. These opportu-
nities are most effective when visitors
to these sites can immerse themselves
in the full setting of the area and gain
a true understanding of the historical
context, which is something that this
expansion of the Shiloh National Mili-
tary Park will achieve.

I thank Representative BLACKBURN
for her hard work and commitment to
protecting the historical resources in
her State, and I urge my colleagues to
support the bill.

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

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN).

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank my col-
leagues for the work that they have
done on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, they have each men-
tioned the public-private partnership
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that has taken place in Tennessee and
Mississippi and at the Shiloh National
Military Park. I think it is so signifi-
cant that we have seen our local elect-
ed officials work with our State and
Federal officials.

I do have to commend the employees
of the National Park Service who have
done a phenomenal job as they have
worked toward the preservation of
these entities, as Mr. CLAY said so very
well, and who have looked at how we
adjust the boundaries, expand the
boundaries, and then preserve these
areas. It is a part of the historical leg-
acy, as has been said, not only of Ten-
nessee’s and Mississippi’s, but of the
United States’.

Indeed, over a half million visitors a
year come to the Shiloh National Mili-
tary Park. This will give the National
Park Service the flexibility that it
needs to look at adding in the addi-
tional 2,100 acres into this park. It
would encompass the Fallen Timbers,
the Russell House, and the Davis
Bridge battlefields, and would provide
that consideration for Parker’s Cross-
roads. As I said, it is an important part
of the National Park Service.

This legislation is the product of
work from our local, State, and Fed-
eral officials and from the community
groups and organizations that support
this.

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support this legislation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 87, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NEVADA NATIVE NATIONS LAND
ACT

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2733) to require the Secretary of
the Interior to take land into trust for
certain Indian tribes, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2733

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 ‘“Nevada Native
Nations Land Act”.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.
In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’ means the
Secretary of the Interior.
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SEC. 3. CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR CERTAIN  INDIAN
TRIBES.

(a) CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR THE FORT MCDERMITT PAIUTE AND
SHOSHONE TRIBE.—

(1) DEFINITION OF MAP.—In this subsection,
the term “map’ means the map entitled ‘‘Fort
McDermitt Indian Reservation Exrpansion Act’,
dated February 21, 2013, and on file and avail-
able for public inspection in the appropriate of-
fices of the Bureau of Land Management.

(2) CONVEYANCE OF LAND.—Subject to valid
existing rights, all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the land described in
paragraph (3)—

(A4) is held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Fort McDermitt Paiute and
Shoshone Tribe; and

(B) shall be part of the reservation of the Fort
McDermitt Paiute and Shoshone Tribe.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land referred
to in paragraph (2) is the approximately 19,094
acres of land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management as generally depicted on the
map as ‘‘Reservation Expansion Lands’.

(b) CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR THE SHOSHONE PAIUTE TRIBES.—

(1) DEFINITION OF MAP.—In this subsection,
the term ‘“‘map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Moun-
tain City Administrative Site Proposed Acquisi-
tion”’, dated July 29, 2013, and on file and avail-
able for public inspection in the appropriate of-
fices of the Forest Service.

(2) CONVEYANCE OF LAND.—Subject to wvalid
existing rights and paragraph (4), all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to the
land described in paragraph (3)—

(4) is held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Shoshone Paiute Tribes of the
Duck Valley Indian Reservation; and

(B) shall be part of the reservation of the Sho-
shone Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian
Reservation.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land referred
to in paragraph (2) is the approximately 82 acres
of land administered by the Forest Service as
generally depicted on the map as ‘‘Proposed Ac-
quisition Site”’.

(4) CONDITION ON CONVEYANCE.—The convey-
ance under paragraph (2) shall be subject to the
reservation of an easement on the conveyed
land for a road to provide access to adjacent
National Forest System land for use by the For-
est Service for administrative purposes.

(5) FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture (acting through the Chief
of the Forest Service) shall convey to the Sho-
shone Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian
Reservation any existing facilities or improve-
ments to the land described in paragraph (3).

(¢c) CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR THE SUMMIT LAKE PAIUTE TRIBE.—

(1) DEFINITION OF MAP.—In this section, the
term ‘“‘map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Summit
Lake Indian Reservation Conveyance’, dated
February 28, 2013, and on file and available for
public inspection in the appropriate offices of
the Bureau of Land Management.

(2) CONVEYANCE OF LAND.—Subject to wvalid
existing rights, all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the land described in
paragraph (3)—

(4) is held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Summit Lake Paiute Tribe;
and

(B) shall be part of the reservation of the
Summit Lake Paiute Tribe.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land referred
to in paragraph (2) is the approximately 941
acres of land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management as generally depicted on the
map as ‘‘Reservation Conveyance Lands’’.

(d) CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR THE RENO-SPARKS INDIAN COLONY.—

(1) DEFINITION OF MAP.—In this subsection,
the term “map’ means the map entitled ‘‘Reno-
Sparks Indian Colony Expansion’’, dated June
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11, 2014, and on file and available for public in-
spection in the appropriate offices of the Bureau
of Land Management.

(2) CONVEYANCE OF LAND.—Subject to wvalid
existing rights, all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the land described in
paragraph (3)—

(4) is held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony;
and

(B) shall be part of the reservation of the
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land referred
to in paragraph (2) is the approrimately 13,434
acres of land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management as generally depicted on the
map as ‘“‘RSIC Amended Boundary’’.

(e) CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR THE PYRAMID LAKE PAIUTE TRIBE.—

(1) MAp.—In this subsection, the term “map’’
means the map entitled ‘“‘Pyramid Lake Indian
Reservation Ezxpansion’, dated April 13, 2015,
and on file and available for public inspection
in the appropriate offices of the Bureau of Land
Management.

(2) CONVEYANCE OF LAND.—Subject to wvalid
existing rights, all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the land described in
paragraph (3)—

(A) is held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe;
and

(B) shall be part of the reservation of the Pyr-
amid Lake Paiute Tribe.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land referred
to in paragraph (2) is the approximately 6,357
acres of land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management as generally depicted on the
map as ‘‘Reservation Expansion Lands’.

(f) CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO BE HELD IN
TRUST FOR THE DUCKWATER SHOSHONE TRIBE.—

(1) MAP.—In this subsection, the term “map’’
means the map entitled ‘“‘Duckwater Reservation
Expansion’’, dated October 15, 2015, and on file
and available for public inspection in the appro-
priate offices of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

(2) CONVEYANCE OF LAND.—Subject to valid
existing rights, all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the land described in
paragraph (3)—

(A) is held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe;
and

(B) shall be part of the reservation of the
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land referred
to in paragraph (2) is the approximately 31,229
acres of land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management as generally depicted on the
map as ‘‘Reservation Expansion Lands’.

(9) REVOCATION OF PUBLIC LAND ORDERS.—
Any public land order that withdraws any por-
tion of land conveyed to an Indian tribe under
this section shall be revoked to the extent nec-
essary to permit the conveyance of the land.
SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATION.

(a) SURVEY.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall complete a survey of the boundary lines to
establish the boundaries of the land taken into
trust for each Indian tribe under section 3.

(b) USE OF TRUST LAND.—

(1) GAMING.—Land taken into trust under sec-
tion 3 shall not be eligible, or considered to have
been taken into trust, for class II gaming or
class III gaming (as those terms are defined in
section 4 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
(25 U.S.C. 2703)).

(2) THINNING; LANDSCAPE RESTORATION.—With
respect to the land taken into trust under sec-
tion 3, the Secretary, in consultation and co-
ordination with the applicable Indian tribe, may
carry out any fuel reduction and other land-
scape restoration activities, including restora-
tion of sage grouse habitat, on the land that is
beneficial to the Indian tribe and the Bureau of
Land Management.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. HARDY) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada.

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

I rise in support of H.R. 2733, the Ne-
vada Native Nations Land Act.

I commend my colleague from Ne-
vada (Mr. AMODEI), the sponsor of this
bill, for his tireless work on this impor-
tant piece of legislation. Because he
will speak further on the details that
affect his district, I will provide a brief
summary of the bill.

H.R. 2733, as amended, would require
the Secretary of the Interior to place,
approximately, 71,000 acres of Federal
land into trust for six tribes in the
State of Nevada. Gaming would be pro-
hibited on these lands.

Located in my district, the
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe would have,
approximately, 31,000 acres of land
placed into trust by the Secretary of
the Interior. The tribe intends to uti-
lize these lands for economic develop-
ment and community growth. Specifi-
cally, the additional lands will allow
the tribe to expand agricultural oper-
ations, additional housing and facili-
ties development, and to protect cul-
tural sites and wildlife.

Over 85 percent of the land that is lo-
cated in Nevada is federally controlled,
and tribes continue to have a small
land base. This bill is an important
step in promoting economic activity
that will generate jobs in the tribal
communities, benefitting both reserva-
tion economies.

I thank Mr. AMODEI for his efforts in
getting this legislation to the floor.

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

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

The six Nevada tribes that are af-
fected by this legislation want to ex-
pand their reservations for a variety of
purposes, including for recreational
use, residential construction, and en-
ergy and mineral development. H.R.
2733 will allow the tribes to pursue
these goals. By passing this bill, they
will be able to preserve their cultural
heritage and traditions, expand hous-
ing for their members, and realize new
economic development opportunities.

The final legislation is the result of

years of mnegotiations between the
tribes, the Federal Government, the
State of Nevada, and local stake-
holders.

I commend my colleague from Ne-
vada (Mr. AMODEI) for his work on be-
half of the Nevada tribes and on this
legislation. I urge its quick adoption.

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

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. AMODEI).

Mr. AMODEI. I thank my colleague
from the Silver State and my colleague

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

from the Show Me State. I appreciate
the background.

Mr. Speaker, this is the return of a
bill that was passed in the 114th Con-
gress by a voice vote in the House of
Representatives. It went to the Senate.
I can’t tell you what happened there,
but the good news is that the 114th
Congress, the Senate, has moved on a
companion bill; so we might actually
get some resolution of this.

I note that my colleague from the
Show Me State mentioned patience and
hard work. I want to point out that, for
the folks of the Fort McDermitt Paiute
and Shoshone Tribe, the 19,000-acre
transfer that is proposed in this piece
of legislation was first before the
United States Congress in a bill that
was introduced in 1972 by then-Nevada
Senators Alan Bible and Howard Can-
non. Certainly, that tribe gets the ‘“‘pa-
tience” award in terms of waiting to
fill in what is largely checkerboard-
type holdings to consolidate their hold-
ings in the whole thing.

As a whole, about 31,000 acres are in
my colleague’s CD4 district, and 40,000
acres are in the rest of CD2. There is a
variety of things to provide housing to
attract healthcare facility givers and
cultural resource preservation buffer
zones. It has been through the planning
process in those counties in which it is.
Many off-road vehicle organizations
support this. It can hardly be said to
have been sprung on anybody.

I urge my colleagues’ support.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of the legis-
lation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2733, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

EEZ TRANSIT ZONE
CLARIFICATION AND ACCESS ACT

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3070) to clarify that for purposes
of all Federal laws governing marine
fisheries management, the landward
boundary of the exclusive economic
zone between areas south of Montauk,
New York, and Point Judith, Rhode Is-
land, and for other purposes, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3070

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 “EEZ Transit

Zone Clarification and Access Act’’.
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SEC. 2. RECREATIONAL FISHING IN BLOCK IS-
LAND SOUND TRANSIT ZONE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Commerce,
in consultation with the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission, may issue regulations to
permit and regulate recreational Atlantic striped
bass fishing in the Block Island Sound Transit
Zone.

(b) BLOCK ISLAND SOUND TRANSIT ZONE DE-
FINED.—In this section the term ‘‘Block Island
Sound transit zone’ means the area of the ex-
clusive economic zone north of a line connecting
Montauk Light, Montauk Point, New York, and
Block Island Southeast Light, Block Island,
Rhode Island; and west of a line connecting
Point Judith Light, Point Judith, Rhode Island,
and Block Island Southeast Light, Block Island,
Rhode Island.

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section
or the regulations issued under this section shall
affect—

(1) any permit that—

(4) is issued under any other provision of law
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, including a permit issued before
the date of the enactment of this Act; and

(B) authorizes fishing in the Block Island
Sound Transit Zone; or

(2) any activity authoriced by such a permit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. HARDY) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous materials on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

H.R. 3070, which was introduced by
my colleague, Congressman LEE ZELDIN
of New York, aims to eliminate Federal
regulatory confusion around the Block
Island Sound. His bill authorizes the
Secretary of Commerce to permit
striped bass fishing in the Block Island
Transit Zone between Montauk, New
York, and Point Judith, Rhode Island.

The bill before us today is the result
of extensive input from area stake-
holders and congressional deliberation.
Following a Natural Resources Com-
mittee’s oversight field hearing and a
subsequent legislative hearing, the bill
has been amended to resolve any con-
cerns about the unintended impacts of
other federally permitted activities. As
such, the Natural Resources Com-
mittee passed this bill earlier this year
by unanimous consent.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill, and I commend Mr. ZELDIN for his
leadership on this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

As introduced, H.R. 3070 would have
had sweeping negative impacts. It
would have redrawn the boundary of
the exclusive economic zone in an area
between Montauk Point, New York,
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and Block Island, Rhode Island, allow-
ing for the State management of fish-
ery resources that are currently man-
aged by the Federal Government. It
would have barred Connecticut fisher-
men from using the area at all, and it
would have eliminated a key sanctuary
for striped bass at the very time the
species needs stronger conservation
measures.

Fortunately, the Natural Resources
Committee was able to address those
flaws at markup and is able to bring
forward a bill today that does not have
any unintended consequences. The cur-
rent version of H.R. 3070 simply clari-
fies that the Secretary of Commerce
has the authority to issue regulations
that govern recreational fishing for
striped bass in the Block Island Transit
Zone. This area is currently closed to
striped bass fishing, and I join the vast
majority of recreational anglers in the
region in urging fisheries’ managers to
keep it that way.

That said, we do support the bill be-
fore us today.

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

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ZELDIN).

Mr. ZELDIN. I thank Mr. HARDY and
Mr. CLAY for their comments and for
their support of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of my
bill, H.R. 3070, the EEZ Transit Zone
Clarification and Access Act, which
would clarify the Federal laws that
govern the management of the striped
bass fishery in the exclusive economic
zone, or the EEZ, between Montauk,
New York, and Block Island, Rhode Is-
land.

One of the most pressing issues that
is faced by Long Island fishermen is
the urgent need to clarify the Federal
regulations regarding striped bass fish-
ing in the small area of federally con-
trolled waters between Montauk Point
and Block Island.

Between New York State waters,
which end 3 miles off of Montauk
Point, and the Rhode Island boundary,
which begins 3 miles off of Block Is-
land, there is a small area of federally
controlled water that is considered
part of the EEZ. The EEZ, which ex-
tends up to 200 miles from the coast,
are waters that are patrolled by the
Coast Guard, where the United States
has exclusive jurisdiction over fisheries
and other natural resources. Since 1990,
striped bass fishing has been banned in
the EEZ even though fishermen can
currently fish for striped bass in adja-
cent State waters.

O 1745

Fishing is an industry in and around
my district. It is getting more and
more difficult to survive in this indus-
try if you are a businessowner. Fisher-
men are desperately pleading for com-
monsense relief, and this is one way
Congress can help.

To my colleagues in this Chamber, 1
ask you to vote in favor of this bill,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

passing this legislation on behalf of the
amazing fishermen on the east end of
Long Island.

Long Island striped bass fisherman
have lost 60 percent of their traditional
fishing grounds due to Federal restric-
tions that my bill intends to reform.
Additionally, the geography of our re-
gion means that making the 15-mile
journey by boat from Montauk Point
to Block Island requires passing
through a small strip of waters consid-
ered to be part of the EEZ. The shift in
jurisdiction can mean the difference
between a nice day on the water and
committing a Federal offense.

My bill, H.R. 3070, clarifies the Fed-
eral laws currently governing the man-
agement of the striped bass fishery be-
tween Montauk and Block Island, per-
mitting striped bass fishing in these
waters and allowing for local regula-
tions to manage this important fish-
ery.

This legislation is a commonsense re-
form that offers a simple solution to a
unique local issue, providing regu-
latory relief and more certainty to our
region’s fishermen, while restoring
local control to a critical fishery that
must be properly managed and pre-
served for future generations.

Late last year, on December 7, 2015, I
cohosted a House Natural Resources
Committee field hearing within my dis-
trict in Riverhead, New York, with
Chairman RoOB BISHOP of Utah. The
hearing was held to discuss important
local fishing issues, including this leg-
islation. Chairman BISHOP and mem-
bers of the committee were able to
hear firsthand the concerns of those on
Long Island who rely upon fishing as
an occupation and way of life. A few
months later, on March 17, 2016, work-
ing closely with the committee, my
bill passed this committee with unani-
mous bipartisan support.

I thank House Majority Leader KEVIN
MCcCARTHY for having the bill placed on
today’s agenda on the House floor. A
big thank you to House Natural Re-
sources Committee Chairman ROB
BIsHOP; Subcommittee on Water,
Power and Oceans Chairman JOHN
FLEMING; and Subcommittee on Water,
Power and Oceans Vice Chairman PAUL
Gosar for recognizing the urgency in
passing this bill. I also thank Congress-
man JOE COURTNEY, my colleague
across Long Island Sound, who worked
with us to make this a bipartisan bill.

I also commend the steadfast com-
mitment and activism of Long Island’s
fishing community, which championed
this issue for nearly two decades and is
standing up for Long Island’s coastal
way of life. The dedicated men and
women who fish in these local waters
and the tens of thousands of Long Is-
landers who depend upon the coastal
economy of the east end deserve no less
than this commonsense reform pro-
moted by this proposal.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
vote in support of this critical bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further speakers, and I urge the body
to adopt H.R. 3070.
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I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3070, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘‘A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Commerce to permit striped
bass fishing in the Exclusive Economic
Zone transit zone between Montauk,
New York, and Point Judith, Rhode Is-
land, and for other purposes.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MOUNT HOOD COOPER SPUR LAND
EXCHANGE CLARIFICATION ACT

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3826) to amend the Omnibus Pub-
lic Land Management Act of 2009 to
modify provisions relating to certain
land exchanges in the Mt. Hood Wilder-
ness in the State of Oregon, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3826

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 ‘‘Mount Hood
Cooper Spur Land Exchange Clarification Act’.
SEC. 2. COOPER SPUR LAND EXCHANGE CLARI-

FICATION AMENDMENTS.

Section 1206(a) of the Omnibus Public Land
Management Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11; 123
Stat. 1018) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(4) in subparagraph (C), by striking
acres’ and inserting ‘107 acres’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (E)(ii), by inserting ‘‘im-
provements,’’ after ‘“‘buildings,’”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(4) in subparagraph (D)—

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘As soon as prac-
ticable after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary and Mt. Hood Meadows shall se-
lect” and inserting ‘‘Not later than 120 days
after the date of the enactment of the Mount
Hood Cooper Spur Land Exchange Clarification
Act, the Secretary and Mt. Hood Meadows shall
jointly select’’;

(ii) in clause (ii), in the matter preceding sub-
clause (I), by striking ‘“An appraisal under
clause (i) shall”’ and inserting ‘‘Except as pro-
vided under clause (iii), an appraisal under
clause (i) shall assign a separate value to each
tax lot to allow for the equalization of values
and”’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

““(iii) FINAL APPRAISED VALUE.—

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (I1I),
after the final appraised value of the Federal
land and the non-Federal land are determined
and approved by the Secretary, the Secretary
shall not be required to reappraise or update the
final appraised value for a period of up to 3
years, beginning on the date of the approval by
the Secretary of the final appraised value.

‘““(1I1) EXCEPTION.—Subclause (I) shall mnot
apply if the condition of either the Federal land

120
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or the non-Federal land referred to in subclause
(1) is significantly and substantially altered by
fire, windstorm, or other events.

‘““(iv) PUBLIC REVIEW.—Before completing the
land exchange under this Act, the Secretary
shall make available for public review the com-
plete appraisals of the land to be exchanged.’’;
and

(B) by striking subparagraph (G) and insert-
ing the following:

‘“(G) REQUIRED CONVEYANCE CONDITIONS.—
Prior to the exchange of the Federal and non-
Federal land—

‘(i) the Secretary and Mt. Hood Meadows
may mutually agree for the Secretary to reserve
a conservation easement to protect the identified
wetland in accordance with applicable law, sub-
ject to the requirements that—

‘(1) the conservation easement shall be con-
sistent with the terms of the September 30, 2015,
mediation between the Secretary and Mt. Hood
Meadows; and

‘““(11) in order to take effect, the conservation
easement shall be finalized not later than 120
days after the date of enactment of the Mount
Hood Cooper Spur Land Exchange Clarification
Act; and

““(ii) the Secretary shall reserve a 24-foot-wide
nonexclusive trail easement at the existing trail
locations on the Federal land that retains for
the United States existing rights to construct,
reconstruct, maintain, and permit nonmotorized
use by the public of existing trails subject to the
right of the owner of the Federal land—

‘(1) to cross the trails with roads, utilities,
and infrastructure facilities; and

‘“(11) to improve or relocate the trails to ac-
commodate development of the Federal land.

‘“(H) EQUALIZATION OF VALUES.—

‘““(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (4), in addition to or in lieu of monetary
compensation, a lesser area of Federal land or
non-Federal land may be conveyed if necessary
to equalize appraised values of the exchange
properties, without limitation, consistent with
the requirements of this Act and subject to the
approval of the Secretary and Mt. Hood Mead-
ows.

““(ii) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN COMPENSATION
OR CONVEYANCES AS DONATION.—If, after pay-
ment of compensation or adjustment of land
area subject to exchange under this Act, the
amount by which the appraised value of the
land and other property conveyed by Mt. Hood
Meadows under subparagraph (A) exceeds the
appraised value of the land conveyed by the
Secretary under subparagraph (A) shall be con-
sidered a donation by Mt. Hood Meadows to the
United States.””.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. HARDY) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include any
extraneous materials on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

H.R. 3826, the Mount Hood Cooper
Spur Land Exchange Clarification Act,
was introduced by Congressmen GREG
WALDEN and EARL BLUMENAUER to ad-
dress the ongoing land exchange issues.
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In 2009, the Omnibus Public Land
Management Act authorized a land ex-
change in Government Camp, Oregon.
This land exchange was supposed to be
completed within 16 months; however,
this still has not occurred more than 7
yvears later. The long delay, primarily
due to disagreements surrounding ease-
ment terms, has frustrated local com-
munities such as Mount Hood Meadows
and other local groups.

H.R. 3826 comes as a result of a suc-
cessful mediation session held by the
Forest Service to resolve the long-
standing issues between the agency and
the local community. As a result of
this exercise, H.R. 3826 updates the de-
tails and process for the land exchange
to clarify issues relating to land ap-
praisals and the parameters of a wet-
land conservation easement on the
Federal land in the conveyance.

The bill was amended in committee
to address concerns raised by the For-
est Service, including clarifying lan-
guage for the easement allowed in the
bill and the length of time allowed for
the Forest Service to implement this
legislation. It is frustrating that the
Forest Service has not already carried
out the provisions of the 2009 act. I ap-
preciate Congressman WALDEN’s work
to see this issue is addressed once and
for all.

I hope my colleagues will join in sup-
porting this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

H.R. 3826 clarifies the terms of a land
exchange between the Forest Service
and Mount Hood Meadows, a privately
held ski resort. Last year, the Forest
Service and Mount Hood Meadows en-
gaged in mediation to resolve the
issues that have held up the exchange.
This bill is the result of that medi-
ation, and its passage will ensure that,
after 6 long years, the exchange will fi-
nally move forward.

I want to thank the sponsors from
Oregon, Representative WALDEN and
Representative BLUMENAUER, for their
hard work and commitment to resolv-
ing this issue.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WALDEN).

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. CLAY and Mr. HARDY for their work
and support of this very important leg-
islation. I thank Mr. GRIJALVA and
Chairman BISHOP for bringing this bill
to the floor, yet another Mount Hood
bill.

My colleague and friend from Oregon,
EARL BLUMENAUER, and I actually
backpacked 3 nights, 4 days around
Mount Hood, 9,000 feet up and down,
elevation gain and loss. We hiked with
environmentalists, foresters, ornitholo-
gists, biologists, and geologists.

We put together a big bipartisan leg-
islative effort. It took 3% years. Part
of this effort was making sure that a
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very sensitive part around Mount Hood
in the Crystal Springs watershed was
exchanged out so that the development
didn’t occur there and it occurred in an
area that already has development, a
more appropriate setting. That is what
this is really all about.

The legislation that ultimately
passed the Congress was a little dif-
ferent than what Representative BLU-
MENAUER and I started with because we
feared this very result could happen,
that it would be delayed for years and
years and years because we have seen
it happen before. Be that as it may, we
are here today, 7 years later, after the
Congress had told the agency to get
this done in 16 months, which should be
all the time that is necessary. Seven
years later, we are back with a second
piece of legislation, confirming the me-
diation, working this through so that
we can get this exchange done thought-
fully, completely, and finally get this
done.

I see I am joined by the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), who
has been a real partner in this.

The legislation directs the Forest
Service to move ahead on imple-
menting the underlying exchange. This
is critical as it protects the Crystal
Springs area, the water source for
much of Hood River and the rest of the
upper Hood River Valley as well. So it
really does provide a much more
thoughtful place where Mount Hood
Meadows does their development and
protects this very sensitive watershed
from development.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation when it comes up for a vote.
Let’s get this done once and for all.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to pick up where my friend, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN),
left off.

Congressman WALDEN and I worked
for several years to try and deal with
the preservation of a precious resource.
Mount Hood is the dividing line be-
tween our two districts. We have a lot
of personal history involved there, and
it was really one of my most positive
experiences in two decades of congres-
sional service, zeroing in with the
stakeholders—Native Americans, envi-
ronmentalists, local government—try-
ing to figure out the best protections
for a very complicated area that is
within easy driving distance of 4 mil-
lion people. There were many strains
and stresses and multiple stakeholders
on the mountain itself.

As he said, part of the delicate bal-
ance that was achieved was an oppor-
tunity for us to deal with this land ex-
change. It was a win-win situation for
a variety of the stakeholders. It obvi-
ously is better for the environment. It
settled long-simmering disputes that
served nobody’s interest but had actual
potential for negative outcomes.
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This land exchange was part of what
was envisioned. This was not just a bi-
partisan effort with my friend, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN), and
myself. It was then Senator Smith and
Senator WYDEN, and now Senator
MERKLEY and Senator WYDEN have
been partners in this. It is frustrating
that we get to the point where it re-
quires legislation to do something that
was an integral part of this agreement.

I am proud to join my friend in urg-
ing support for it. We want to get this
passed and be able to capitalize on the
vision that we worked so hard on to
protect the mountain and all of the at-
tendant interests. This land exchange
is critical to it, and I am pleased that
this legislation is finally on the floor,
although I am frustrated that we have
to have legislation on the floor. Hope-
fully, this will enable us to finish this
task.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further speakers.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3826, as
amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

—————

PASCUA YAQUI TRIBE LAND
CONVEYANCE ACT

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2009) to provide for the convey-
ance of certain land inholdings owned
by the United States to the Tucson
Unified School District and to the
Pascua Yaqui Tribe of Arizona, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2009

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
Yaqui Tribe Land Conveyance Act’’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Act, the following
definitions apply:

(1) DisTRICT.—The term ‘‘District’” means
the Tucson Unified School District No. 1, a
school district recognized as such under the
laws of the State of Arizona.

(2) MAP.—The term ‘“Map’ means the map
titled ‘‘‘Pascua Yaqui Tribe Land Convey-
ance Act”, dated March 14, 2016, and on file
and available for public inspection in the
local office of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

‘“Pascua
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(3) RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSES ACT.—
The term ‘‘Recreation and Public Purposes
Act” means the Act of June 14, 1926 (43
U.S.C. 869 et seq.).

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(5) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe’” means the
Pascua Yaqui Tribe of Arizona, a federally
recognized Indian tribe.

SEC. 3. LAND TO BE HELD IN TRUST.

(a) PARCEL A.—Subject to subsection (b)
and to valid existing rights, all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to
the approximately 39.65 acres of Federal
lands generally depicted on the map as ‘“‘Par-
cel A” are declared to be held in trust by the
United States for the benefit of the Tribe.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall
take effect on the day after the date on
which the District relinquishes all right,
title, and interest of the District in and to
the approximately 39.65 acres of land de-
scribed in subsection (a).

SEC. 4. LANDS TO BE CONVEYED TO THE DIS-
TRICT.

(a) PARCEL B.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing
rights and payment to the United States of
the fair market value, the United States
shall convey to the District all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to
the approximately 13.24 acres of Federal
lands generally depicted on the map as ‘‘Par-
cel B”.

(2) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET
VALUE.—The fair market value of the prop-
erty to be conveyed under paragraph (1) shall
be determined by the Secretary in accord-
ance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards
for Federal Land Acquisitions and the Uni-
form Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice.

(3) COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.—AS a condition
of the conveyance under this subsection, all
costs associated with the conveyance shall
be paid by the District.

(b) PARCEL C.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If, not later than one year
after the completion of the appraisal re-
quired by paragraph (3), the District submits
to the Secretary an offer to acquire the Fed-
eral reversionary interest in all of the ap-
proximately 27.5 acres of land conveyed to
the District under Recreation and Public
Purposes Act and generally depicted on the
map as ‘‘Parcel C”’, the Secretary shall con-
vey to the District such reversionary inter-
est in the lands covered by the offer. The
Secretary shall complete the conveyance not
later than 30 days after the date of the offer.

(2) SURVEY.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall complete a survey of the
lands described in this subsection to deter-
mine the precise boundaries and acreage of
the lands subject to the Federal reversionary
interest.

(3) APPRAISAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall complete an appraisal of the
Federal reversionary interest in the lands
identified by the survey required by para-
graph (2). The appraisal shall be completed
in accordance with the Uniform Appraisal
Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions and
the Uniform Standards of Professional Ap-
praisal Practice.

(4) CONSIDERATION.—As consideration for
the conveyance of the Federal reversionary
interest under this subsection, the District
shall pay to the Secretary an amount equal
to the appraised value of the Federal inter-
est, as determined under paragraph (3). The
consideration shall be paid not later than 30
days after the date of the conveyance.

(5) COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.—AsS a condition
of the conveyance under this subsection, all
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costs associated with the conveyance, in-
cluding the cost of the survey required by
paragraph (2) and the appraisal required by
paragraph (3), shall be paid by the District.
SEC. 5. GAMING PROHIBITION.

The Tribe may not conduct gaming activi-
ties on lands taken into trust pursuant to
this Act, either as a matter of claimed inher-
ent authority, under the authority of any
Federal law, including the Indian Gaming
Regulatory Act (26 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), or
under regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary or the National Indian Gaming Com-
mission.

SEC. 6. WATER RIGHTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be no Federal
reserved right to surface water or ground-
water for any land taken into trust by the
United States for the benefit of the Tribe
under this Act.

(b) STATE WATER RIGHTS.—The Tribe re-
tains any right or claim to water under
State law for any land taken into trust by
the United States for the benefit of the Tribe
under this Act.

(c) FORFEITURE OR ABANDONMENT.—ANY
water rights that are appurtenant to land
taken into trust by the United States for the
benefit of the Tribe under this Act may not
be forfeited or abandoned.

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this Act
affects or modifies any right of the Tribe or
any obligation of the United States under
Public Law 95-375 (25 U.S.C. 1300f et seq.).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. HARDY) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include any
extraneous material on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 2009,
which would authorize a land exchange
involving the Pacific Yaqui Tribe, the
Tucson Unified School District, and
the Department of the Interior. Spe-
cifically, the bill would require the
Secretary of the Interior to place 40
acres of adjacent public land into trust
for the tribe upon conveyance to the
United States from the Tucson Unified
School District.

According to the tribe, acquiring
these lands will help with reservation
access and prevent or control flooding
during significant rain events. Accord-
ing to the tribe, heavy rain events
occur frequently during Tucson’s mon-
soon season.
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The bill would also require the con-
veyance of a 13-acre parcel of public
land to the Tucson Unified School Dis-
trict and eliminate a revisionary inter-
est held by the United States in a 27-
acre parcel previously patented to the
Tucson Unified School District under
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the Recreation and Public Purposes
Act. The bill would also require the
Tucson Unified School District to pay
fair market value for the land and the
revisionary interest received.

I want to thank the ranking member
from the Committee on Natural Re-
sources for his efforts on the legisla-
tion and urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GRI-
JALVA), the sponsor and my good
friend, and commend him for bringing
this legislation to the floor.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman from Missouri for
his support of the legislation.

As we heard, H.R. 2009 is the culmina-
tion of a longstanding land agreement
between Tucson Unified School Dis-
trict, TUSD, and the Pascua Yaqui
Tribe.

Last Congress we finalized the first
part of the agreement with the passage
and signing of H.R. 507, which conveyed
two 10-acre parcels to the tribe. Pas-
sage of this bill will complete the sec-
ond part of the agreement to the mu-
tual benefit of both parties involved as
well as the surrounding communities.

The 40-acre parcel of land referenced
in the bill is currently deeded to TUSD
under the Recreation and Public Pur-
poses Act, but TUSD has no intention
of using the land for the stated pur-
pose. Instead, the tribe will be able to
utilize the parcel to construct flood
control measures to protect the res-
ervation and surrounding communities
from flash flooding during Arizona
monsoon season.

Additionally, the land conveyed to
TUSD will allow the district to better
plan for future expansion and best use
scenarios without the encumbrances
encountered under the Recreation and
Public Purposes Act.

I would like to note that the tribe
and TUSD have had, and continue to
have, a great working relationship, es-
pecially when it comes to the land use
decisions around the Pascua Yaqui res-
ervation. This bill is a direct result of
that relationship and was negotiated
with input from all parties involved
and with an eye to the most effective
use of the parcels.

In closing, let me take the time to
thank Chairman YOUNG and Ranking
Member RUIZ for their work on the leg-
islation in the subcommittee; and, of
course, a special thanks to Chairman
BisHOP for working with me to bring it
to the floor today. I urge adoption of
the legislation.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inform my colleague I have no
further speakers.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
again thank Ranking Member GRI-
JALVA for bringing forward this legisla-
tion. I urge its quick adoption.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2009, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 3 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

O 1830
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DONOVAN) at 6 o’clock
and 30 minutes p.m.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H. Con. Res. 129, by the yeas and
nays;

H.R. 4906, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 4904, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 1815, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

SUPPORTING GOAL OF ENSURING
ALL HOLOCAUST VICTIMS LIVE
WITH DIGNITY, COMFORT, AND
SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
129) expressing support for the goal of
ensuring that all Holocaust victims
live with dignity, comfort, and security
in their remaining years, and urging
the Federal Republic of Germany to re-
affirm its commitment to this goal
through a financial commitment to
comprehensively address the unique
health and welfare needs of vulnerable
Holocaust victims, including home
care and other medically prescribed
needs, as amended, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, as amended.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 363, nays 0,
not voting 70, as follows:

[Roll No. 269]

YEAS—363

Abraham DeSaulnier Kildee
Aderholt DesJarlais Kilmer
Allen Deutch Kind
Amash Diaz-Balart King (IA)
Amodei Dingell King (NY)
Ashford Doggett Kinzinger (IL)
Babin Dold Kirkpatrick
Barletta Donovan Kline
Barr Doyle, Michael Knight
Barton F. Kuster
Becerra Duncan (SC) Labrador
Benishek Duncan (TN) LaHood
Bera Edwards LaMalfa
Beyer Ellison Lamborn
Bilirakis Emmer (MN) Lance
Bishop (GA) Engel Langevin
Bishop (MI) Eshoo Larsen (WA)
Bishop (UT) Esty Larson (CT)
Blackburn Farenthold Latta
Blum Fitzpatrick Lawrence
Blumenauer Fleischmann Levin
Bonamici Fleming Lipinski
Bost Flores LoBiondo
Boustany Forbes Loebsack
Boyle, Brendan Fortenberry Lofgren

F. Foster Long
Brady (PA) Frankel (FL) Loudermilk
Brady (TX) Franks (AZ) Love
Brat Frelinghuysen Lowenthal
Bridenstine Fudge Lowey
Brooks (AL) Gabbard Lucas
Brooks (IN) Gallego Luetkemeyer
Brownley (CA) Garamendi Lujan Grisham
Buchanan Garrett (NM)
Buck Gibbs Lujan, Ben Ray
Bucshon Gohmert (NM)
Burgess Goodlatte Lummis
Bustos Gosar Lynch
Butterfield Gowdy MacArthur
Byrne Graham Marchant
Calvert Granger Marino
Capps Graves (GA) Massie
Capuano Graves (LA) Matsui
Carney Graves (MO) McCaul
Carson (IN) Grayson McClintock
Carter (GA) Green, Al McCollum
Carter (TX) Green, Gene McDermott
Cartwright Griffith McGovern
Castor (FL) Grothman McHenry
Castro (TX) Guinta McKinley
Chabot Guthrie McMorris
Chaffetz Hanna Rodgers
Chu, Judy Hardy McNerney
Cicilline Harper McSally
Clark (MA) Harris Meadows
Cleaver Hartzler Meehan
Clyburn Hastings Meng
Coffman Heck (NV) Messer
Cohen Heck (WA) Mica
Cole Hensarling Miller (FL)
Collins (GA) Hice, Jody B. Miller (MI)
Collins (NY) Higgins Moolenaar
Comstock Hill Mooney (WV)
Conaway Himes Moore
Connolly Hudson Moulton
Conyers Huelskamp Mullin
Cook Huizenga (MI) Mulvaney
Cooper Hultgren Murphy (FL)
Costa Hurd (TX) Murphy (PA)
Costello (PA) Hurt (VA) Napolitano
Courtney Israel Neal
Cramer Issa Neugebauer
Crawford Jenkins (KS) Newhouse
Crenshaw Jenkins (WV) Noem
Cuellar Johnson (GA) Nolan
Culberson Johnson (OH) Nugent
Cummings Johnson, E. B. Nunes
Davis (CA) Johnson, Sam O’Rourke
Davis, Danny Jolly Olson
Davis, Rodney Jordan Palazzo
DeFazio Joyce Pallone
DeGette Kaptur Palmer
Delaney Keating Paulsen
DeLauro Kelly (IL) Pearce
DelBene Kelly (MS) Pelosi
Dent Kelly (PA) Perlmutter
DeSantis Kennedy Perry
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Peters Ruiz Titus
Peterson Ruppersberger Tonko
Pingree Russell Torres
Pitts Salmon Trott
Pocan Sanford Tsongas
Poe (TX) Scalise Upton
Poliquin Schakowsky Valadao
Polis Schiff Van Hollen
Pompeo Schrader Veasey
Posey Schweikert Vela
Pr}ce (NC) Scott (VA) ) Visclosky
Prlice, Tom Scott, Auspm Wagner
Quigley Scott, David Walberg
Rangel Sensenbrenner Walden
Ratcliffe Serrano Walorski
Reed Sessions Walz
Reichert Sewell (AL) W N

. . eber (TX)
Renacci Shimkus Webster (FL)
Ribble Shuster Welch
Rice (NY) Simpson Wenstru
Rice (SC) Sinema o
Richmond Slaughter Westerman
Rigell Smith (MO) Westmoreland
Roby Smith (NE) Whitfield
Roe (TN) Smith (NJ) Williams
Rogers (AL) Smith (TX) Wilson (SC)
Rogers (KY) Smith (WA) Wittman
Rokita Speier Womack
Rooney (FL) Stefanik Woodall
Ros-Lehtinen Stewart Yarmuth
Roskam Stutzman Yoder
Ross Thompson (CA)  Yoho
Rothfus Thompson (MS)  Young (AK)
Rouzer Thompson (PA)  Young (IA)
Roybal-Allard Thornberry Young (IN)
Royce Tipton Zeldin

NOT VOTING—T70
Adams Hinojosa Ryan (OH)
Aguilar Holding Sanchez, Linda
Bass Honda T.
Beatty Hoyer Sanchez, Loretta
Black Huffman Sarbanes
Byown (FL) Hunter Sherman
Cardenas Jackson Lee Sires
Clarke (NY) Jeffries :
Clawson (FL) Jones ::;Zlevfrsell (CA)
Clay Katko Takai
Crowley Lee Tak,
Curbelo (FL) Lewis axano
Denham Lieu, Ted Tiberi
Duckworth Maloney, Turner
Duffy Carolyn Vargas
Ellmers (NC) Maloney, Sean Velazquez
Farr McCarthy Walker
Fattah Meeks Walters, Mimi
Fincher Nadler Wasserman
Foxx Norcross Schultz
Gibson Pascrell Waters, Maxine
Grijalva Payne Watson Coleman
Gutierrez Pittenger Wilson (FL)
Hahn Rohrabacher Zinke
Herrera Beutler Rush
[ 1852

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
concurrent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the concurrent resolution
was amended so as to read: ‘‘A concur-
rent resolution expressing support for
the goal of ensuring that all Holocaust
victims live with dignity, comfort, and
security in their remaining years, and
urging the Federal Republic of Ger-
many to continue to reaffirm its com-
mitment to this goal through a finan-
cial commitment to comprehensively
address the unique health and welfare
needs of vulnerable Holocaust victims,
including home care and other medi-
cally prescribed needs’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
269, | did events with Hoover National Secu-
rity Affairs Fellows and with students at Amer-
ican University. | did my best to get back for

all votes. Unfortunately | got caught in traffic
and missed the first vote. Had | been present,
| would have voted “yes.”

Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
269, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yes.”

CLARIFYING ELIGIBILITY OF
LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY
TIME-LIMITED EMPLOYEES FOR
PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4906) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to clarify the eligibility of
employees of a land management agen-
cy in a time-limited appointment to
compete for a permanent appointment
at any Federal agency, and for other
purposes, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
RUSSELL) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 363, nays 0,
not voting 70, as follows:

[Roll No. 270]

YEAS—363
Abraham Clark (MA) Fleischmann
Aderholt Clay Fleming
Allen Cleaver Flores
Amash Coffman Forbes
Amodei Cohen Fortenberry
Ashford Cole Foster
Babin Collins (GA) Frankel (FL)
Barletta Collins (NY) Franks (AZ)
Barr Comstock Frelinghuysen
Barton Conaway Fudge
Becerra Connolly Gabbard
Benishek Conyers Gallego
Bera Cook Garamendi
Beyer Cooper Garrett
Bilirakis Costa Gibbs
Bishop (GA) Costello (PA) Gibson
Bishop (MI) Courtney Gohmert
Bishop (UT) Cramer Goodlatte
Blackburn Crawford Gosar
Blum Crenshaw Gowdy
Blumenauer Cuellar Graham
Bonamici Culberson Granger
Bost Cummings Graves (GA)
Boustany Dayvis (CA) Graves (LA)

Boyle, Brendan

Dayvis, Danny

Graves (MO)

F. Davis, Rodney Grayson
Brady (PA) DeFazio Green, Al
Brady (TX) DeGette Green, Gene
Brat Delaney Griffith
Bridenstine DeLauro Grijalva
Brooks (AL) DelBene Grothman
Brooks (IN) Dent Guinta
Brownley (CA) DeSantis Guthrie
Buchanan DeSaulnier Hanna
Buck DesJarlais Hardy
Bucshon Deutch Harper
Burgess Diaz-Balart Harris
Bustos Dingell Hartzler
Butterfield Doggett Hastings
Byrne Dold Heck (NV)
Calvert Donovan Heck (WA)
Capps Doyle, Michael Hensarling
Capuano F. Hice, Jody B.
Carney Duncan (SC) Higgins
Carson (IN) Duncan (TN) Hill
Carter (GA) Edwards Himes
Cartwright Ellison Huelskamp
Castor (FL) Emmer (MN) Huizenga (MI)
Castro (TX) Engel Hultgren
Chabot Eshoo Hurd (TX)
Chaffetz Esty Hurt (VA)
Chu, Judy Farenthold Israel
Cicilline Fitzpatrick Issa
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Jenkins (KS) Meehan Sanford
Jenkins (WV) Meng Sarbanes
Johnson (GA) Messer Scalise
Johnson (OH) Mica Schakowsky
Johnson, E. B. Miller (FL) Schiff
Johnson, Sam Miller (MI) Schrader
Jolly Moolenaar Schweikert
Jordan Mooney (WV) Scott (VA)
Joyce Moore Scott, Austin
Kaptur Moulton Scott, David
Katko Mullin Sensenbrenner
Keating Mulvaney Serrano
Kelly (IL) Murphy (FL) Sessions
Kelly (MS) Murphy (PA) Sewell (AL)
Kelly (PA) Neal Shimkus
Kennedy Neugebauer Shuster
Kildee Newhouse Simpson
Kilmer Noem Sinema
Kind Nolan Slaughter
King (IA) Nugent Smith (MO)
King (NY) Nunes Smith (NE)
Kinzinger (IL) O’Rourke Smith (NJ)
Kirkpatrick Olson Smith (TX)
Kline . Smith (WA)
Knight Pallone Speier
Kuster Palmer Stefanik
Labrador Paulsen Stewart
LaHood Pearc_e Stutzman
LaMalfa . Thompson (CA)
Lamborn Perry Thompson (MS)
Lance Peters Thompson (PA)
Langevin Peterson Thornberr
Larsen (WA) Pingree Tiberi v
Larson (CT) Pitts Tipton
Latta Pocan Titus
Lawrence Poe (TX)
A PN Tonko

Levin Poliquin T
Lipinski Polis Tgigs
LoBiondo Pompeo
Loebsack Posey Tsongas
Long Price (NC) Upton
Loudermilk Price, Tom Valadao
Love Quigley Van Hollen
Lowenthal Rangel Veasey
Lowey Ratcliffe Vela
Lucas Reed Visclosky
Luetkemeyer Reichert Wagner
Lujan Grisham  Renacci Walberg

(NM) Ribble Walden
Lujan, Ben Ray  Rice (NY) Walorski

(NM) Rice (SC) Walz
Lummis Richmond Weber (TX)
Lynch Rigell Webster (FL)
MacArthur Roby Welch
Marchant Roe (TN) Wenstrup
Marino Rogers (AL) Westerman
Massie Rogers (KY) Westmoreland
Matsui Rooney (FL) Whitfield
McCaul Ros-Lehtinen Williams
McClintock Roskam Wilson (SC)
McCollum Ross Wittman
McDermott Rothfus Womack
McGovern Rouzer Woodall
McHenry Roybal-Allard Yarmuth
McKinley Royce Yoder
McMorris Ruiz Yoho

Rodgers Ruppersberger Young (AK)
McNerney Russell Young (IA)
McSally Ryan (OH) Young (IN)
Meadows Salmon Zeldin

NOT VOTING—T0

Adams Holding Rohrabacher
Aguilar Honda Rokita
Bass Hoyer Rush
Beatty Hudson Sanchez, Linda
Black Huffman T.
Brown (FL) Hunter Sanchez, Loretta
Cardenas Jackson Lee Sherman
Carter (TX) Jeffries Sires
Clarke (NY) Jones Stivers
Clawson (FL) Lee
Clyburn Lewis Swalv'vell 8
Crowley Lieu, Ted Takai
Curbelo (FL) Lofgren Takano
Denham Maloney, Turner
Duckworth Carolyn Vargas
Duffy Maloney, Sean Velazquez
Ellmers (NC) McCarthy Walker
Farr Meeks Walters, Mimi
Fattah Nadler Wasserman
Fincher Napolitano Schultz
Foxx Norcross Waters, Maxine
Gutiérrez Pascrell Watson Coleman
Hahn Payne Wilson (FL)
Herrera Beutler — Perlmutter Zinke
Hinojosa Pittenger
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
270, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 270.

———————

MAKING ELECTRONIC GOVERN-
MENT ACCOUNTABLE BY YIELD-
ING TANGIBLE EFFICIENCIES
ACT OF 2016

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4904) to require the Director
of the Office of Management and Budg-
et to issue a directive on the manage-
ment of software licenses, and for other
purposes, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
RUSSELL) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 366, nays 0,
not voting 67, as follows:

[Roll No. 271]

YEAS—366

Abraham Carter (GA) Diaz-Balart
Aderholt Cartwright Dingell
Allen Castor (FL) Doggett
Amash Castro (TX) Dold
Amodei Chabot Donovan
Ashford Chaffetz Doyle, Michael
Babin Chu, Judy F.
Barletta Cicilline Duncan (SC)
Barr Clark (MA) Duncan (TN)
Barton Clay Edwards
Becerra Cleaver Ellison
Benishek Coffman Emmer (MN)
Bera Cohen Engel
Beyer Cole Eshoo
Bilirakis Collins (GA) Esty
Bishop (MI) Collins (NY) Farenthold
Bishop (UT) Comstock Fitzpatrick
Blackburn Conaway Fleischmann
Blum Connolly Fleming
Blumenauer Conyers Flores
Bonamici Cook Forbes
Bost Cooper Fortenberry
Boustany Costa Foster
Boyle, Brendan Costello (PA) Frankel (FL)

F. Courtney Franks (AZ)
Brady (PA) Cramer Frelinghuysen
Brady (TX) Crawford Fudge
Brat Crenshaw Gabbard
Bridenstine Cuellar Gallego
Brooks (AL) Culberson Garamendi
Brooks (IN) Cummings Garrett
Brownley (CA) Davis (CA) Gibbs
Buchanan Davis, Danny Gibson
Buck Dayvis, Rodney Gohmert
Bucshon DeFazio Goodlatte
Burgess DeGette Gosar
Bustos Delaney Gowdy
Butterfield DeLauro Graham
Byrne DelBene Granger
Calvert Dent Graves (GA)
Capps DeSantis Graves (LA)
Capuano DeSaulnier Graves (MO)
Carney DesJarlais Grayson
Carson (IN) Deutch Green, Al

Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Israel
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jordan
Joyce
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Kuster
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latta
Lawrence
Levin
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Lynch

Adams
Aguilar
Bass

Beatty
Bishop (GA)
Black
Brown (FL)
Cardenas
Carter (TX)
Clarke (NY)
Clawson (FL)
Clyburn
Crowley
Curbelo (FL)
Denham
Duckworth
Duffy

MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matsui
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Meng
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moore
Moulton
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nolan
Nugent
Nunes
O’Rourke
Olson
Palazzo
Pallone
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pitts
Pocan
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (NC)
Price, Tom
Quigley
Rangel
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (NY)
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

Ellmers (NC)
Farr

Fattah
Fincher
Foxx
Gutiérrez
Hahn

Herrera Beutler

Hinojosa
Holding
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Hunter
Jackson Lee
Jeffries

Johnson, E. B.
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Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Russell

Ryan (OH)
Salmon
Sanford
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Slaughter
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stefanik
Stewart
Stutzman
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Titus

Tonko
Torres

Trott
Tsongas
Upton
Valadao

Van Hollen
Veasey

Vela
Visclosky
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Walz

Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Welch
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yarmuth
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

NOT VOTING—67

Jones
Lee
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
McCarthy
Meeks
Nadler
Norcross
Pascrell
Payne
Pittenger
Rohrabacher
Rush
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Sanchez, Linda Takai Wasserman

T. Takano Schultz
Sanchez, Loretta Turner Waters, Maxine
Sherman Vargas Watson Coleman
Sires Velazquez Wilson (FL)
Stivers Walker Zinke
Swalwell (CA) Walters, Mimi
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

EASTERN NEVADA LAND IMPLE-
MENTATION IMPROVEMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1815) to facilitate certain
pinyon-juniper related projects in Lin-
coln County, Nevada, to modify the
boundaries of certain wilderness areas
in the State of Nevada, and to provide
for the implementation of a conserva-
tion plan for the Virgin River, Nevada,
as amended, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
HARDY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, as amended.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 360, nays 7,
not voting 66, as follows:

[Roll No. 272]

YEAS—360

Abraham Carter (TX) Diaz-Balart
Aderholt Cartwright Dingell
Allen Castor (FL) Doggett
Amodei Castro (TX) Dold
Ashford Chabot Donovan
Babin Chaffetz Doyle, Michael
Barletta Chu, Judy F.
Barr Cicilline Duncan (TN)
Barton Clark (MA) Edwards
Becerra Clay Ellison
Benishek Cleaver Emmer (MN)
Bera Coffman Engel
Beyer Cohen Eshoo
Bilirakis Cole Esty
Bishop (GA) Collins (GA) Farenthold
Bishop (MI) Collins (NY) Fitzpatrick
Bishop (UT) Comstock Fleischmann
Blackburn Conaway Fleming
Blum Connolly Flores
Blumenauer Conyers Forbes
Bonamici Cook Fortenberry
Bost Cooper Foster
Boustany Costa Frankel (FL)
Boyle, Brendan Costello (PA) Franks (AZ)

F. Courtney Frelinghuysen
Brady (PA) Cramer Fudge
Brady (TX) Crawford Gabbard
Brat Crenshaw Gallego
Bridenstine Cuellar Garamendi
Brooks (AL) Culberson Garrett
Brooks (IN) Cummings Gibbs
Brownley (CA) Davis (CA) Gibson
Buchanan Davis, Danny Gohmert
Buck Dayvis, Rodney Goodlatte
Bucshon DeFazio Gosar
Burgess DeGette Gowdy
Bustos Delaney Graham
Butterfield DeLauro Granger
Byrne DelBene Graves (GA)
Calvert Dent Graves (LA)
Capuano DeSantis Graves (MO)
Carney DeSaulnier Grayson
Carson (IN) DesJarlais Green, Al
Carter (GA) Deutch Green, Gene
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Grijalva MacArthur Rothfus
Grothman Marchant Rouzer
Guinta Marino Roybal-Allard
Guthrie Massie Royce
Hanna Matsui Ruiz
Hardy McCaul Ruppersberger
Harper McClintock Russell
Harris McCollum Ryan (OH)
Hartzler McDermott Salmon
Hastings McGovern Sanford
Heck (NV) McHenry Sarbanes
Heck (WA) McKinley Scalise
Hensarling McMorris Schakowsky
Hice, Jody B. Rodgers Schiff
Higgins McNerney Schrader
Hill McSally Schweikert
Himes Meadows Scott (VA)
Hudson Meehan Scott, Austin
Huelskamp Meng Scott, David
Hultgren Messer Sensenbrenner
Hurd (TX) Mica Serrano
Hurt (VA) Miller (FL) Sessions
Israel Miller (MI) Sewell (AL)
Issa A Moolenaar Shimkus
Jenkins (KS) Mooney (WV) Shuster
Jenkins (WV) Moore Simpson
Johnson (GA) Moulton ;
Johnson (OH)  Mullin gigig}fter
Johnson, E. B. Mulvaney Smith (MO)
Johnson, Sam Murphy (FL) Smith (NE)
Jolly Murphy (PA) Smith (NJ)
Nopolitano i (1)
Kaptur Neugebauer Sml.th (Wa)
peier

Katko Newhouse Stefanik
Keating Noem Stewart
Kelly (IL) Nolan Stutzman
Kelly (MS) Nugent Thompson (CA)
Kelly (PA) Nunes Thomgson S)
Kennedy O’Rourke
Kildee Olson Thompson (PA)
Kilmer Palazzo Thorqberry
Kind Pallone T}bem
King (IA) Palmer Tipton
King (NY) Paulsen Titus
Kinzinger (IL) Pearce Tonko
Kirkpatrick Pelosi Torres
Kline Perlmutter Trott
Knight Peters Tsongas
Kuster Peterson Upton
Labrador Pingree Valadao
LaHood Pitts Van Hollen
LaMalfa Pocan Veasey
Lamborn Poliquin Vela
Lance Polis Visclosky
Langevin Pompeo Wagner
Larsen (WA) Posey Walberg
Larson (CT) Price (NC) Walden
Latta Price, Tom Walorski
Lawrence Quigley Walz
Levin Rangel Weber (TX)
Lipinski Reed Webster (FL)
LoBiondo Reichert Welch
Loebsack Renacci Wenstrup
Lofgren Ribble Westerman
Long Rice (NY) Westmoreland
Loudermilk Rice (SC) Williams
Love Richmond Wilson (SC)
Lowenthal Rigell Wittman
Lowey Roby Womack
Lucas Roe (TN) Woodall
Luetkemeyer Rogers (AL) Yarmuth
Lujan Grisham Rogers (KY) Yoder

(NM) Rokita Yoho
Lujan, Ben Ray Rooney (FL) Young (AK)

(NM) Ros-Lehtinen Young (IA)
Lummis Roskam Young (IN)
Lynch Ross Zeldin

NAYS—T
Amash Huizenga (MI) Ratcliffe
Duncan (SC) Perry
Griffith Poe (TX)
NOT VOTING—66

Adams Duckworth Huffman
Aguilar Duffy Hunter
Bass Ellmers (NC) Jackson Lee
Beatty Farr Jeffries
Black Fattah Jones
Brown (FL) Fincher Lee
Capps Foxx Lewis
Cardenas Gutiérrez Lieu, Ted
Clarke (NY) Hahn Maloney,
Clawson (FL) Herrera Beutler Carolyn
Clyburn Hinojosa Maloney, Sean
Crowley Holding McCarthy
Curbelo (FL) Honda Meeks
Denham Hoyer Nadler
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Norcross Sherman Walker
Pascrell Sires Walters, Mimi
Payne Stivers Wasserman
Pittenger Swalwell (CA) Schultz
Rohrabacher Takai Waters, Maxine
Rush Takano Watson Coleman
Sanchez, Linda Turner Whitfield

T. Vargas Wilson (FL)
Sanchez, Loretta Velazquez Zinke

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HURD of Texas) (during the vote). There
are 2 minutes remaining.

0 1913

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REPORT ON H.R. 5393, COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, SCIENCE, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2017

Mr. CULBERSON, from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 114-605) on
the bill making appropriations for the
Departments of Commerce and Justice,
Science, and Related Agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2017,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

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

REPORT ON H.R. 5394, TRANSPOR-
TATION, HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2017

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 114-606) on
the bill making appropriations for the
Departments of Transportation, and
Housing and Urban Development, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2017, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4775, OZONE STANDARDS IM-
PLEMENTATION ACT OF 2016;
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. CON. RES. 89, EXPRESSING
THE SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT
A CARBON TAX WOULD BE DET-
RIMENTAL TO THE UNITED
STATES ECONOMY; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H. CON. RES. 112, EXPRESSING
THE SENSE OF CONGRESS OP-
POSING THE PRESIDENT’S PRO-
POSED $10 TAX ON EVERY BAR-
REL OF OIL

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 114-607) on the
resolution (H. Res. 767) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4775) to
facilitate efficient State implementa-
tion of ground-level ozone standards,
and for other purposes; providing for
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 89) expressing the
sense of Congress that a carbon tax
would be detrimental to the United
States economy; and providing for con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 112) expressing the sense
of Congress opposing the President’s
proposed $10 tax on every barrel of oil,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that when
the House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

LAUREN MORRIS SCHULMAN’S
RETIREMENT

(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 to congratulate a very dear friend,
Lauren Morris Schulman, on her re-
tirement. For the past 13 years, I have
had the pleasure of working closely
with Lauren on some of the most press-
ing issues regarding the U.S.-Israel re-
lationship.

Serving as AIPAC’s Florida political
director, Lauren has played a key role
in building a stronger U.S. alliance
with our closest ally, the democratic
Jewish State of Israel. Lauren has been
a lifelong public servant in having pre-
viously worked as a staffer in Congress
for the late E. Clay Shaw, Jr., and she
also served at the county and State
levels in Florida.

Lauren has a wealth of knowledge
and experience that will surely be
missed by all who have had the pleas-
ure to work with her; but I am certain
that Lauren is looking forward to this
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exciting next chapter in her life and
will enjoy spending more time with her
husband, Cliff, and their children, Jake
and Samantha.

I wish my good friend Lauren
Schulman the best of luck, and I con-
gratulate her on her retirement.

——
THE FORT HOOD, TEXAS, NINE

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
Texas has been hammered by historic
torrential rain and flooding.

As the Texas floodwaters rose, 12 sol-
diers from Fort Hood, Texas, were
crossing Owl Creek in a 2%-ton Light
Medium Tactical Vehicle when it be-
came stuck in the Owl Creek low water
crossing. Suddenly, the vehicle was
swept over and sent downstream by
fast-moving water. Nine American sol-
diers drowned in the massive flood
waters. Today, we remember them, and
here they are:

Staff Sergeant Miguel Colon Vazquez,
38, from New York. He had just spent
four tours of duty in Iraq and Afghani-
stan;

Specialist Christine Armstrong, 27, of
California;

PFC Brandon Banner, 22, of Florida;

PFC Zachery Fuller, 23, of Florida;

Private Isaac Deleon, 19, of Texas. He
was the youngest of all of them. He had
only been in the Army for 17 months;

Private Eddy Rae’Laurin Gates, 20, of
North Carolina—a former homecoming
queen;

Private Tysheena James, 21, of New
Jersey;

West Point cadet Mitchell Winey, 21,
of Indiana;

Specialist Yingming Sun, 25, of Cali-
fornia.

These are the nine who drowned re-
cently in the Texas floods. The soldiers
were members of the 3rd Battalion,
16th Field Artillery Regiment, 2nd Ar-
mored Brigade Combat Team of the 1st
Cavalry Division. These American sol-
diers were volunteers who swore to pro-
tect the United States. They were a cut
above the rest and were ready to defend
freedom at home and abroad. Their
lives were ripped from this world and
their families all too soon.

We are grateful for them and their
families for their service and their sac-
rifices. These soldiers are the best of
America. Our thoughts and prayers are
with the soldiers and their families,
who have been devastated by the floods
of Texas this spring.

And that is just the way it is.

————
ARIEL GRACE’S LAW

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

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 1
year ago tomorrow, Ariel Grace’s life
ended before it had a chance to begin—
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killed by the failure of the unsafe med-
ical device, Essure. Despite her tragic
passing, there remains no legal re-
course to seek justice. That is why, on
the 1-year anniversary of her death, I
will introduce Ariel Grace’s Law in
order to resolve the broken law that
prevents the families of Ariel Grace
and thousands of others to have their
voices heard in court.

At the same time, I will offer legisla-
tion to reform the flawed FDA process
that allowed another dangerous de-
vice—a laparoscopic power
morcellator—to spread deadly cancer
throughout the bodies of women like
shrapnel. Despite case after case, no
one reported the harm to the FDA—not
even their own doctors. The Medical
Device Guardians Act will add doctors
into the list of entities that must re-
port unsafe devices so that lifesaving
action can be taken quickly when it is
needed to protect others.

The institutions and regulations that
are designed to protect our constitu-
ents from unsafe devices in these cases
and others have failed. It is time we
take action to address them.

———
LACASA CENTER

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

Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to pay tribute to a charitable
organization in my district, the
LACASA Center. Located in Howell,
Michigan, LACASA is celebrating its
35th year of empowering and sup-
porting victims of abuse, assault, and
violence.

LACASA’s goal is to advocate for and
to provide services to victims of vio-
lent crimes. It also works to educate
the community on issues of domestic
abuse, child abuse, and sexual assault.
The services LACASA provides are in-
strumental in assisting members of our
community, whether that comes in the
form of shelter, meals, counseling, or
education.

I have seen the amazing work that
LACASA does firsthand, and I had the
opportunity to tour the facility earlier
this year. LACASA’s President and
CEO is Bobette Schrandt. She is a tire-
less advocate for those whom she
serves and is an incredible asset to our
community.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to have
the opportunity to pay tribute to such
a charitable organization in my dis-
trict.

Congratulations, LACASA, on your
35th anniversary, and thank you for
your dedication to our great commu-
nity.

———————

SOLDIERS CLIMB TO SUMMIT OF
MOUNT EVEREST
(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to recognize Second Lieuten-
ant Harold Earls, Captain Elyse Ping
Medvigy, and Staff Sergeant Chad
Jukes, who successfully climbed to the
29,000-foot summit of Mount Everest on
Tuesday, May 24, 2016.

Staff Sergeant Jukes is a veteran
who lost his leg while fighting in Iraq
in 2006, making the feat even more
amazing; and Lieutenant Earls is a
Third ID soldier who is currently sta-
tioned at Fort Benning in west Geor-
gia.

The soldiers’ goal in reaching Mount
Everest is overshadowed by their ulti-
mate goal of gaining support for vet-
erans’ and soldiers’ mental health.
With the trip to the summit, they
raised $109,000 to support the mental
health groups Give an Hour and Stop
Soldier Suicide. The climb was the
debut of U.S. Expeditions and Explo-
rations, which is a nonprofit organiza-
tion founded by Lieutenant Earls. The
entire trip, including a long prepara-
tion period, lasted over a year.

I congratulate these men for reach-
ing the summit of Mount Everest, and
I thank them for their service to our
Nation and to servicemen’s and -wom-
en’s mental health.

———

WATER WASTING BUREAUCRACIES

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

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, despite
our first wet winter in California in
years, misguided Federal agencies
threaten to cut off the water supplies
of millions of Californians.

On one hand, the National Marine
Fisheries Service demands that Shasta
Dam releases be drastically cut, alleg-
edly to protect winter run salmon later
on in the season. On the other hand,
the Fish and Wildlife Service plans to
spend as much as $150 million in buying
water to drastically increase Shasta re-
leases to the delta, allegedly to protect
delta smelt—dumping water in the
middle of this year.

That is right, Mr. Speaker. Federal
agencies are simultaneously demand-
ing that more water be released from
reservoirs, not for human use, and that
more water be kept in the reservoirs
but not for human use. Neither demand
is backed by science but, rather, by
whim or by hunch. The only common
theme of these contradictory Federal
policies is that both plans give Califor-
nians the short end of the stick.

Mr. Speaker, it is time this lunacy
ends and Federal agencies start mak-
ing decisions based on facts, not on the
contradictory whims of unelected bu-
reaucrats, and to protect water users,
especially in the North State.

———

APPOINTMENT OF INDIVIDUALS
TO THE COMMISSION ON EVI-
DENCE-BASED POLICYMAKING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to section 3(a) of
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the Evidence-Based Policymaking
Commission Act of 2016 (Public Law
114-140), and the order of the House of
January 6, 2015, of the following indi-
viduals on the part of the House to the
Commission on Evidence-Based Policy-
making:

Mr. Ron Haskins, Rockville, Mary-
land, Co-Chairman

Mr. Bruce Meyer, Chicago, Illinois

Mr. Robert Hahn, Hillsboro Beach,
Florida

———

TRANSGENDER SURGERY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, as you
know, we have had some interesting
discussions here on the floor in recent
days about transgender as a topic and
as individuals of interest. In having
talked a couple of times with one man
who had been through a sex change op-
eration, what he told me was—really,
the best expert in the world on the
issue of transgender is the former head
of psychiatry at Johns HopKkins, now a
retired diplomat, but he speaks for
himself.

Anyway, there was an article pub-
lished back in 2014 that Dr. Paul
McHugh had updated and that has been
republished in the Wall Street Journal
on May 13, 2016. It is entitled
“Transgender Surgery Isn’t the Solu-
tion: A drastic physical change doesn’t
address underlying psychosocial trou-
bles.”

Since there are so many people who
have opined on this subject who have
not dealt seriously with the issue, it
seemed like it would be helpful to read
from this article that was written by
what one transgender explained was a
great article by whom he thought was

the world’s leading expert on
transgender issues.
7 1930

But Dr. Paul McHugh, who obviously
is a brilliant man and obviously a man
who cares very deeply about individ-
uals, especially those who have
transgender as an issue, says:

“The government and media alliance
advancing the transgender cause has
gone into overdrive in recent weeks. On
May 30, a U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services review board ruled
that Medicare can pay for the ‘reas-
signment’ surgery sought by the
transgendered—those who say that
they don’t identify with their biologi-
cal sex. Barlier last month Defense
Secretary Chuck Hagel said that he
was ‘open’ to lifting a ban on
transgender individuals serving in the
military. Time magazine, seeing the
trend, ran a cover story for its June 9
issue called ‘The Transgender Tipping
Point: America’s next civil rights fron-
tier.

‘“Yet policymakers and the media are
doing no favors either to the public or

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the transgendered by treating their
confusions as a right in need of defend-
ing rather than as a mental disorder
that deserves understanding, treat-
ment, and prevention. This intensely
felt sense of being transgendered con-
stitutes a mental disorder in two re-
spects. The first is that the idea of sex
misalignment is simply mistaken—it
does not correspond with physical re-
ality. The second is that it can lead to
grim psychological outcomes.”

Let me insert parenthetically here
into Dr. McHugh’s article, having
talked to him twice in the last couple
of weeks. He was aware—and he point-
ed out that the DSM-V, the latest Di-
agnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders, Fifth  Edition,
evolves over time in line with the new
scientific training and information
available. It renames, as required, as
they believe is appropriate, different
conditions that may be diagnosed in
accepted diagnoses. In the fifth edition
of the DSM, it has gone from calling
transgender a mental disorder to call-
ing it a dysphoria, a gender dysphoria.

Dysphoria basically is the opposite—
it is an antonym of euphoria, and it ba-
sically means that someone is gen-
erally dissatisfied with their biological
sex. And Dr. McHugh said that he
thinks that ‘‘dysphoria’ probably is a
better word than ‘‘disorder’’ because it
makes clearer what the situation is. It
is someone who is generally not satis-
fied with their biological sex.

His article goes on, though, and says:

“The transgendered suffer a disorder
of ‘assumption’ like those in other dis-
orders familiar to psychiatrists. With
the transgendered, the disordered as-
sumption is that the individual differs
from what seems given in nature—
namely one’s maleness or femaleness.
Other kinds of disordered assumptions
are held by those who suffer from ano-
rexia and bulimia nervosa, where the
assumption that departs from physical
reality is the belief by the dangerously
thin that they are overweight.”

Dr. McHugh goes on and says:

“With body dysmorphic disorder, an
often socially crippling condition, the
individual is consumed by the assump-
tion ‘I'm ugly.” These disorders occur
in subjects who have come to believe
that some of their psycho-social con-
flicts or problems will be resolved if
they can change the way that they ap-
pear to others. Such ideas work like
ruling passions in their subjects’ mind
and tend to be accompanied by a sol-
ipsistic argument.”

Dr. McHugh goes on:

“For the transgendered, this argu-
ment holds that one’s feeling of ‘gen-
der’ is a conscious, subjective sense
that, being in one’s mind, cannot be
questioned by others. The individual
often seeks not just society’s tolerance
of this ‘personal truth’ but affirmation
of it. Here rests the support for
‘transgender equality,” the demands for
government payment for medical and
surgical treatments, and for access to
all sex-based public roles and privi-
leges.”
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Dr. McHugh makes really important
points as he goes forward:

“With this argument, advocates for
the transgendered have persuaded sev-
eral states—including California, New
Jersey, and Massachusetts—to pass
laws barring psychiatrists, even with
parental permission, from striving to
restore natural gender feelings to a
transgender minor. That government
can intrude into parents’ rights to seek
help in guiding their children indicates
how powerful these advocates have be-
come.”

He goes on:

‘“How to respond? Psychiatrists obvi-
ously must challenge the solipsistic
concept that what is in the mind can-
not be questioned. Disorders of con-
sciousness, after all, represent psychia-
try’s domain; declaring them off-limits
would eliminate the field.”

We are talking about psychiatry.

Dr. McHugh says:

“Many will recall how, in the 1990s,
an accusation of parental sex abuse of
children was deemed unquestionable by
the solipsists of the ‘recovered mem-
ory’ craze.”

Dr. McHugh goes on and says:

“You won’t hear it from those cham-
pioning transgender equality, but con-
trolled and follow-up studies reveal
fundamental problems with this move-
ment. When children who reported
transgender feelings were tracked
without medical or surgical treatment
at both Vanderbilt University and Lon-
don’s Portman Clinic, 70%-80% of them
spontaneously 1lost those feelings.
Some 25% did have persisting feelings;
what differentiates those individuals
remains to be discerned.”

As he pointed out on the air about 10
days ago, we all can recall girls we
grew up with that were considered
tomboys, who later grew up to be quite
beautiful and quite feminine. They
didn’t need any liberals rushing in and
forcing them to go in the boy’s rest-
room because they identified more
with what boys were doing.

But Dr. McHugh goes on in his arti-
cle, and he says:

“We at Johns Hopkins University—
which in the 1960s was the first Amer-
ican medical center to venture into
‘sex-reassignment surgery’—launched a
study in the 1970s comparing the out-
comes of transgendered people who had
the surgery with the outcomes of those
who did not.”

I will insert parenthetically that I re-
member reading that Johns Hopkins
medical center had been the first hos-
pital in the United States to begin
doing sex change operations back in
the ’60s. I remembered reading that. I
never remembered reading that they
ever stopped.

But Dr. McHugh’s article points
out—and I am going back and reading
from the article:

“Most of the surgically treated pa-
tients described themselves as ‘satis-
fied’ by the results, but their subse-
quent psycho-social adjustments were
no better than those who didn’t have
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the surgery. And so at Hopkins we
stopped doing sex-reassignment sur-
gery, since producing a ‘satisfied’ but
still troubled patient seemed an inad-
equate reason for surgically ampu-
tating normal organs.

“It now appears that our long-ago de-
cision was a wise one.”’

Well, Mr. Speaker, I never remem-
bered reading anywhere and I don’t re-
call articles talking about how Johns
Hopkins said, look, we are having no
better mental, emotional results from
those who have had the surgery, so we
are going to stop doing the surgery.
This was Johns Hopkins; they were on
the cutting edge of trying to advance
gender change or sex change oper-
ations. They were doing those origi-
nally.

This forward-looking, people-caring
institution at Johns Hopkins medical
center decided years ago that we may
be doing more harm than good and we
are going to stop doing sex change sur-
gery. So no one can accuse them of try-
ing to make more money—because ob-
viously they would make money from
the sex change operations—and not
make money from stopping the sex
change operations. But apparently
those in charge at Johns Hopkins took
rather serious the idea that doctors
should first do no harm.

He goes on and points out in his arti-
cle:

““A 2011 study at the Karolinska In-
stitute in Sweden produced the most il-
luminating results yet regarding the
transgendered, evidence that should
give advocates pause. The long-term
study—up to 30 years—followed 324 peo-
ple”’—so they have got hundreds in
their database here and are following
for 30 years—‘‘who had sex-reassign-
ment surgery. The study revealed that
beginning about 10 years after having
the surgery, the transgendered began
to experience increasing mental dif-
ficulties. Most shockingly, their sui-
cide mortality rose almost 20-fold
above the comparable nontransgender
population. This disturbing result has
as yet no explanation but probably re-
flects the growing sense of isolation re-
ported by the aging transgendered
after surgery. The high suicide rate
certainly challenges the surgery pre-
scription.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, I know there are
people on the floor that are pushing for
civil rights equality for the
transgender and to let them go into
whatever restrooms they feel like rep-
resents the gender they are at that par-
ticular time, but the studies have
shown that when someone has a gen-
eral dissatisfaction with their biologi-
cal sex, that doing the surgery to make
them that sex gives them 20 times
more likelihood of committing suicide.

0 1945

I know there is nobody on the other
side of the aisle who has been pushing
this issue that wants people to commit
suicide at 20 times the rate of
nontransgendered people, but this is
where this ultimately goes.
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I don’t believe our President wants
people to commit suicide at 20 times
the rate of nontransgendered people,
yet what he is urging right now, the
best studies in the world indicate will
be the outcome. What this President is
doing in pushing people who at one
point in their lives have a general dis-
satisfaction, or dysphoria, with their
biological sex is causing more damage
for these individuals down the road
than he will be around to do anything
about. It is not enough to say, ‘I care
more than you do for those who want
men to go in girls dressing rooms and
bathrooms” when you are doing the
kind of harm that the best studies in
the world are showing has been done.

Back to Dr. McHugh’s article, he
says: ‘“‘There are subgroups of the
transgendered, and for none does ‘reas-
signment’ seem apt. One group includes
male prisoners like Pvt. Bradley Man-
ning, the convicted national-security
leaker who now wishes to be called
Chelsea. Facing long sentences and the
rigors of a men’s prison, they have an
obvious motive for wanting to change
their sex and hence their prison. Given
that they committed their crimes as
males, they should be punished as such;
after serving their time, they will then
be free to reconsider their gender.

‘“Another subgroup consists of young
men and women susceptible to sugges-
tion from ‘everything is normal’ sex
education, amplified by Internet chat
groups. These are the transgender sub-
jects most like anorexia nervosa pa-
tients: they become persuaded that
seeking a drastic physical change will
banish their psycho-social problems.
‘Diversity’ counselors in their schools,
rather like cult leaders, may encourage
these young people to distance them-
selves from their families and offer ad-
vice on rebutting arguments against
having transgender surgery. Treat-
ments here must begin with removing
the young person from the suggestive
environment and offering a counter-
message in family therapy.”

That is not me. That is what one
transgendered gentleman who has had
the sex change operation and knows
more about transgender than any M.D.
in the world, Dr. Paul McHugh. Now,
Dr. McHugh, when I talked to him, said
he thinks there are some others who
know more, but they support his posi-
tions on what he is saying, which
helped him come to these positions.

But Dr. McHugh goes on: ‘“Then there
is the subgroup of very young, often
prepubescent children who notice dis-
tinct sex roles in the culture and, ex-
ploring how they fit in, begin imitating
the opposite sex. Misguided doctors at
medical centers including Boston’s
Children’s Hospital have begun trying
to treat this behavior by administering
puberty-delaying hormones to render
later sex change surgeries less oner-
ous—even though the drugs stunt the
children’s growth and risk causing ste-
rility. Given that close to 80 percent of
such children would abandon their con-
fusion and grow naturally into an adult
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life if untreated, these medical inter-
ventions come close to child abuse. A
better way to help these children: with
devoted parenting.”

This psychiatrist says: ‘“At the heart
of the problem is confusion over the
nature of the transgendered. ‘Sex
change’ is biologically impossible. Peo-
ple who undergo sex reassignment sur-
gery do not change from men to women
or vice versa. Rather, they become
feminized men or masculinized women.
Claiming that this is a civil rights
matter and encouraging surgical inter-
vention is in reality to collaborate
with and promote a mental disorder’—
or mental dysphoria, if you would rath-
er.

Then I have this article from Walt
Heyer. Having visited with Walt, I have
eminent respect for this man who un-
derwent a sex change operation from
man to woman years ago. He is now in
his seventies. This is his article pub-
lished in The Daily Signal May 16 of
this year.

He says: ‘“‘President Barack Obama,
the titular head of the LGBT move-
ment, has added to the firestorm of
confusion, misunderstanding, and fury
surrounding the transgender bathroom
debate by threatening schools with loss
of Federal funding unless they allow
students to join the sex-segregated
restroom, locker room, and sports
teams of their chosen gender, without
regard to biological reality:

“I know firsthand what it is like to
be a transgender person—and how mis-
guided it is to think one can change
gender through hormones and sur-
gery.”

Walt Heyer says: ‘‘His action,” talk-
ing about President Obama, ‘‘comes
after weeks of protest against the
State of North Carolina for its so-
called anti-LGBT bathroom bill.

‘““As someone who underwent surgery
from male to female and lived as a fe-
male for 8 years before returning to liv-
ing as a man, I know firsthand what it
is like to be a transgender person—and
how misguided it is to think one can
change gender through hormones and
surgery.

““And I know that the North Carolina
bill and others like it are not anti-
LGBT.”

He says: ‘L is for lesbian. The bill is
not anti-lesbian because lesbians have
no desire to enter a stinky men’s rest-
room. Lesbians will use the women’s
room without a second thought. So the
law is not anti-L.

“G is for gay. Gay men have no inter-
est in using women’s bathrooms. So
the law is not anti-G.

‘B is for bisexual. The B in the LGBT
have never been confused about their
gender. Theirs is also a sexual pref-
erence only that doesn’t affect choice
of restroom or locker.”

But he says: ‘“The North Carolina law
is not anti-T because the law clearly
states that the appropriate restroom is
the one that corresponds to the gender
stated on the birth certificate. There-
fore, a transgender person with a birth
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certificate that reads ‘female’ uses the
female restroom, even if the gender
noted at birth was male.

““So, you see, the law is not anti-
LGBT. What then is all the uproar
about?”’

Walt Heyer goes on, he says: “What
has arisen is a new breed emerging
among young people that falls outside
the purview of the LGBT: the gender
nonconformists.

“Gender nonconformists, who con-
stitute a minuscule fraction of society,
want to be allowed to designate a gen-
der on a fluid basis, based on their feel-
ings at the moment.”

Walt Heyer says: ‘I call this group
‘gender defiant’ because they protest
against the definition of fixed gender
identities of male and female. The gen-
der defiant individuals are not like tra-
ditional transgender or transsexual
persons who struggle with gender dys-
phoria and want hormone therapy, hor-
mone blockers, and eventually, reas-
signment surgery. The gender defiant
group doesn’t want to conform, com-
ply, or identify with traditional gender
norms of male and female. They want
to have gender fluidity, flowing freely
from one gender to another, by the
hour or day, as they feel like it.”

Mr. Speaker, coming from a
transgender individual who had sex
change surgery, this is quite an article.

He goes on to say: “Under the cover
of the LGBT, the anti-gender faction
and its supporters are using the North
Carolina bathroom bill to light a fuse
to blow up factual gender definitions.

‘““He does not grasp the biological fact
that genders are not fluid, but fixed:
male and female.

““Obama is championing the insanity
of eliminating the traditional defini-
tion of gender. He does not grasp the
biological fact that genders are not
fluid, but fixed: male and female.”

Here I would also like to insert par-
enthetically. This is not from Walt
Heyer. But in talking with Dr.
McHugh, who had headed up psychiatry
for so many years at Johns HopKins,
who cares deeply about people who are
confused over gender, he was pointing
out—he brought up the MMPI and
asked if I knew what that was. Well, I
knew. It is the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Index, as I recall. But it is
a personality test, and as far as I know,
it is the most complete testing any-
body has done on personality. It has
different scales in there, and as Dr.
McHugh pointed out, scale 5 is mas-
culine at one end, feminine at another
end.

Based on the questions that are
asked, the MMPI score gives an indica-
tion on the male-female scale as to
where someone is in that scale. It has
nothing to do with biological sex. Ap-
parently, most of us may have different
places on that scale at different ages,
and there is nothing abnormal about
that.

People are to be comforted and coun-
seled, not have laws passed that they
can’t get help from their parents, they
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can’t get help from loving counselors,
they can’t get help from psychiatrists.

As Dr. McHugh pointed out, when
these States like California and New
Jersey pass laws that some confused
minor with no biological indications of
a problem, so the problem is all in the
mind, when you pass laws saying you
can’t get counseling for what is all in
the mind, as Dr. McHugh says sarcasti-
cally, you might as well outlaw all of
psychiatry because what they deal
with are things that have not pre-
sented normally. They have not pre-
sented a biological scientific issue.

Going back to Walt Heyer’s article,
he says: ‘“‘Gender nonconformists, who
constitute a minuscule fraction of soci-
ety, want to be allowed to designate
gender on a fluid basis, based on their
feelings at the moment.”

He said: “‘I call this group ’gender de-
fiant’ because they protest against the
definition of fixed gender identities of
male and female. The gender defiant
individuals are not like traditional
transgender or transsexual persons who
struggle with gender dysphoria and
want hormone therapy, hormone
blockers, and eventually, reassign-
ment. The gender defiant group doesn’t
want to conform, comply, or identify
with traditional gender norms of male
and female.”

And I know I have read this, but this
is so critical. He says: ‘“Under the
cover of LGBT, the anti-gender faction
and its supporters are using the North
Carolina bathroom bill to light a fuse
to blow up factual gender definitions.”

Now, going on: “Using the power of
his position,” talking about our Presi-
dent, ‘““to influence the elimination of
gender, overruling science, genetics,
and biblical beliefs, is Obama’s display
of political power.”
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“One fact will remain, no matter how
deep in the tank Obama goes for the
gender nonconformists, genetics and
God’s design of male and female, no
matter how repugnant that is to some,
cannot be changed. Biological gender
remains fixed no matter how many
cross-gender hormones are taken or
cosmetic surgeries are performed. No
law can change the genetic and biblical
truth of God’s design. Using financial
blackmail to achieve the elimination
of gender will become Obama’s ugly
legacy.”

Now that is from a guy who has had
the surgery, who has had the hor-
mones. He has been through it all. Walt
Heyer has a blog. He has overcome his
alcohol addiction. I asked him—I don’t
think he would mind me repeating—I
said that we learned from the Swedish
study over 30 years, people that have
had these sex change operations are 20
times more likely to commit suicide.

I said: Did those thoughts enter your
mind—suicidal ideations? And he indi-
cated that he had tried to commit sui-
cide. I didn’t elaborate. This is a man
that knows. And so is Dr. Paul
McHugh.
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To try to make this a new civil
rights issue holds these people up for
political football. Everybody Kknows
footballs get changed out from game to
game. Some political football will be
the new football in another game.

I doubt that the people in this room
that have been using transgender as a
football will go back like the Swedish
study or the Johns Hopkins study did
and see the damage that has been done.
Eighty percent, if left untreated, have
very, very normal lives and normal
mental affect down the road—if they
are left untreated. But my friends who
support this want to make them a po-
litical football.

We have this article, then, from June
3. Melody Wood wrote the headline: 6
Men Who Disguised Themselves as
Women to Access Bathrooms.

She reports:

“The Obama administration has un-
lawfully rewritten law, meddling in
State and local matters, and imposing
bad policy on the entire Nation.

‘““Americans agree that while we
should be sensitive to transgender indi-
viduals, others also have rights of pri-
vacy, safety, and their own beliefs that
deserve respect and should not simply
be pushed aside, especially when
transgender persons can be accommo-
dated in other ways.

“The risk to the privacy and safety
of women and girls is real. There have
been numerous cases in recent years of
men either cross-dressing or claiming
to be transgender in order to access
women’s bathrooms and locker rooms
for inappropriate purposes.

‘‘Here are six examples:

“In 2009, a sex offender named Rich-
ard Rendler was arrested for wearing
fake breasts and a wig while loitering
in a woman’s restroom in Campbell,
California, shopping center. Rendler
had previously been arrested on
charges of child molestation and inde-
cent exposure.

“In 2010, Berkeley police arrested
Gregorio Hernandez. Hernandez had
disguised himself as a woman on two
separate occasions to get inside a UC
Berkeley locker room. Once in the
locker room, Hernandez allegedly used
his cell phone to photograph women.

“In 2013, Jason Pomare was arrested
for cross-dressing in order to gain ac-
cess to the women’s restroom at a
Macy’s department store in Palmdale,
California. Pomare snuck a video cam-
era in to secretly videotape women
while they used the restroom.

““In 2014, Christopher Hambrook—who
faked being a transgender person
named Jessica—was jailed in Toronto,
Canada. Hambrook preyed on women at
two Toronto shelters, and had pre-
viously preyed on other women and
girls as young as five years old to as
old as 53. Hambrook’s case in par-
ticular shows the importance of pro-
tecting the privacy and safety of some
of our most vulnerable citizens: the
homeless and others who seek emer-
gency shelter. And yet, the Obama ad-
ministration recently proposed a rule
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that would impose a ‘gender identity’
mandate here as well.

“In 2015, two spying instances were
recorded in Virginia—one at a mall and
one at a Walmart. Both instances in-
volved a man in women’s clothing who
used a mirror and camera to take pic-
tures of a mother and her 5-year-old
daughter and a 53-year-old woman
while they were in neighboring rest-
room stalls. The suspect wore a pink
shirt and a long wig to present himself
as a woman.

“In 2016, a man used a women’s lock-
er room at a public swimming pool in
Washington State to undress in front
of young girls who were changing for
swim practice. When Seattle Parks and
Recreation staff asked him to leave,
the man claimed that ‘the law has
changed and I have a right to be here.’
The man was apparently referring to a
Washington State rule that allows in-
dividuals to use the bathroom that cor-
responds with their gender identity.
However, the man made no attempt to
present as a woman.

‘““As these examples illustrate, there
are people who will abuse transgender
policies. Although the Obama adminis-
tration wants to keep its focus on
bathrooms, its transgender directive
goes much farther and actually re-
quires biological male students who
identify as female to be granted unfet-
tered access to women’s and girls’
showers at school gyms.

‘“So what are women and girls to do
when a biological male wearing a wig
and makeup walks into an open shower
next to them and they are shocked by
the intrusion? According to the admin-
istration’s directive, ‘the desire to ac-
commodate others’ discomfort’ is no
reason at all to prevent transgender
people from accessing the intimate fa-
cilities of their choice.

‘““Moreover, the directive prevents
schools from requiring transgender
people to have surgery, take hormones,
have a medical diagnosis, or even act
or dress in any particular way before
having the ‘right’ to be treated exactly
like a person of the opposite sex.

“The logical effect would be to si-
lence women and girls who might oth-
erwise speak out to prevent serious
crimes from happening for fear that
they would be accused of bigotry if
they make the wrong call.

“The interests and desires of
transgender persons, especially adults,
shouldn’t be placed over the privacy
and safety of women and girls. There
are ways of accommodating
transgender people with private facili-
ties without endangering and silencing
women who could be hurt by policies
allowing anyone unfettered access to
their lockers, showers, and bath-
rooms.”

That is from Melody Wood.

It also reminds me of back years ago
when the issue of hate crimes was aris-
ing and we were going to punish people
more severely based on what was in
their minds, such as did they choose a
person, a victim, based on their being a
member of an identifiable group?
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That created a problem for me as one
who has sentenced felons up to and in-
cluding the death penalty, because
from the testimony we heard over and
over, those who used to be called
sociopaths under the old DSM-II be-
came antisocial personality disorder.
But they knew right from wrong. They
just chose to do wrong. And they would
pick victims at random. They didn’t
really care.

The people that testified in my court
repeatedly made clear that if someone
has this antisocial personality dis-
order, formerly sociopath, psychopath,
they had less chance of being reformed
and coming out of prison and shying
away from wrongdoing. A lesser chance
of reforming them.

Whereas the testimony indicated in
different cases that if someone com-
mitted an act in the heat of passion—
often it was a one-time crime that had
to be punished for its own crime’s sake,
but that they were not likely to ever
commit that crime again. There were
some who committed crimes. They
were not antisocial personality, but
they had been brought up to hate a spe-
cific group or people, and they com-
mitted some act or crime against
them.

I always made sure—it didn’t matter
whether they picked their victim be-
cause of sexual orientation—if they
committed an assault of any kind, up
to and including murder, I made sure
they were punished severely for the
crime they committed, because every
person deserves to be protected from an
assault.

So hate crimes comes in. And those
who chose a person based on a hatred
they were taught, there are indications
there have been some great successes
with confrontations between them
after they were sentenced with victims
or victims’ families in which the per-
son who was not an antisocial person-
ality would weep and recant and apolo-
gize and beg for forgiveness and never
have that kind of hatred again and
would begin associating with people,
whether they were of a different race,
creed, color, or gender. They had a bet-
ter chance of being rehabilitated.

Yet, the hate crime law came in. In
fact, under the Federal law, if you con-
vince a jury—just raise a reasonable
doubt as a defendant—no, I didn’t pick
that victim because they were this,
that, or the other; I just wanted to
shoot somebody that day—if you raise
a reasonable doubt that you may have
randomly picked the victim, it is a
complete defense to the Federal hate
crime law. That is a messed up law.

I also gave the example that, based
on so many of the hate crime laws, you
could someday—and I was called crazy
and all kind of names for giving this
example—but the example I thought
many years ago that was appropriate,
based on the hate crimes legislation, is
that you could have a situation where
a mother and her young daughter are
standing on a street corner, somebody
opens their trench coat and flashes the
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daughter, and the mother, out of that
protective instinct they have to pro-
tect the child, hits the flasher with her
purse.

The flasher—in a lot of jurisdictions,
that is a minimal misdemeanor—prob-
ably would never do any jail time. He
might have to pay a fine or spend 1 day
in jail. But because the woman hit him
because of his sexual orientation to-
ward flashing, then she is now guilty
under many hate crime laws of com-
mitting a felony and can get prison
time under these misguided hate crime
laws. And I warned that we would get
to this point.

And then when I hear on the news
some woman got mad when a guy came
in dressed as a woman, scared her, and
she hit him, then she gets arrested.
This is what happens. This is the kind
of miscarriage of justice you get when
we don’t base laws on facts.

And then we have this article from
Rebecca Kheel. Of course, most of us
have heard the headlines. We know the
Department of Veterans Affairs, or the
VA, has had problems. People have
been dying while waiting to get the
treatment they needed.

And now the VA proposes covering
surgeries for transgender vets. They
are not even taking care of the vets
when they need help, and now they are
going to take up a procedure that
Johns Hopkins says does more harm
than good, that the best study in the
world from Sweden says they are going
to be 20 times more likely to kill them-
selves.

Have we not lost enough veterans al-
ready? The VA wants to make them 20
times more vulnerable to suicide than
they already are?

It is time to stop the nonsense. And
I would submit, Mr. Speaker, having
reviewed the information that Dr. Paul
McHugh from Johns Hopkins provided
and Walt Heyer provided and that I
looked into based on their direction,
one thing is imminently clear: the
issue of transgender is not based on bi-
ological science, it is not based on
medical science, it is not based on
physical science, it is not based on
chemical science. There is only one
science that this whole transgender
issue before the Congress is based on,
and that is political science.

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

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agree to the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2576) ‘“‘An
Act to modernize the Toxic Substances
Control Act, and for other purposes.”.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CURBELO of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCARTHY) for today on
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account of his flight being delayed
from Miami to Washington, D.C.

Mr. DUFFY (at the request of Mr.
McCARTHY) for today and June 8 on ac-
count of the birth of his child.

Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California (at
the request of Mr. MCCARTHY) for today
and June 8 on account of business in
the district.

Ms. BROWN of Florida (at the request
of Ms. PELOSI) for today on account of
flight delayed.

Mr. FARR (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today through June 10 on
account of family and health issues.

Ms. JACKSON LEE (at the request of
Ms. PELOSI) for today on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. PAYNE (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of official
business.

Mr. SWALWELL of California (at the
request of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac-
count of primary election day in Cali-
fornia.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California (at
the request of Ms. PELOSI) for today.

——————

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on June 3, 2016, she pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bills:

H.R. 3601. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 7715
Post Road, North Kingstown, Rhode Island,
as the ‘“Melvoid J. Benson Post Office Build-
ing.”

H.R 3735. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 200
Town Run Lane in Winston Salem, North
Carolina, as the ‘“‘Maya Angelou Memorial
Post Office.”

H.R 3866. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 1265
Hurffville Road in Deptford Township, New
Jersey, as the ‘“‘First Lieutenant Salvatore
S. Corma II Post Office Building.”’

H.R. 4046. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 220
East Oak Street, Glenwood City, Wisconsin,
as the Second Lt. Ellen Ainsworth Memorial
Post Office.

H.R. 4605. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 615
6th Avenue SE in Cedar Rapids, Jowa as the
“Sgt. 1st Class Terryl L. Pasker Post Office
Building.”

H.R. 136. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 1103
USPS Building 1103 in Camp Pendleton, Cali-
fornia, as the ‘“‘Camp Pendleton Medal of
Honor Post Office.”

H.R. 433. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 523
East Railroad Street in Knox, Pennsylvania,
as the ‘‘Specialist Ross A. McGinnis Memo-
rial Post Office.”

H.R. 1132. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 1048
West Robinhood Drive in Stockton, Cali-
fornia, as the ‘“W. Ronald Coale Memorial
Post Office Building.”’

H.R. 2458. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 5351
Lapalco Boulevard in Marrero, Louisiana, as
the ‘“‘Lionel R. Collins, Sr. Post Office Build-
ing.”

H.R. 2928. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 201 B
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Street in Perryville, Arkansas, as the ‘‘Har-
old George Bennett Post Office.”’

H.R. 3082. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 5919
Chef Menteur Highway in New Orleans, Lou-
isiana, as the ‘“‘Daryle Holloway Post Office
Building.”

H.R. 3274. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 4567
Rockbridge Road in Pine Lake, Georgia, as
the ‘‘Francis Manuel Ortega Post Office.”’

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
further reported that on June 7, 2016,
she presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing joint resolution:

H.J. Res. 88. Disapproving the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of Labor relating
to the definition of the term ‘‘Fiduciary.”

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 15 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, June 8, 2016, at 10 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5577. A letter from the Chair, Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, trans-
mitting the Board’s 102nd Annual Report for
calendar year 2015; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

5578. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Office of Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy, Department of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Energy Conservation Program: Test
Procedures for Portable Air Conditioners
[Docket No.: EERE-2014-BT-TP-0014] (RIN:
1904-AD22) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

55679. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Administration for Community Liv-
ing, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Administration for Community Liv-
ing — Regulatory Consolidation received
June 2, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

55680. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Partial Approval and Par-
tial Disapproval of Air Quality State Imple-
mentation Plans; Arizona; Infrastructure Re-
quirements to Address Interstate Transport
for the 2008 Ozone NAAQS; Correction [EPA-
R09-OAR-2015-0793; FRL-9947-27-Region 9) re-
ceived June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

5581. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Nevada: Final Authoriza-
tion of State Hazardous Waste Management
Program Revisions [EPA-R09-RCRA-2015-
0822; FRI.-9947-28-Region 9) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.
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55682. A letter from the Chief, Mobility Di-
vision, Wireless Telecommunications Bu-
reau, Federal Communication Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule —
Amendment of the Commission’s Rules with
Regard to Commercial Operations in the
3550-3650 MHz Band [GN Docket No.: 12-354)
received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

55683. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Gray Television License, LLC and
New Rushmore Radio, Inc., Amendment of
Section 73.622(i) Digital Television Table of
Allotments (Scottsbluff, Nebraska and Sid-
ney, Nebraska) [MB Docket No.: 16-29] [RM-
11758] received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

5584. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six-
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to North Korea that was
declared in Executive Order 13466 of June 26,
2008, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); Public
Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257) and 50
U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec 204(c);
(91 Stat. 1627); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

5585. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting six-
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to the Western Balkans
that was declared in Executive Order 13219 of
June 26, 2001 and Executive Order 13313 of
July 31, 2003, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c);
Public Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257)
and 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec
204(c); (91 Stat. 1627); to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

5586. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser, Office of Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting a report concerning
international agreements other than treaties
entered into by the United States to be
transmitted to the Congress within the
sixty-day period specified in the Case-Za-
blocki Act, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 112b(d)(1);
Public Law 92-403, Sec. 1; (86 Stat. 619); to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

5587. A letter from the Chief Executive Of-
ficer, Corporation for National and Commu-
nity Service, transmitting the Corporation’s
Inspector General Semiannual Report to
Congress and Response and Report on Final
Action for the six-month period from Octo-
ber 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) Sec. 5(b);
Public Law 95-452, Sec. 5(b); (92 Stat. 1103); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

5588. A letter from the Inspector General,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s Inspector General Semiannual
Report to Congress for the period from Octo-
ber 1, 2015 to March 31, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) Sec. 5(b); Public
Law 95-452, Sec.5(b); (92 Stat. 1103); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

5589. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s Inspector General Semiannual
Report to the Congress for the reporting pe-
riod October 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act)
Sec. 5(b); Public Law 95-452, Sec. 5(b); (92
Stat. 1103); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

5590. A letter from the Board Chairman,
Farm Credit System Insurance Corporation,
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule —
Rules of Practice and Procedure; Adjusting
Civil Money Penalties for Inflation (RIN:
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3055-AA11) received June 2, 2016, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

5591. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Service Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s Inspector General
Semiannual Report to the Congress for the
period of October 1, 2015, through March 31,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) Sec. 5(b); Public Law 95-452, Sec. 5(b);
(92 Stat. 1103); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

5592. A letter from the Chairman, National
Endowment for the Arts, transmitting the
National Endowment’s Inspector General
Semiannual Report to the Congress and the
Chairman’s Semiannual Report on Final Ac-
tion Resulting from Audit Reports, Inspec-
tion Reports, and Evaluation Reports for the
period of October 1, 2015 through March 31,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) Sec. 5(b); Public Law 95-452, Sec. 5(b);
(92 Stat. 1103); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

5593. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia Auditor, transmit-
ting a report entitled ‘“The Impact of ‘Ban
the Box’ in the District of Columbia’’; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

5594. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia Auditor, transmit-
ting a report entitled, ‘“‘Fiscal Year 2015 An-
nual Report on Advisory Neighborhood Com-
missions’; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

5595. A letter from the Chairman, U.S.
Election Assistance Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s Inspector General
Semiannual Report to Congress for the pe-
riod October 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act)
Sec. 5(b); Public Law 95-452, Sec. 5(b); (92
Stat. 1103); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

5596. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Deep-Water Species
Fishery by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.: 150818742-6210-02]
(RIN: 0648-XE623) received June 1, 2016, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

5597. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by
Catcher Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management
Area [Docket No.: 150916863-6211-02] (RIN:
0648-XE611) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

5598. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Ves-
sels Using Pot Gear in the Central Regu-
latory Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket
No.: 150818742-6210-02] (RIN: 0648-XEb556) re-
ceived June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

5599. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
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porary rule — Atlantic Highly Migratory
Species; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna Fisheries
[Docket No.: 150121066-5717-02] (RIN: 0648-
XEbT79) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

5600. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule
— Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Sablefish Managed Under the In-
dividual Fishing Quota Program [Docket
No.: 150818742-6210-02 and 150916863-6211-02]
(RIN: 0648-XE507) received June 1, 2016, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

5601. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by
Catcher Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management
Area [Docket No.: 150916863-6211-02] (RIN:
0648-XEbH57) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

5602. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod in the
Bering Sea Subarea of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Management Area [Docket
No.: 150916863-6211-02] (RIN: 0648-XE563) re-
ceived June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

5603. A letter from the Attorney General,
Department of Justice, transmitting a deter-
mination in the case of Helman v. Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, No. 15-3086 (Fed.
Cir.), pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 530D(a); Public
Law 107-273, Sec. 202(a); (116 Stat. 1771); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

5604. A letter from the Acting Deputy Chief
Financial Officer and Director for Financial
Management, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Commerce Debt Collection [Docket No.:
150902806-5806-01] (RIN: 0605-AA40) received
June 2, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

5605. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Special Local Regulations, Re-
curring Marine Events in Captain of the Port
Long Island Sound Zone [Docket No.: USCG-
2015-0100] (RIN: 1625-AA08) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5606. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone: San
Francisco State Graduation Fireworks Dis-
play, San Francisco, CA [Docket No.: USCG-
2016-0177] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5607. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Anchorage Regulations; Dela-
ware River, Philadelphia, PA [Docket No.:
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USCG-2015-0825] (RIN: 1625-AA01) received
June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5608. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation; Youngs Bay, Astoria, OR
[Docket No.: USCG-2016-0090] (RIN: 1625-
AAQ09) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5609. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone, Block
Island Wind Farm; Rhode Island Sound, RI
[Docket No.: USCG-2016-0026] (RIN: 1625-
AAO00) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5610. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Upper
Mississippi River, Minneapolis, MN [Docket
No.: USCG-2016-0337] (RIN: 1625-AA00) re-
ceived June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5611. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Na-
tional Grid — Beck Lockport 104 & Beck
Harper 106 Removal Project; Niagara River,
Lewiston, NY [Docket No.: USCG-2016-0265]
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received June 1, 2016, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5612. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Navy
UNDET, Apra Outer Harbor and Piti, GU
[Docket No.: USCG-2016-0274] (RIN: 1625-
AA00) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5613. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone, Cape
Fear River; Southport, NC [Docket No.:
USCG-2016-0306] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received
June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5614. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Safety Zones; Annual events re-
quiring safety zones in the Captain of the
Port Lake Michigan zone [Docket No.:
USCG-2015-1081] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received
June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5615. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Hudson
River, Jersey City, NJ, Manhattan, NY
[Docket No.: USCG-2016-0109] (RIN: 1625-
AA00) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5616. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
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Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Newport
Beach Harbor Grand Canal Bridge Construc-
tion; Newport Beach, CA [Docket No.: USCG-
2016-0227] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5617. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Pacific
Ocean, North Shore Oahu, HI — Recovery
Operations [Docket No.: USCG-2016-0272]
(RIN: 1625-A A00) received June 1, 2016, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5618. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Security Zone; Port
of New York, moving Security Zone; Cana-
dian Naval Vessels [Docket No.: USCG-2016-
0215] (RIN: 1625-AA87) received June 1, 2016,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5619. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Security Zone; Tall-
Ship CUAUHTEMOC; Thames River, New
London Harbor, New London, CT [Docket
No.: USCG-2016-0250] (RIN: 1625-AA87) re-
ceived June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5620. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Special Local Regulations, Re-
curring Marine Events in Captain of the Port
Long Island Sound Zone [Docket No.: USCG-
2015-0100] (RIN: 1625-AA08) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5621. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zones; Upper
Mississippi River between mile 179.2 and
180.5, St. Louis, MO and between mile 839.5
and 840.0, St. Paul, MN [Docket No.: USCG-
2016-0354] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5622. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Safety Zone; Sabine
River, Orange, Texas [Docket No.: USCG-
2016-0321] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received June 1,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5623. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
temporary final rule — Special Local Regu-
lation; Lake of the Ozarks, Lakeside, MO
[Docket No.: USCG-2016-0276] (RIN: 1625-
AA08) received June 1, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5624. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report to the Congress con-
cerning the extension of waiver authority for
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Turkmenistan, pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
2432(d)(1); Public Law 93-618, Sec. 402(d)(1); (88
Stat. 2056); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

5625. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report to the Congress con-
cerning the extension of waiver authority for
Belarus, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 2432(d)(1); Pub-
lic Law 93-618, Sec. 402(d)(1); (88 Stat. 2056);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5626. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Presidential Determination No.
2016-07, Suspension of Limitations under the
Jerusalem Embassy Act, pursuant to Public
Law 104-45, Sec. 7(a); (109 Stat. 400); jointly
to the Committees on Foreign Affairs and
Appropriations.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. Supplemental report on H.R.
4775. A bill to facilitate efficient State im-
plementation of ground-level ozone stand-
ards, and for other purposes (Rept. 114-598,
Pt. 2). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. BRADY of Texas: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 5273. A bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to provide
for regulatory relief under the Medicare pro-
gram for certain providers of services and
suppliers and increased transparency in hos-
pital coding and enrollment data, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
114-604, Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. CULBERSON: Committee on Appro-
priations. H.R. 5393. A bill making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Commerce and
Justice, Science, and Related Agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2017, and
for other purposes (Rept. 114-605). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Appro-
priations. H.R. 5394. A bill making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Transportation,
and Housing and Urban Development, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2017, and for other purposes (Rept.
114-606). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 767. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 4775) to fa-
cilitate efficient State implementation of
ground-level ozone standards, and for other
purposes; providing for consideration of the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 89) ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that a carbon
tax would be detrimental to the United
States economy; and providing for the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 112) expressing the sense of Con-
gress opposing the President’s proposed $10
tax on every barrel of oil (Rept. 114-607). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
discharged from further consideration.
H.R. 5273 referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
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titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN:

H.R. 5385. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to make technical cor-
rections to the requirement that the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security submit quad-
rennial homeland security reviews, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. COHEN, Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO, Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. TED LIEU of
California, Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of

Pennsylvania, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms.
TSONGAS, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MURPHY of Florida,
Ms. TiIiTus, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.

CosTA, and Mr. POCAN):

H.R. 5386. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require can-
didates of major parties for the office of
President to disclose recent tax return infor-
mation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
House Administration, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself and Mr.
CROWLEY):

H.R. 5387. A bill to authorize actions to ad-
vance the United States-India relationship,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means, and Armed
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. RATCLIFFE (for himself and
Mr. McCAUL):

H.R. 5388. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to provide for innovative
research and development, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity.

By Mr. RATCLIFFE (for himself, Mr.
McCauL, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi):

H.R. 5389. A bill to encourage engagement
between the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity and technology innovators, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Mr. McCAUL (for himself, Mr.
RATCLIFFE, and Ms. JACKSON LEE):

H.R. 5390. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to authorize the Cyber-
security and Infrastructure Protection Agen-
cy of the Department of Homeland Security,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security, and in addition to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce, Over-
sight and Government Reform, and Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. RICHMOND:

H.R. 5391. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to enhance certain du-
ties of the Domestic Nuclear Detection Of-
fice, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security.

By Mr. YOUNG of Iowa:

H.R. 5392. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to improve the Veterans
Crisis Line; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.
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By Mr. BURGESS (for himself and Ms.
MATSUI):

H.R. 5395. A bill to require studies and re-
ports examining the use of, and opportuni-
ties to use, technology-enabled collaborative
learning and capacity building models to im-
prove programs of the Department of Health
and Human Services, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. DIN-
GELL, Mr. GRAYSON, and Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY):

H.R. 5396. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage
of dental, vision, and hearing care under the
Medicare program; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. REICHERT (for himself, Mr.
KILMER, Mr. NEWHOUSE, Ms.
DELBENE, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms. HER-
RERA BEUTLER, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr.
HECK of Washington):

H.R. 5397. A bill to redesignate the Olympic
Wilderness as the Daniel J. Evans Wilder-
ness; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. RICE of South Carolina:

H.R. 5398. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to reform the United
States immigration system to provide for a
competitive America, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in
addition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, Homeland Security, Foreign Affairs,
and Education and the Workforce, 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. ROE of Tennessee:

H.R. 5399. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to ensure that physicians of the
Department of Veterans Affairs fulfill the
ethical duty to report to State licensing au-
thorities impaired, incompetent, and uneth-
ical health care activities; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia (for
himself and Mr. PIERLUISI):

H.R. 5400. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de-
duction for income attributable to domestic
production activities in Puerto Rico; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 5401. A bill to amend the Fair Housing
Act, to prohibit discrimination based on use
of section 8 vouchers, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Financial Services, and
in addition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, and 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 Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 5402. A bill to correct the Swan Lake
hydroelectric project survey boundary and to
provide for the conveyance of the remaining
tract of land within the corrected survey
boundary to the State of Alaska; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. BUTTERFIELD (for himself,
Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Ms. FUDGE,
Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Ms. MOORE, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. CLEAVER, Ms. KELLY of I11i-
nois, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. DANNY K.
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DAvIs of Illinois, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mrs. LOVE, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. CLAY,
Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. LYNCH, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia,
Mr. VEASEY, Mr. DAVID ScOTT of
Georgia, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. McCoOL-
LUM, Ms. PINGREE, Ms. MENG, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. ELLI-
SON, Mr. WELCH, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
VELA, Mr. O’'ROURKE, Ms. GABBARD,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. ESHOO, and
Ms. PLASKETT):

H. Res. 766. A resolution honoring in praise
and remembrance the extraordinary life, ac-
complishments, and countless contributions
of Mr. Muhammad Ali; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. LAMBORN:

H. Res. 768. A resolution recognizing the
sense of the House of Representatives that it
is in the United States’ national security in-
terest for Israel to maintain control of the
Golan Heights; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

————

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

250. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma,
relative to Senate Joint Resolution No. 4, re-
questing the Congress of the United States
call a convention of the states to propose
amendments to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

261. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Oklahoma, relative to Senate
Joint Resolution No. 4, requesting the Con-
gress of the United States call a convention
of the states to propose amendments to the
Constitution of the United States; to the
Committee 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 Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN:

H.R. 5385.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

By Ms. ESHOO:

H.R. 5386.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 4, clause 1 of the Con-
stitution.

By Mr. ENGEL:

H.R. 5387.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution.

By Mr. RATCLIFFE:

H.R. 5388.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, 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.
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By Mr. RATCLIFFE:

H.R. 5389.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, 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. McCAUL:
H.R. 5390.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, 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. RICHMOND:
H.R. 5391.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is introduced pursuant to the
powers granted to Congress under the Gen-
eral Welfare Clause (Art. 1 Sec. 8 Cl. 1), the
Commerce Clause (Art. 1 Sec. 8 Cl. 3), and
the Necessary and Proper Clause (Art. 1 Sec.
8 Cl. 18).

Further, this statement of constitutional
authority is made for the sole purpose of
compliance with clause 7 of Rule XII of the
Rules of the House of Representatives and
shall have no bearing on judicial review of
the accompanying bill.

By Mr. YOUNG of Iowa:

H.R. 5392.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. CULBERSON:

H.R. 5393.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The principal constitutional authority for
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which
states: ‘“No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . . .”” In addition, clause
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the Power . .. to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States

. »» Together, these specific constitu-
tlonal provisions establish the congressional
power of the purse, granting Congress the
authority to appropriate funds, to determine
their purpose, amount, and period of avail-
ability, and to set forth terms and conditions
governing their use.

By Mr. DIAZ-BALART:

H.R. 53%4.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The principal constitutional authority for
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which
states: “No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . . .”” In addition, clause
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution
(the spending power) provides: ‘“The Con-
gress shall have the Power . .. to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States

. > Together, these specific constitu-
t1ona1 provisions establish the congressional
power of the purse, granting Congress the
authority to appropriate funds, to determine
their purpose, amount, and period of avail-
ability, and to set forth terms and conditions
governing their use.
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By Mr. BURGESS:

H.R. 5395.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3, of the United
States Constitution, which grants Congress
the power to regulate commerce with foreign
nations, and among the several states, and
with the Indian tribes.

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18, of the
United States Constitution, which grants
Congress the power to make 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 Officer thereof.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT:

H.R. 5396.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1

By Mr. REICHERT:

H.R. 5397.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. RICE of South Carolina:

H.R. 5398.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 of the United
States Constitution

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee:

H.R. 5399.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Unites States
Constitution.

By Mr. TOM PRICE of Georgia:

H.R. 5400.

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: ““All
Bills for raising Revenue shall originate in
the House of Representatives; but the Senate
may propose or concur with Amendments as
on other Bills.”

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 Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 5401.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

“The Congress shall have Power to . ..
provide for the . .. general Welfare of the
United States; . . .”

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 5402.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

“To make all Laws which shall be nec-
essary and proper for carrying into Execu-
tion 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.”

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 140: Mr. GOODLATTE.
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H.R. 241: Mr. BRAT.

H.R. 266: Mr. GOHMERT and Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 335: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 391: Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. LEWIS, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Ms. JACKSON LEE,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. WILSON of Florida, and
Ms. LEE.

H.R. 402: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 448: Mr. THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 546: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 605: Mr. PERRY and Mr. PITTENGER.

H.R. 662: Mr. BABIN.

H.R. 663: Mrs. BUSTOS.

H.R. 664: Mr. SCHWEIKERT

H.R. 711: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 802: Miss RICE of New York and Mr.
YouNG of Towa.

H.R. 835: Ms. JuDY CHU of California.

H.R. 842: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri.

H.R. 845: Mr. ToM PRICE of Georgia.

H.R. 855: Mr. LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 864: Ms. DUCKWORTH and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 885: Mr. TED LIEU of California.

H.R. 923: Mr. LOUDERMILK, Mr. STEWART,
Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. ABRAHAM,
Mr. KELLY of Mississippi, Mr. POSEY, and Mr.
LUCAS.

H.R. 954: Mr. RENACCI.

H.R. 973: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 997: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. NEUGEBAUER.

H.R. 1089: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 1095: Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 1151: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER.

H.R. 1170: Miss RICE of New York.

H.R. 1188: Mr. HASTINGS.

H.R. 1192: Mr. ASHFORD, Mr. GARRETT, and
Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H.R. 1197: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. GARRETT.

H.R. 1283: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN.

H.R. 1312: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 1427: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York and Mr. LUCAS.

H.R. 1453: Mr. BUCSHON.

H.R. 1459: Mrs. DAVIS of California.

H.R. 1460: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr.
CONYERS, and Miss RICE of New York.

H.R. 1559: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia and
Mr. LAMBORN.

H.R. 1714: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN and Mr.
BRAT.

H.R. 1728: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 1763: Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mex-
ico, Mr. LOEBSACK, and Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania.

H.R. 1859: Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of California
and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1904: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1905: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1925: Mr. GARAMENDI.

H.R. 1935: Mr. SMITH of Missouri.

H.R. 1943: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 2058: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina
and Mr. LANCE.

H.R. 2087: Mr. HINOJOSA and Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2096:

H.R. 2170:

H.R. 2189:

H.R. 2215:

H.R. 2257:

. GRANGER.

. GABBARD.

. McCoLLUM.

. COOK.

. ESHOO and Mr. COLE.

H.R. 2285: . MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2313: Mr. KIND.

H.R. 2315: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. KIND,
Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, and Mr.
ISSA.

H.R. 2404: Mr. ASHFORD and Ms. HERRERA
BEUTLER.

H.R. 2411: Mrs. DAVIS of California and Mr.
FOSTER.

H.R. 2515: Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 2715: Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 2732: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 2799: Mr. MCHENRY, Ms. LEE, Mr.
EMMER of Minnesota, Mr. COSTELLO of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Ms.
BROWN of Florida.
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H.R. 2804: Mr. TONKO and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2874: Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 2903: Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PITTENGER,
Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. CARTER of Geor-
gia, and Ms. DELBENE.

H.R. 2920: Mr. HIMES.

H.R. 2980: Mr. TONKO.

H.R. 2992: Mr. BARLETTA.

H.R. 3011: Mrs. BLACK.

H.R. 3119: Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 3222: Mr. SMITH of Missouri.

H.R. 3226: Ms. MOORE and Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 3229: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER and Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3299: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.

H.R. 3308: Mr. HECK of Washington.

H.R. 3323: Mr. HARDY.

H.R. 3346: Mr. CURBELO of Florida.

H.R. 3355: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 3381: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana, Mr. HURD
of Texas, Mr. BOUSTANY, and Ms. HERRERA
BEUTLER.

H.R. 3397: Mr. MARCHANT.

H.R. 3406: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 3463: Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 3471: Mr. COFFMAN, Mrs. HARTZLER,
and Mr. DUFFY.

H.R. 3514: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 3516: Mr. MULLIN and Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 3520: Mr. GARRETT and Mr. RIGELL.

H.R. 3533: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 3687: Mr. POLIS.

H.R. 3706: Mr. WEBER of Texas,
TAKANO, and Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3742: Mr. NUGENT and Mr. SHUSTER.

H.R. 3765: Mr. MCCLINTOCK.

H.R. 3799: Mr. BOUSTANY and Mr. FLEMING.

H.R. 3815: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. GARRETT, and
Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 3822: Mr.

H.R. 3843: Mr.

H.R. 3846: Mr.

H.R. 3852: Mr.

H.R. 3880: Mr. CHABOT.

H.R. 3886: Mr. HECK of Washington.

H.R. 3892: Mr. DoLD and Mr. CURBELO of
Florida.

H.R. 3929: Mr. SMITH of Missouri, Ms. MAX-
INE WATERS of California, Mr. ROSS, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. PIERLUISI, Ms.
SEWELL of Alabama, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER,
Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. LANGEVIN, and Ms. SPEIER.

H.R. 3965: Mr. DAVID SCcOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 4073: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 4116: Mr. AMODEIL.

H.R. 4144: Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 4184: Ms. DELAURO, Ms. MATSUI, and
Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 4212: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 4247: Mrs. WALORSKI and Mr. LONG.

H.R. 4352: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
CARTER of Georgia, and Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 4365: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER and Mr.
RENACCI.

H.R. 4381: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BISHOP of
Utah, Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. McCAUL, Mr. ASHFORD, Mr. MIcA, Mr.
BYRNE, and Mr. CARTER of Georgia.

H.R. 4456: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr.
PoLLS.

H.R. 4462: Mr. DESAULNIER.

H.R. 4490: Mr. THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 4514: Mr. MARINO, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
PERRY, Mr. BARR, Mr. ToM PRICE of Georgia,
Mr. WALDEN, Mr. NUNES, Mr. HIGGINS, Mrs.
CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York, and Mr.
LONG.

H.R. 4538: Mr. PEARCE.

H.R. 4556: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 4559: Mr. CUELLAR.

H.R. 4592: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
GALLEGO, Ms. GRAHAM, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. LEWIS, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico, Mr. PETERS, Mr. PRICE of North

Mr.

CUELLAR.

YOUNG of Alaska.
TONKO.

ENGEL.
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Carolina, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, Mr. TAKANO, Ms. VELAZQUEZ,
Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Miss RICE of
New York, Mr. Ro0OSs, Mr. MESSER, Mr.
HANNA, Mr. TAKAIL and Mrs. RADEWAGEN.

H.R. 4612: Mr. MULLIN.

H.R. 4614: Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 4626: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. CICILLINE,
Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Mr. ABRAHAM, Ms.
GRANGER, Mr. HARPER, and Ms. LEE.

H.R. 4640: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr.
CARDENAS, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
TAKANO, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 4681: Ms. EsHOO and Ms. JUDY CHU of
California.

H.R. 4683: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 4684: Mr. SWALWELL of California.

H.R. 4695: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr.
SCHRADER, Ms. NORTON, and Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ.

H.R. 4701: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 4708: Ms. MICHELLE LLUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico, and Mr. COFFMAN.

H.R. 4715: Mr. MASSIE.

H.R. 4764: Mr. O’'ROURKE, Mr. PoLIS, Mr.
LOEBSACK, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, and Mr.
FITZPATRICK.

H.R. 4768: Mr. EMMER of Minnesota, Mr.
PEARCE, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi-
gan, Mr. HUELSKAMP, and Mr. PITTENGER.

H.R. 4770: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 4796: Mr. CONNOLLY and Mr. ASHFORD.

H.R. 4798: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 4816: Mr. COOPER and Mrs. BLACK.

H.R. 4819: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas.

H.R. 4828: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. DESANTIS, Mr. PoE of Texas, and Mr.
YOUNG of Iowa.

H.R. 4830: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 4892: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 4907: Mr. KIND and Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania.

H.R. 4928: Mr. MASSIE and Mr. MESSER.

H.R. 4938: Mr. CoOSTA, Mr. HANNA, Mr.
GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. NEWHOUSE, Ms.
BROWNLEY of California, Mr. BUCSHON, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, and
Mr. LUCAS.

H.R. 4955: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. RIBBLE.

H.R. 4966: Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 4979: Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.R. 4989: Mr. LEWIS and Mr. CONNOLLY.

H.R. 4994: Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, and Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 5008: Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 5010: Mr. TAKANO.

H.R. 5044: Mr. CASTRO of Texas and Mr.
KENNEDY.

H.R. 5053: Mr. TIPTON.

H.R. 5073: Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 5090: Mr. KILMER, Mr. DoLD, and Ms.
DELBENE.

H.R. 5113: Mr. LEVIN.

H.R. 5114: Ms. MATSUI and Mr. POLIS.

H.R. 5119: Mr. Ross, Mr. KINZINGER of Illi-
nois, and Mr. COFFMAN.
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H.R. 5149: Ms. JENKINS of Kansas.

H.R. 5170: Mr. MACARTHUR and Mrs.
BROOKS of Indiana.

H.R. 5180: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr.
CRAWFORD, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. FRANKS of
Arizona, Mr. CARTER of Georgia, and Mr.
WESTERMAN.

H.R. 5183: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
PETERS, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and Mr. COSTELLO
of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 5187: Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 5204: Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. RENACCI, and
Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 5208: Mr. WOODALL.

H.R. 5210: Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. COOK, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. MARCHANT,
Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, Mr.
HECK of Nevada, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. PETERS,
Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr.
CHAFFETZ, Mr. STEWART, Mr. MOONEY of West
Virginia, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. DUFFY, and
Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia.

H.R. 5224: Mr. DESANTIS, Mrs. BLACK, and
Mr. NEUGEBAUER.

H.R. 5235: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, Mr. SWALWELL of California, and
Ms. BROWNLEY of California.

H.R. 5258: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 5275: Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. BISHOP of
Utah, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. ADERHOLT, and Mr.
CARTER of Georgia.

H.R. 5291: Mr. COHEN and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 5292: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ROKITA, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. LOWENTHAL,
Mr. DONOVAN, Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr.
HIGGINS, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. COLE, and Mr.
ISRAEL.

H.R. 5294: Mr.
Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 5296: Mr. RENACCI.

H.R. 5299: Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H.R. 5307: Mr. SANFORD and Mr. KING of
Iowa.

H.R. 5310: Mr. FOSTER, Mr. QUIGLEY, Ms.
TITUS, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. CLARK
of Massachusetts, and Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 5333: Mr. PITTENGER.

H.R. 5338: Mr. RATCLIFFE and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 5340: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN.

H.R. 5344: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 5351: Mr. COFFMAN and Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 5356: Mr. CASTRO of Texas.

H.R. 5369: Ms. BROWN of Florida and Mr.
CICILLINE.

H.R. 5373: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mr. COHEN, Mr. BECERRA, and
Mr. HOYER.

H.J. Res. 9: Mr. WEBSTER of Florida.

H.J. Res. 87: Mr. GOHMERT.

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. CUMMINGS and Ms.
HERRERA BEUTLER.

H. Con. Res. 19: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee
and Mr. FORBES.

H. Con. Res. 56: Mr. ABRAHAM, Mrs. COM-
STOCK, and Mr. BRIDENSTINE.

H. Con. Res. 112: Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. BLACK,
Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana,
and Mr. SCALISE.

SAM JOHNSON of Texas and
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H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. MACARTHUR.

H. Con. Res. 129: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
of New York and Ms. DUCKWORTH.

H. Res. 210: Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr.
HULTGREN, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, and
Mr. BARR.

H. Res. 220: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. HONDA,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and Mr. ROSS.

H. Res. 289: Ms. NORTON and Mr. GALLEGO.

H. Res. 393: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

H. Res. 501: Ms. BONAMICI.

H. Res. 591: Mr. KATKO, Mr. LOEBSACK, Ms.
Foxx, and Mr. AMODEI.

H. Res. 647: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois
and Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.

H. Res. 650: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia and Mr. TIPTON.
H. Res. 660: Mr.

FRANKEL of Florida.

H. Res. 686: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HIMES, and
Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H. Res. 729: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM
of New Mexico, Mr. COHEN, Ms. KELLY of Illi-
nois, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. FINCHER, Mr.
POLIQUIN, Mr. HANNA, Mr. MULLIN, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Mr. CHAFFETZ,
Mr. FORBES, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mrs. CAROLYN
B. MALONEY of New York, Mrs. MCMORRIS
RODGERS, Mr. O’ROURKE, Mr. THOMPSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. TONKO, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr.
PERRY, Mr. RIGELL, Mr. MURPHY of Florida,
Mr. MARINO, Mr. STIVERS, Ms. GRAHAM, Mr.
COOPER, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. ROONEY of Flor-
ida, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. ZELDIN,
Mr. WALDEN, Mr. HARPER, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, and Mr.
BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 740: Mr. STIVERS, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
and Mr. JORDAN.

H. Res. 750: Mr. LAMBORN, Ms. MENG, Mrs.
WAGNER, and Mr. KILMER.

H. Res. 752: Ms. DELBENE, Mr. LANCE, Mr.
VISCLOSKY, and Ms. TITUS.

H. Res. 759: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KILMER,
and Mr. RICHMOND.

SCHWEIKERT and Ms.

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

The Manager’s amendment to be offered to
H.R. 4775, Ozone Standards Implementation
Act of 2016, Representative Whitfield, or a
designee, does not contain any congressional
earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited
tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule
XXI.
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The Senate met at 10 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.

Eternal God, who knows what is best
for us, we submit today to Your loving
providence. Continue to be our refuge
and strength, a very present help in the
time of trouble. May we never forget
that nothing in all creation can sepa-
rate us from Your love.

Bless our lawmakers. Fill their
hearts with such love for You that no
difficulty or hardship will prevent
them from obeying Your precepts. Help
them to remember that those who walk
in integrity travel securely.

Lord, strengthen their resolve to
serve You as they should and in doing
so may they become more aware of
Your continuous presence.

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 MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

———

DONALD TRUMP AND THE
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Repub-
lican nominee of our great country
continues to attack a Federal judge be-
cause of his Mexican heritage. This is

Senate

not only wrong, it is racist and un-
American. It is also a fundamental at-
tack on the American judiciary sys-
tem.

When issues like these arise, the Na-
tion has historically looked to the Sen-
ate for leadership. In particular,
throughout our history, the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee has been a bastion
of independence and bipartisanship.
When Federal judges are under assault,
we should expect the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee to rise above pol-
itics and condemn racism—but not this
Judiciary chairman who is now the
chairman of the committee in the
United States Senate, not the senior
United States Senator from Iowa.

Instead of a bold feat of bipartisan-
ship, we are left with yet another ex-
ample of how he has become the most
partisan Judiciary chairman in the his-
tory of America. Instead of rising
above partisanship and condemning
Trump’s racist attacks on a highly
qualified judge—by the way, who was
born in Indiana—Senator GRASSLEY
kisses Trump’s ring and toes the party
line. Instead of condemning Trump,
GRASSLEY defended him.

His rationale is mind-boggling. Lis-
ten to this: Senator GRASSLEY says
that Trump must respect the Judiciary
because over the course of hundreds of
lawsuits and years of litigation, Trump
has actually won some cases. I can’t
make up something like this.

For example, a quote from a news-
paper article:

Grassley also suggested Trump’s propen-
sity for filing lawsuits showed some level of
respect for the judicial branch.

‘“He must respect the Judiciary,” Grassley
said. ‘“‘I've seen statistics that he’s won over
400 cases, only lost 30.”

How about that. I find it curious that
the chairman doesn’t have time to read
Merrick Garland’s questionnaire or
give him a hearing, but he has time to
study Donald Trump’s success rate in
the courtroom. This says a lot, and one
of the things it says is what Senator
GRASSLEY’s priorities are.

In spite of everything coming out of
Donald Trump’s mouth, Senator
GRASSLEY remains loyal to Donald
Trump. According to an Iowa news-
paper, the Ames Tribune, Senator
GRASSLEY told his constituents on Fri-
day: ‘“He isn’t concerned by any of the
controversial or inflammatory rhetoric
coming from the Trump campaign.”

I am a little disappointed, but—with
what has happened the last couple of
months—not surprised. I believe no
Member of the Senate has done more
for Donald Trump than the chairman
of the Senate Judiciary Committee.

In January, when many Republicans
were still trying to distance them-
selves from Donald Trump, Senator
GRASSLEY introduced Trump at an
Iowa campaign event. Since then, de-
spite dozens of editorials against Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and pressure from his
constituents, Senator GRASSLEY has
done everything in his power to hold
open a Supreme Court seat for Donald
Trump to fill. I am surprised Senator
GRASSLEY has yet to acknowledge
these racist attacks on Judge Curiel
because these attacks are beyond the
pale. Instead, Senator GRASSLEY chose
to further establish himself as a Trump
cheerleader, just like the Republican
leader has done.

Last week Senator GRASSLEY told his
constituents:

He’s building confidence with me.

Talking about Trump.

I've already said I'm going to vote for him.
. . .I'd campaign with him.

But this is not the beginning of Sen-
ator GRASSLEY’s campaign for Donald
Trump. Senator GRASSLEY’S entire
chairmanship the past 6 months has
been one big campaign push for Trump.
His committee has become an exten-
sion of the Trump campaign. The Re-
publican Judiciary Committee has
done everything to focus on boosting
Trump but has neglected to do its job
in the process.

Under Chairman GRASSLEY, the com-
mittee is reporting out almost no bills,
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fewer judicial nominations than any
time in recent history, and because of
this inaction by the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, the Senate has
confirmed fewer judges than in dec-
ades. We heard the report yesterday of
how the Federal system of courts in
our country is in disrepair. Why? Be-
cause the Judiciary Committee is proc-
essing none of the appointments Presi-
dent Obama has made.

What has the Judiciary Committee
done instead? It has spent its time car-
rying out a political hit job on Sec-
retary Clinton. Senator GRASSLEY has
wasted countless dollars and staff time
developing partisan opposition re-
search that he hoped could be used to
help Trump’s candidacy against Sec-
retary Clinton. It hasn’t helped, but it
has shortened the pocketbook of the
American people. Senator GRASSLEY
has been so desperate to drag Secretary
Clinton’s name through the mud that
he even encouraged the FBI to leak an
independent review of Secretary Clin-
ton’s use of email.

At every turn, the senior Senator
from Iowa has used his committee for
partisan purposes that benefit only one
person: Donald Trump. There is no bet-
ter example than the current vacancy
on the Supreme Court. Rather than
doing his constitutional duty and proc-
essing Merrick Garland’s nomination,
Chairman GRASSLEY took his marching
orders from Trump, and Trump said:
Delay, delay, delay. And that is exactly
what the Senator from Iowa has done—
delay, delay, delay.

Chairman GRASSLEY is hoping to run
out the clock. He is hoping President
Trump gets to nominate the next Su-
preme Court Justice. That is why last
month Senator GRASSLEY said of
Trump: “I think I would expect the
right type of people to be nominated by
[Trump] to the Supreme Court.”

After Donald Trump’s latest attack
on the Judiciary, does Senator GRASS-
LEY really believe that Trump is the
right man to pick nominees to the Su-
preme Court or any court? Donald
Trump said that a Federal judge should
be disqualified from presiding over a
case because of his Mexican heritage,
even though he was born in Indiana. He
said the same would apply if the judge
were Muslim. Does Senator GRASSLEY
believe Trump’s comments were racist?
This is a place for the senior Senator
from Iowa to start his quest for fair-
ness.

The Republican junior Senator from
Nebraska agrees it was racist. This is
what he tweeted yesterday: ‘‘Public
Service Announcement: Saying some-
one can’t do a specific job because of
his or her race is the literal definition
of ‘racism.’” The junior Senator from
South Carolina, also a Republican,
called Trump’s remarks ‘‘racially
toxic,”” but what does the senior Sen-
ator from Iowa say? Zero, nothing.

Does the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee agree with Donald Trump?
Does Senator GRASSLEY also believe
judges should face a religious test? The
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senior Senator from Iowa said he trusts
Donald Trump’s judgment. He said, and
I repeat: ‘“He’s building confidence
with me.”

After everything we have heard from
Donald Trump—all of his vile, un-
hinged rants—does Senator GRASSLEY
honestly have confidence that Donald
Trump should pick the next Supreme
Court Justice? I don’t trust Trump to
make that decision, the people of Iowa
don’t, and America doesn’t. Senator
GRASSLEY must stop using his com-
mittee to do Trump’s bidding. He must
stop using the once-proud Judiciary
Committee as an extension of the
Trump political campaign.

Instead of continuous delay, delay,
delay, Chairman GRASSLEY should give
Merrick Garland a hearing and a vote,
but do it now. Waiting for Donald
Trump to choose the ninth member of
the Supreme Court is not the answer.

I yield the floor.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2943, which
the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (S. 2943) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2017 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes.

Pending:

McCain amendment No. 4229, to address
unfunded priorities of the Armed Forces.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

CYBER SECURITY AND OUR ELECTRIC GRID

Mr. KING. Mr. President, at 3:30 in
the afternoon on December 23 of last
year, about a half hour before sunset,
the lights started to go out in western
Ukraine. The power started to go out.
The operator in one of the Ukrainian
powerplants noticed, to his horror,
that he no longer controlled the cursor
on his computer screen. The cursor
moved of its own accord and started
opening dialogue boxes and opening
breakers.

The operator tried frantically to get
back into the computer, only to find he
was locked out and the password had
been changed. At the same time, the
call center of this utility in Ukraine
was blocked by thousands of fake calls,
so the utility itself could not know
what was happening in the country-
side. The backup generators around
western Ukraine also went down.
Malware was installed on the operating
computers and a system called
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KillDisk was installed, which wiped the
disks and rendered the computers use-
less.

As a final insult, the power in the
power control system itself went off
and the operators were literally left in
the dark. This was the first major
cyber attack of a public utility any-
where in the world. It was sophisti-
cated, it was well planned, and it was
devastating. Within a few minutes,
230,000 people in the country of Ukraine
were without power.

That attack could have occurred in
Kansas City, in San Jose, in New York,
or here in Washington. Ever since I
have served in this body as a member
of the Armed Services and Intelligence
Committees, I have heard repeated
warnings from every public official in-
volved with intelligence and national
security that an attack on our critical
infrastructure is not possible, it is like-
ly.

How many shots across our bow, how
many warning shots do we have to en-
dure? Sony, the OPM, insurance com-
panies, and now the nightmare sce-
nario of an electric grid attack.

We can learn something from what
happened in the Ukraine, and there is a
piece of good news and a lesson for us.
The attack, which left 230,000 people
without power, only persisted for about
6 hours. The interesting part of the sce-
nario of this development was that one
of the reasons they were able to get the
power back on so fast was because the
Ukrainian grid was not up to modern—
I hesitate to say ‘‘standards’’—prac-
tices in terms of its interconnectedness
and its digitization. There were old-
fashioned analog switches, and the
most old-fashioned analog switch of
all, a human being, who could actually
throw breakers and get the system
back online.

However, in this country we are not
so lucky, and I use that in a very sort
of backward way because we have the
most advanced grid structure in the
world. We are more digital, we are
more automated, we are more inter-
connected, but that makes us more
vulnerable. That makes us more vul-
nerable. We are asymmetrically vul-
nerable because we are asymmetrically
interconnected. We keep getting these
warning shots. A lot is being done by
our utilities and by our government
agencies to work on protecting this
country from a devastating cyber at-
tack. But I know of no one who would
assert that enough is being done and
that we are ahead of this threat.

I introduced a bill yesterday, along
with three cosponsors: Senator RISCH
from Idaho, Senator COLLINS from
Maine, and Senator HEINRICH from New
Mexico—all of whom, along with my-
self, are members of the Intelligence
Committee, where we hear about these
threats practically weekly. The bill is
pretty straightforward. It tasks our
great National Labs with working with
the utilities over a 2-year period to de-
termine, not new software patches and
new complexity, but if we can protect
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our grid by returning to, at least at
critical points in the grid, the old-fash-
ioned analog switches or good-old Fred,
who has to go and throw a breaker with
his dog. It may be that going back to
the future, if you will—going back to
the past and simplifying some of these
critical connection points may be the
best protection we can have. The idea
is for the Labs to put their best people
on this and for the utilities to do the
same on a voluntary basis.

I might add that there is nothing
mandatory about this bill. We are try-
ing to work on finding some solutions
that are implementable in the short
run to protect us from this grave
threat. Once we get a report back,
hopefully we will be able to implement
this legislation across the country.

I am tired of hearing warnings. It is
really time for us to act, and this is a
straightforward bill that I hope can
move through this body at the speed of
a cyber attack so that we can then
have the defense we have to have.

An attack on our critical infrastruc-
ture—particularly the electric infra-
structure across this country—would,
in fact, be devastating and would un-
doubtedly involve a loss of lives. I do
not want to be here on a darkening
winter afternoon and see the lights
going off across America—the power to
hospitals, the power to our transpor-
tation system, the power that makes
our lives what they are today. This is
not an abstract threat. We know from
the Ukraine that the capability exists
to do exactly that and take down the
grid. We must act expeditiously and di-
rectly to counteract that threat. If we
do not do so, we are failing our respon-
sibility to the people of America, our
constituents, and the United States.

I urge rapid consideration of this bill,
and I look forward to its consideration
at the Energy Committee. Three of the
four sponsors are also members of the
Energy Committee as well as the Intel-
ligence Committee, and I am hoping we
can move this rapidly so we can begin
the process of countering what is not
an abstract threat but a direct, clear,
and present danger to the future of this
country.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
here this morning to urge my col-
leagues to support an amendment that
I have offered to the National Defense
Authorization Act to extend the Af-
ghan Special Immigrant Visa Program,
also known as the SIV Program.

The SIV Program gives Afghans who
supported the U.S. mission in Afghani-
stan and now face grave threats be-
cause of their willingness to help our
service men and women on the ground
in Afghanistan the ability to come to
the United States. To be eligible, new
applicants must demonstrate at least 2
years of faithful and valuable service.
To receive a visa, they must also clear
a rigorous screening process that in-
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cludes an independent verification of
their service and then an intensive
interagency security review.

People may ask: Who are these Af-
ghans? Let me give a few examples of
the extraordinary service they have
provided.

The first person I will talk about—
and I can’t use his name for privacy
and security reasons—worked as an in-
terpreter for U.S. Special Operations
Command, SOCOM, from 2005 to 2016—
11 years. He originally applied for a
special immigrant visa in 2012 and con-
tinued to work for SOCOM during the
interim. One of the applicant’s direct
supervisors, the commander of 1st Bat-
talion, Third Special Forces Group,
stated that the applicant’s brother was
murdered by extremists—probably
Taliban—due to the applicant’s work
for the U.S. Government, and the appli-
cant himself has been wounded several
times while serving.

A second individual worked as the
head interpreter for a provincial recon-
struction team, or PRT team, for
yvears. Because of his service, his chil-
dren can’t go to school and the lives of
his family members are in danger. The
applicant’s PRT commander was one of
multiple direct Defense Department
supervisors to submit letters of rec-
ommendations on his behalf testifying
to his loyal and valued service.

A third interpreter served the De-
fense Department from 2008 to 2015. He
left work in December following an
IED attack which robbed him of one
eye and his vision in the other. He ap-
plied for his special immigrant visa
after being wounded and is in the be-
ginning stages of the extensive inter-
agency vetting process.

Clearly, the service of these individ-
uals has been critical to our successes
in Afghanistan, and in at least a hand-
ful of other cases, SIV recipients’ com-
mitment to the U.S. mission was so
strong that they found ways to con-
tribute even after they arrived in the
United States. One promptly enlisted
in the Armed Forces and later worked
as a cultural adviser to the U.S. mili-
tary. Another graduated from Indiana
University and Georgetown and has
worked as an instructor at the Defense
Language Institute. A third, who
worked as a senior adviser at the U.S.
Embassy, now serves on the board of a
nonprofit, working to promote a safe
and stable Afghanistan.

These contributions in Afghanistan
and beyond help explain why senior
U.S. military officers and diplomats
are so supportive of the Afghan SIV
Program.

Here is what the current commander
of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, General
Nicholson, wrote recently about the
need to reauthorize the SIV Program:

These men and women who have risked
their lives and have sacrificed much for the
betterment of Afghanistan deserve our con-
tinued commitment. Failure to adequately
demonstrate a shared understanding of their
sacrifices and honor our commitment to any
Afghan who supports the International Secu-
rity Assistance Force and Resolute Support

S3475

missions could have grave consequences for
these individuals and bolster the propaganda
of our enemies. . . . Continuing our promise
of the American dream is more than in our
national interest, it is a testament to our de-
cency and the long-standing tradition of
honoring our allies.

Last year, General Nicholson’s prede-
cessor, General Campbell, wrote a simi-
lar letter affirming his strongest sup-
port for the SIV Program and urging
Congress to ‘‘ensure that the continu-
ation of the SIV program remains a
prominent part of any future legisla-
tion on our efforts in Afghanistan,”
adding that the program ‘‘is crucial to
our ability to protect those who have
helped us so much.”

Their view is shared by senior dip-
lomats as well. Ambassador Ryan
Crocker, who served in Afghanistan
from 2011 to 2012, recently wrote that
“taking care of those who took care of
us is not just an act of basic decency,
it is also in our national interest.
American credibility matters. Aban-
doning these allies would tarnish our
reputation and endanger those we are
today asking to serve alongside U.S.
forces and diplomats.

I see that my colleague Senator
MCcCAIN is on the floor. I know my col-
league remembers, as I do, watching all
of those Vietnamese holding on to
those helicopters that were leaving
when America pulled out of Vietnam
because they knew what their fate was
going to be once America left that
country. That is not something we can
allow to happen in future conflicts.
When we make a promise to those peo-
ple who helped us on the ground, we
need to abide by that promise. We need
to make sure those people who helped
our service men and women are able to
get to this country and are not killed
by the Taliban and other enemies of
the United States and Afghanistan.

Yet, despite these compelling cases
and despite the persuasive arguments
of our senior military and civilian
leaders, the Senate NDAA does not cur-
rently reauthorize and extend the SIV
Program or allow for additional visas
because of the objections of some few
in this body. This is particularly prob-
lematic because we are going to issue
all of those unallocated SIVs by the
end of this year even while there are
thousands of Afghans at some stage in
the application process and new appli-
cants still beginning. In effect, this
means that without congressional ac-
tion, the SIV Program will sunset
around December and thousands of Af-
ghans who have stood alongside our
military and other government per-
sonnel are at severe risk. I hope this
body will decide that this is unaccept-
able and that we have to make sure we
support those people who have sup-
ported our men and women on the
ground and who have, in fact, died to
support our men and women on the
ground.

I am happy to join Senator MCCAIN
and Senator JACK REED, the chair and
ranking member of the Armed Services
Committee, in trying to pass this
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amendment and make sure we support
those people who supported us.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, I will be
brief.

I thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for her continued advocacy for
these individuals who literally placed
their lives on the line to assist us in
combating the forces we have been
struggling against for now these many
years. These individuals deserve our
thanks, but more importantly, they de-
serve the ability to come to the United
States of America. According to our
military leaders, their lives are in dan-
ger. They are the first target of the
enemy because the enemy wants re-
venge against those who helped Ameri-
cans, and there is no doubt in the
minds of our military leaders that
these individuals literally saved the
lives of the men and women who are
fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq on our
behalf.

I believe we should actually have a
voice vote, and if necessary, have a
vote if there is any controversy associ-
ated with this legislation.

If America is going to seek the as-
sistance of individuals who are willing
to help us and then abandon them, then
we have a very serious moral problem.

I thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for her continued advocacy. I
hope we can get this issue resolved as
soon as possible.

I yield the floor.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
National Defense Authorization Act be-
fore us is important for our troops,
wounded warriors and veterans, and
national security.

One way it will help keep Americans
safe is by renewing clear prohibitions
on President Obama’s ability to move
dangerous Guantanamo terrorists into
our country or release them to unsta-
ble regions like Libya, Yemen, and So-
malia.

Our country faces the most ‘‘diverse
and complex array of crises’” since
World War II, as Henry Kissinger ob-
served last year, but President Obama
nonetheless seems focused on pursuing
a stale campaign pledge from 2008. The
President should spend his remaining
months in office working to defeat
ISIS. He should work with us to pre-
pare the next administration for the
threats that he is going to leave be-
hind. He should not waste another
minute on his myopic Guantanamo
crusade.

Just about every detainee that could
feasibly be released from the secure de-
tention facility has already been re-
leased. Some have already returned to
the fight, just as we feared. Some have
even taken more innocent American
life, according to the Obama adminis-
tration. But the bottom line is this.
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The hard core terrorists who do remain
are among the worst of the worst—the
worst of the worst.

Here is how President Obama’s own
Secretary of Defense put it:

[Tlhere are people in Gitmo who are so
dangerous that we cannot transfer them to
the custody of another government no mat-
ter how much we trust that government. I
can’t assure the President that it would be
safe to do that.

There is Khalid Shaikh Mohammed,
the mastermind behind 9/11. He has de-
clared himself the enemy of the United
States. There is the 9/11 coordinator
who was planning even more strikes
when he was captured. There is Bin
Laden’s former bodyguard, the ter-
rorist who helped with the bombing of
the USS Cole and trained to be a sui-
cide hijacker for what was to be the
Southeast Asia portion of the 9/11 at-
tacks. These terrorists are among the
worst of the worst. They belong at a se-
cure detention facility, not in facilities
here in our own communities, not in
unstable countries where they are lia-
ble to rejoin the fight and to take even
more innocent life.

Have no doubt, there are detainees
who would almost certainly rejoin ter-
rorist organizations if given that op-
portunity. Here is what the Office of
the Director of National Intelligence
found in a report just this year: ‘‘Based
on trends identified during the past 11
years, we assess that some detainees
currently at [Gitmo] will seek to re-
engage in terrorist or insurgent activi-
ties after they are transferred.”

So, look, the next Commander in
Chief, whether Democrat or Repub-
lican, will assume office confronting a
complex and varied array of threats.
That is why we must use the remaining
months of the Obama administration
as a year of transition to better pos-
ture the incoming administration and
our country. What we should not be
doing is making it even more chal-
lenging for the next President to meet
these threats.

Releasing hard core terrorists was a
bad idea when Obama was campaigning
in 2008, and it is even a worse idea
today. We live in a complex world of
complex threats. The NDAA before us
will renew clear prohibitions against
administration attempts to transfer
these terrorists to the United States on
its way out the door. We don’t need to
close a secure detention center. We
need to ensure the American people are
protected. Passing the legislation be-
fore us represents an important step in
that direction. It will help position our
military to confront the challenges of
tomorrow. It will help support the men
and women serving in harm’s way
today.

I want to thank Chairman MCCAIN of
the Armed Services Committee for his
extraordinary work on this very impor-
tant bill, and I thank Senator REED,
the ranking member, as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, do the
math. A Federal prisoner held in a Fed-
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eral prison in America today costs us
about $30,000 a year. The most serious
and dangerous criminal prisoners held
in the Federal prison system are put in
supermax facilities for $86,000 a year.
That is the cost. Not a single prisoner
has ever escaped from a supermax fa-
cility in the United States—ever. It
costs $30,000 for routine prisoners and
$86,000 for the most dangerous.

What does it cost us to incarcerate
one detainee each year at Guanta-
namo? It costs $5 million apiece—$5
million for each detainee. The budget
to keep Guantanamo open is about $500
million a year, and we have fewer than
100 detainees there, and there is a re-
quest for another $200 million in con-
struction at Guantanamo. So when
Senators come to the floor and say we
have got to keep Guantanamo open for
fewer than 100 detainees, one obviously
has to ask the question: Is there an-
other place they can be held just as
safely, just as securely, at considerably
less cost? The answer is obvious. The
answer is clear. The supermax Federal
prisons can hold anyone convicted of
terrorism, serial murder, or heinous
crimes, and can hold them securely
without any fear of escape.

The argument was made by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky: Well, if we are
going to put terrorists in prisons
across America instead of Guanta-
namo, that is a danger to the commu-
nity. Really?

I represent the State of Illinois. We
have the Marion Federal Prison in
southern Illinois. We have a lot of good
men and women who work there. What
are we doing? For $30,000 a year, we are
holding convicted terrorists in the
Marion Federal prison. I have been a
Senator for Illinois for 20 years. How
many times have I received complaints
that terrorists were being incarcerated
at the Marion Federal penitentiary?
None—not one, not one time.

So for the symbol of maintaining
Guantanamo, we are going to continue
to spend $56 million a year per detainee.
This bill before us, the Defense author-
ization bill, will continue that.

If we are looking to save some money
that taxpayers are giving to our gov-
ernment and perhaps should be spent in
better ways, let’s start with Guanta-
namo. The President is right that if
they are a danger to America and the
world, they could be safely held in
other prisons across the United States
at a fraction of the cost of what we are
spending at Guantanamo. Those who
call themselves fiscal conservatives
cannot ignore that obvious argument.

Let me say a word. I support Senator
SHAHEEN’s provision when it comes to
the Afghans who helped us. It is a good
provision. These men and women
risked their lives for us and for the
men and women in uniform. We need to
allow them to come safely to the
United States and be in a position
where they can have peace of mind
that they are not going to be killed be-
cause they are friends of America. I
think her provision is a good one. I am
anxious to support it.
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Let me just say on the state of play
on amendments that I have an amend-
ment that I consider to be very impor-
tant. I offered it over a week ago, so
Members have had more than enough
time to take a look at it. I will de-
scribe it in very simple terms, instead
of going into a long explanation, al-
though I certainly have one ready.

Basically, within this bill—and S.
2943, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, is a big bill—there is about
$5624 billion in spending for our Depart-
ment of Defense. I want America to al-
ways be safe, always have the best, and
I want us to invest in the men and
women of our military because we be-
lieve in them, their families, and our
veterans.

There is a provision in this bill,
though, that troubles me greatly. It is
an effort to eliminate a program
known as the Congressionally Directed
Medical Research Programs. How big is
this medical research program? It is
$1.3 billion. It is less than two-tenths of
1 percent of the total expenditure for
the Department of Defense.

Is it important? I think it is very im-
portant. For 25 years, the Department
of Defense medical research has come
through with breakthrough financing
to eliminate concerns, and it gives
hope to members of the military, their
families, and to everybody living
across America.

I remember when it started. I was a
Member of the House of Representa-
tives. It was 1992. One group came for-
ward—the Breast Cancer Coalition.
They said: We need a reliable place to
turn for a steady investment in breast
cancer research. That is what started
the program.

It is true that breast cancer is not
limited to the military. But it is also
true that there is a higher incidence of
breast cancer among women in our
military than in the general population
for reasons we still don’t understand.
So is this an important issue to the
military and the rest of America? Of
course, it is. Over the last 25 years, we
have invested more than $3 billion in
breast cancer research through this
program. Has it been worth it? I can
tell you it has. Through their research,
they developed a drug called Herceptin.
The Department of Defense medical re-
search developed this drug Herceptin to
fight breast cancer.

One of my colleagues here in the Sen-
ate told me this morning that the life
of his wife was saved by this drug,
Herceptin. I was downstairs for a press
conference just a few minutes ago. An-
other woman came up to me and said
that her life was saved. She was diag-
nosed with breast cancer, and
Herceptin saved her life. That was a
part of the investment in the Depart-
ment of Defense medical research pro-
gram that paid off. I can go on—and I
will later—about other investments
that have paid off, not just for the
members of the military and their fam-
ilies but for all of America.

What is proposed in this bill is the
largest cut in medical research since
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sequestration in Congress. We asked
the Department of Defense: If the pro-
visions of this bill that are being asked
for are put in place, what impact will it
have on medical research programs in
the Department of Defense? They said
it would effectively eliminate them.

This proposal in this bill will swamp
medical research programs in the De-
partment of Defense with more redtape
than they have ever seen. An example
of this is that this Department of De-
fense authorization bill calls for an an-
nual audit of every entity applying for
medical research grants from the De-
partment of Defense. The audit re-
quirements are the same as for the
largest defense contractors in the
United States. We have never held
other entities other than the largest
defense contractors to these standards.
It will require an additional 2,400 au-
dits a year by the Department of De-
fense.

Well, does the agency that does the
auditing have the extra personnel? Do
they have work that needs to be done?
It turns out that they have $43 billion
in existing contracts that have not
been audited, and this bill will pile on
2,400 more audits. It will slow down any
effort to promote medical research,
and it will dramatically increase the
overhead costs for that medical re-
search.

Surely, there must be some scandal
in this program that led to the conclu-
sion that we need all this redtape. But
the answer is no. The close scrutiny
and investigation of the Institute of
Medicine and other entities have found
that this program over the years has
been a good program. It has had some
mistakes, but only a handful when you
look at the thousands of medical re-
search grants that have been given.

I am going to ask for an opportunity
to offer this amendment to strike the
provisions which basically kill the De-
partment of Defense medical research
program that is directed by Congress.

We don’t earmark what entities are
going to get the grants. It is a competi-
tive, peer-reviewed process. I want to
make sure this amendment gets a vote,
and, after that vote, I will be more
than happy to move forward on all the
amendments on this bill. It is an im-
portant bill, and I hope we can pass it
at the end of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, let me
assure the Senator from Illinois that
we were trying to get the language of a
companion amendment to his amend-
ment approved by that side of the aisle
so that we can move forward with the
amendment of the Senator from Illi-
nois. Hopefully, we can get that lan-
guage as soon as possible so that we
can take up the formal debate on his
amendment.

In the meantime, in response to the
comments of the Senator from Illinois,
I have seen the latest polling data, and
the approval of Congress is at about 14
percent—something like that. I have
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not met anyone lately from the 14 per-
cent that approve of Congress.

One of the major reasons is, of
course, that they believe we have wast-
ed their defense dollars by the billions
and have wasted their taxpayer dollars
by the billions. There is no greater ex-
ample of that than what has happened
with the so-called medical research.

Every single one of these dollars
probably goes to a worthy cause. Un-
fortunately, about 90 to 95 percent of
that money has nothing to do with de-
fense.

Why would the Senator from Illinois
and so many, overwhelmingly, take the
money that is earmarked for the men
and women who are serving when the
effects of sequestration are causing our
leadership in the military to say that
we are on the ragged edge of our capa-
bility to defend the Nation and when
the Commandant of the Marine Corps
and the Chief of Staff of the Army have
said that we are putting the lives of
Americans at greater risk because we
don’t have sufficient funding. Instead,
we are taking $2 billion out of defense
money and putting it into programs
that have nothing to do with defense.
Why is that?

One would ask why would Congress
take money from defense and put those
monies into programs that have noth-
ing to do with defense? It is called the
Willie Sutton syndrome. That is when
the famous bank robber was asked why
he robbed banks. He said, ‘“That is
where the money is.” That is exactly
what we are seeing here.

We saw the Willie Sutton syndrome
begin in 1992. In 1992, there was $25 mil-
lion that was designated for medical
research. That was $256 million in 1992.
Today, we now are going to have al-
most—Ilast year, the funding increased
by 4,000 percent, from $25 million in
1992 to $1 billion last year. So if you
ever have seen a graphic example of
the Willie Sutton syndrome, it has to
be this. Is there anyone who is opposed
to breast cancer research? Is there any-
one who is opposed to medical research
for so many important challenges to
the health of our Nation? Of course
not. Of course not.

But what the Senator from Illinois
and the appropriators have done, year
after year after year, is exactly this:
OK. Here we go. There is $200 million.
Here we are—reconstructive trans-
plants, genetic studies of food aller-
gies, cooperative epilepsy, chiropractic
clinical trials, muscular dystrophy,
peer-reviewed vision, peer-reviewed
Alzheimer’s, bone marrow failure, mul-
tiple sclerosis, and on and on.

All of these are worthy causes. They
have nothing to do with the defense of
this Nation. That is the problem with
this. I will probably lose this vote. The
Senator from Illinois will probably suc-
ceed because there are so many special
interests that are involved. But don’t
say this is for the defense of this Na-
tion. What it is all about is finding
money from the largest single appro-
priations bill to put into causes that,
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by all objective observers, should be
taken out of the Health and Human
Services account.

Unfortunately, there is not enough
money in the Health and Human Serv-
ices account. So guess what. Take it
out of defense. Meanwhile, we don’t
have enough troops trained, and we
don’t have enough to pay for their de-
ployments. In case you missed it, there
are stories about the squadron down in
South Carolina—marines—where they
are robbing parts from planes, where
an Air Force squadron comes back with
most of their aircraft not capable of
flying, with only two of our brigade
combat teams able to be in the first
category of readiness—only two—be-
cause they don’t have enough money
for training and operations and main-
tenance.

But we are going to take billions out,
and we are going to give it to autism,
lung cancer, ovarian cancer. All of
those are worthy causes. Now we have
lobbyists from all over the Nation com-
ing up: Oh, they are going to take away
money from ‘‘fill in the blank.” They
are all angry. I am not trying to take
the money from them. I am saying that
the money should not come out of de-
fense. I am saying that to defend this
Nation, every single dollar is impor-
tant to the men and women who are de-
fending this Nation and fighting and
dying as we speak.

So I congratulate the Senator from
Illinois as every year, just about, the
money for medical research has gone
up from an initial $25 million in 1992 to
$1 billion this year, a 4,000-percent in-
crease. Let me repeat. Spending on
medical research at DOD—nearly 75
percent—has nothing to do with the
military, and it has grown 4,000 percent
since 1992.

Now we can talk to all the lobbyists
who come in for these various and very
important medical research projects
and say: We took care of you. I say to
the Senator from Illinois: Take care of
them from where it should come, which
is not out of defending this Nation. In
2006, the late Senator from the State of
Alaska, Ted Stevens, under whose lead-
ership the original funding for breast
cancer was added, said that the money
would be ‘‘going to medical research
instead of the needs of the military.”
During the floor debate on the annual
Defense appropriations bill, Senator
Stevens had this to say:

We could not have any more money going
out of the Defense bill to take care of med-
ical research when medical research is basi-
cally a function of the NIH. It is not our
business. I confess. I am the one—

I am quoting Senator Stevens now.

I confess, I am the one who made the first
mistake years ago. I am the one who sug-
gested we include some money for breast
cancer research. It was languishing at the
time. Since that time, it has grown to $750
million. In the last bill we had dealing with
medical research, that had nothing to do
with the Department of Defense.

I want to emphasize again that I will
support funding for every single one of
these projects. I will support it when it
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comes out of the right account and not
from the backs of the men and women
who are serving in the U.S. military. It
has to stop. It has to stop. So this year,
the NDAA prohibits the Secretary of
Defense and the service Secretaries
from funding or conducting a medical
research and development project un-
less they certify that the project would
protect, enhance, or restore the health
and safety of members of the Armed
Forces. It requires the medical re-
search projects be open to competition
and comply with DOD cost accounting
standards.

It does not seem to me that that is
an outrageous demand. I know my col-
leagues are going to come and say: Oh,
we need this money because of ‘‘fill in
the blank,” and this is vital to the
health of America. I am all for that.
But don’t take it out of the ability of
the young men and women to serve
this Nation in uniform. That is what
the amendment of the Senator from Il-
linois does.

If this amendment passes, nearly $900
million in the defense budget will be
used for medical research that is unre-
lated to defense and was not requested
by the administration. One would
think that if this is so vital, the ad-
ministration would request it. They
have not. They have not.

If this amendment passes—and it
will, T am confident—$900 million will
be taken away from military service-
members and their families. If this
amendment passes, $900 million will
not be used to provide a full 2.1-percent
pay raise for our troops. It will not be
used to halt dangerous reductions in
the size of our Army and Marine Corps.
It will not be used to buy equipment so
that our airmen don’t have to steal
parts from airplanes in the boneyard in
Arizona to keep the oldest, smallest,
and least ready Air Force in our his-
tory in the air.

As I said, many of the supporters of
this amendment have opposed lifting
arbitrary spending caps on defense un-
less more money is made available for
nondefense needs. So, the Senator from
Illinois—if I get this straight—wants to
add nearly $1 billion in spending for
medical research but is also opposed to
increasing spending to a level of last
year for defense spending. That is in-
teresting.

With these caps still in place, which
we are going to try to fix later on in
this bill, the Senator wants to take
nearly $1 billion of limited defense
funding to spend on nondefense needs.
So I say to my colleague, the Senator
from Illinois: It is not that he is wrong
to support medical research. No one is
attacking that. I can guarantee you,
the first thing the Senator from Illi-
nois is going to say: Well, we are going
to take this money away from medical
research. I am not. I am saying that it
shouldn’t come from the backs of the
men and women who are serving this
Nation.

I would ask him not to say that be-
cause it is not the case. If he wants to
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add that money into the Health and
Human Services account, I will support
the amendment. I will support it. I will
speak in favor of it. He has proposed
the wrong amendment to support med-
ical research. Instead of proposing to
take away $900 million from our mili-
tary servicemembers, he should be pro-
posing a way to begin the long-overdue
process of shifting the hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars of nonmilitary medical
research spending out of the Depart-
ment of Defense and into the appro-
priate civilian departments and agen-
cies of our government.

Let me be clear again. This debate is
not about the value of this medical re-
search or whether Congress should sup-
port it. Any person who has reached
my age likely has some firsthand expe-
rience with the miracles of modern
medicine and the gratitude for all who
support it. I am sure every Senator un-
derstands the value of medical research
to Americans suffering from these dis-
eases, to the families and friends who
care for them, and all those who know
the pain and grief of losing a loved one.

But this research does not belong in
the Department of Defense. It belongs
in civilian departments and agencies of
our government. So I say to my col-
leagues, the NDAA focuses the Depart-
ment’s research efforts on medical re-
search that will lead to lifesaving ad-
vancements in battlefield medicine and
new therapies for recovery and reha-
bilitation of servicemembers wounded
on the battlefield, both physically and
mentally.

This amendment would harm our na-
tional security by reducing the funding
available for military-relevant medical
research that helps protect service men
and women on the battlefield and for
military capabilities they desperately
need to perform their missions. It
would continue to put decisionmaking
about medical research in the hands of
lobbyists and politicians instead of
medical experts where it belongs.

So what is happening right now as we
speak? Phones are ringing off the hook:
We need this money for ‘‘fill in the
blank.” We have to have this money. It
is the end of Western civilization un-
less we get it. I support every single
one of these programs. There is not a
single one that I would not support
funding for. But when you take it away
from the men and women who are serv-
ing in the military for nonmilitary
purposes, I say it is wrong.

I will be glad to have the vote as soon
as the other side clears our amendment
process. But, again, I ask my col-
leagues: Don’t distort this debate by
saying we are trying to take away this
medical research. What we are trying
to say with the bill is that we are try-
ing to do everything we can to take
every defense dollar and make sure
that we help the men and women who
are serving in conflicts that are taking
place throughout the world.

We are not against the reason it was
adopted by the Armed Services Com-
mittee—against this funding. We are
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against where it is coming from. So
let’s do something a little courageous
for a change around here. Let’s say: No,
we will not take this money out of de-
fense, but we will take it out of other
accounts which are under the responsi-
bility of the Senate and the Congress of
the United States. That is all I am ask-
ing for. That is all.

Obviously it probably will not hap-
pen. Every advocate for every one of
those programs has now been fired up
because they have been told that we
are going to take away their money.
We are not going to take away their
money; we want their money coming
from the right place. I would even sup-
port increases in some of this spending,
but it is coming from the wrong place.

As I said at the beginning of my re-
marks, it is the Willy Sutton syn-
drome, from $25 million in 1992 all the
way up to here—all the way here—now
$1 billion, a 4,000-percent increase. So I
am sure that Senator after Senator
will come to the floor: Oh, no. We can’t
take away this money from ‘‘fill in the
blank.” This is terrible for us to do
this. It is not terrible for us to do this.

The right thing to do is not to de-
prive the men and women who are serv-
ing in the military of $1 billion that is
badly needed for readiness and for oper-
ations to keep them safe. That is what
this debate is all about. I expect to lose
it.

I congratulate the lobbyists ahead of
time. I congratulate the Senator from
Illinois ahead of time. But don’t be sur-
prised when the American people some-
day rise up against this process where
we appropriate $1 billion for something
under the name of national defense
that has nothing to do with national
defense.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this
Senator will never apologize for med-
ical research—never. I certainly under-
stand the National Institutes of Health
have the primary responsibility for
medical research. I am pleased to re-
port that at this moment in the sub-
committee, we are marking up an in-
crease of more than 5 percent in the
funding for that important agency.

I thank Senator BLUNT from the
other side of the aisle and Senator
MURRAY from our side of the aisle for
finding the resources for that. But to
argue that because we are putting
money into the National Institutes of
Health we can take money away from
the Department of Defense ignores the
obvious. We take money away from the
Department of Defense medical re-
search program at the expense of men
and women in the military, their fami-
lies, and veterans.

Look at the example the Senator
from Arizona used. He stood and he
pointed to his chart and he said: Well,
there is even spending here for epilepsy
and seizures. Now, why would that be?
We have to spend money on our mili-
tary and their issues.
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Well, let’s take a look. Since the year
2000, over 300,000 Active-Duty service-
members have experienced a traumatic
brain injury. Currently, the prevalence
of post-traumatic epilepsy among those
members who have suffered a brain in-
jury is unknown. There are few risk
factors that are known to guide deci-
sionmaking in diagnosing the treat-
ment of the disease. According to the
American Epilepsy Society, over 50
percent of TBI victims—these are mili-
tary members who have been exposed
to traumatic brain injury with pene-
trating head injury from the Korean
and Vietnam wars—have developed
post-traumatic epilepsy. For the Sen-
ator from Arizona to point to this as
one of the wasteful areas of medical re-
search is to ignore the obvious: that
300,000 of our men and women in uni-
form have suffered from traumatic
brain injury. And we know from past
experience that many of them end up
with post-traumatic epilepsy. To
argue, then, that this medical research
into epilepsy and seizures has no appli-
cation or value to members of the mili-
tary is basically to ignore the obvious.

What we have tried to do in estab-
lishing this program is, first, we can-
not earmark that any grant be given to
any institution. All we can do is sug-
gest to the Department of Defense
areas that we think have relevance to
our military. They then have to make
the decision. Each and every grant has
to pass a threshold requirement that it
have relevance to the military and
their health.

Well, it turns out there are many
things that are concerning. Would you
guess that prostate cancer is a major
concern in the military as opposed to
the rest of our population? You should
because the incidence of prostate can-
cer among those who serve in the mili-
tary is higher than it is in the general
population. Why is that? Is it an expo-
sure to something while they served? Is
there something we can do to spare
military families from this cancer by
doing basic research? I am not going to
apologize for that, nor am I going to
apologize for the breast cancer com-
mitment that has been made by this
Department of Defense medical re-
search program.

The Senator from Arizona is correct.
Groups are coming to us and saying:
This Department of Defense medical
research is absolutely essential.

I just had a press conference with the
Breast Cancer Coalition. There has
been $3 billion invested in breast can-
cer research through the Department
of Defense over the last 24 years. As I
said earlier, it led to the development
of a new drug that saved the lives of
breast cancer victims—Herceptin. The
drug has saved lives. To argue that this
money was not well spent, should have
been in another category, didn’t apply
here and there—let’s look beyond that.
Let’s consider the lives saved, not just
of men and women across America but
of members of families of those who
have served our country.
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The list goes on and on. I could spend
the next hour or more going through
every single one of them. The provision
of the Senator from Arizona in his own
bill is designed to eliminate the med-
ical research programs at the Depart-
ment of Defense. That is not my con-
clusion; that is the conclusion of the
Department of Defense. He has put in
so much redtape and so many obstacles
and added so much overhead and so
much delay that he will accomplish his
goal of killing off medical research at
the Department of Defense directed by
Congress. That would be a terrible out-
come—a terrible outcome for people
who are counting on this research.

No apologies. I am for increasing the
money at the National Institutes of
Health. I have said that already. And I
am for increasing money at the Depart-
ment of Defense. It has been money
well spent and well invested for the
men and women of our military.

I might add and let me first acknowl-
edge that my colleague from Arizona
has a distinguished record serving the
United States in our U.S. Navy. We all
know his heroic story and what he
went through. So I am not questioning
his commitment to the military in any
way whatsoever. But I will tell you
that veterans organizations and others
stand by my position on this issue.
When we had the press conference ear-
lier, it wasn’t just the Breast Cancer
Coalition; the Disabled American Vet-
erans was also there asking us to de-
feat this provision in the bill that
would put an end to the Department of
Defense medical research programs.

For the good of these families, all of
the members of these families in the
military, as well as our veterans, let’s
not walk away from this fundamental
research.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FLAKE). The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Illinois and I have
pretty well ventilated this issue, and
once we get an agreement on votes, we
could schedule a vote on it. I think we
are very well aware of each other’s po-
sitions. I have been talking about this
issue for quite a period of time, as I
watch our defense spending go down
and our ‘‘medical research’ go up.

The argument of the Senator from Il-
linois is that men and women in the
military are subject to all of these var-
ious health challenges, ranging from
arthritis to vascular malfunctions, et
cetera, because they are Americans, be-
cause they are human beings? Yes, we
agree that members of the military are
subject to all of these needs and ear-
marks for various illnesses that affect
Americans.

And by the way, traumatic brain in-
jury causes a whole lot of things. So to
say that epilepsy is the result of trau-
matic brain injury, there are all kinds
of things that are the result of trau-
matic brain injury, and I strongly sup-
port funding—and so have many oth-
ers—for research on traumatic brain
injury. We know the terrible effects of

(Mr.
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that on our veterans. But there are, at
least on this list, 50 different diseases
and medical challenges, and connecting
that all to defense takes a leap of the
imagination and is, obviously, ridicu-
lous. It is ridiculous. Here we have pan-
creatic cancer, Parkinson’s, and all of
these. Veterans are subject to those,
yes, but it should not be in the Defense
bill and it should not be taken out of
defense money, particularly in this pe-
riod of need.

So if the Disabled American Veterans
and every veteran organization is told
they will not have funding for these
programs, of course they are going to
object to this provision in the bill. But
if they are told the truth—and the
truth is that they should get this
money but it shouldn’t be taken out of
defense—most of these veterans would
like to see it not taken out of defense;
they would like to see it taken out of
where it belongs.

So, as I say, I am sure there is press
conference after press conference ral-
lying all of these people because they
are being told they won’t get the fund-
ing, and I can understand that, but
that is not what this Senator wants
and what America should have, which
is the funding taken out of the ac-
counts of which there is the responsi-
bility of the various committees and
subcommittees in Congress and in the
Committee on Appropriations. That is
what this is all about.

So all I can say is that, as I pre-
dicted, the Senator from Illinois raises
the issue of all of these things that will
lose money. It is not that they will lose
money. They will get the money if you
do the right thing in the Committee on
Appropriations, which is taking it out
of the right accounts. To stretch the
imagination to say that all of these are
because of the men and women in the
military is, at best, disingenuous.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask for
2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant minority leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the total
for the Department of Defense medical
research programs we are discussing
amounts to less than 0.2 percent of this
total budget—less than two-tenths of 1
percent—and the Senator from Arizona
is arguing that we are wasting money
that could otherwise be spent in more
valuable ways for our military. We are
not wasting money; we are investing in
medical research programs that serve
our military, their families, and our
veterans, and I will never apologize for
that.

Yes, these groups are upset because
they have seen the progress that has
been made with these investments, co-
ordinating with the NIH and the Insti-
tute of Medicine. They have done the
right thing. They have found cures,
they have relieved the problems and
challenges facing our military, their
families, and the veterans who have
served.

In terms of whether the amendment
the Senator has already put into the
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bill is going to have any negative im-
pact on Department of Defense medical
research, let me quote the Department
of Defense and what they said about
the language from Chairman MCCAIN:
These changes would drastically delay
the awards, risking the timely obliga-
tion of funds, significantly increase the
effort and cost for both the recipients
and the Federal Government. With the
additional audit services needed, docu-
mentation that recipients would be re-
quired to provide, changes to recipi-
ents’ accounting systems, the scientific
programs would be severely impacted.
Massive confusion would follow. Most
likely, recipients would not want to do
business with the Department of De-
fense. These issues would lead to the
failure of the Congressionally Directed
Medical Research Program.

If the Senator wanted to come and
just say ‘“‘Put an end to it,” that would
be bold, that would be breathtaking,
but it would be direct and it would be
honest. What he has done is cover it in
redtape. I am in favor of research, not
redtape. There is no need to Kkill off
these critical medical research pro-
grams for our military and our vet-
erans.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MANCHIN addressed the Chair.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I think I
have precedence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I just
want to say again that there are var-
ious accounts in the appropriations
process that are directly related to the
issues that have now been inserted in
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill. That is what this is all about,
and that is all it is all about.

We can talk about all of the compel-
ling needs and the terrible stories of
people who have been afflicted by these
various injuries and challenges to their
health, but the fact is, it is coming
from the wrong place, and that is what
this is all about.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I just
want to say that after listening to both
my colleagues, who are passionate
about this issue, they are both right.
They are both right. If we had a tax
plan—a competitive tax plan—that
took care of our priorities based on our
values, they would both be funded
properly. That is what we have to get
to. We have to get past picking and
choosing and basically take care of the
values we have as Americans, so I hope
we can come together on that.

OPIOID EPIDEMIC

Mr. President, I am rising today be-
cause we have reached another crisis
point in our country. In 2014 we had al-
most 19,000 people die due to opioid pre-
scription drug overdose. These are
legal prescriptions. These are by com-
panies that basically developed prod-
ucts legally. We have the FDA that ba-
sically said that we should use it, that
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it is good for us, and our doctors were
saying this is what we should do. So
basically we have an epidemic on our
hands from products we all believed
were going to help us. We had 16 per-
cent more people die in 2014 than in
2013. We have lost 200,000 Americans
since 1999—200,000. If that is not an epi-
demic, I don’t know what is. I really
don’t know.

Unfortunately, a major barrier to
those suffering opioid addiction—these
are legal prescription drugs—is insuffi-
cient access to substance abuse treat-
ment centers. Between 2009 and 2013,
only 22 percent of those who were suf-
fering from addiction could find treat-
ment—only 22 percent.

For so long, we kind of put our heads
in the sand and basically thought that
this was a crime, that it wasn’t basi-
cally an illness—an illness that we now
have come to understand needs treat-
ment. We are way behind the scale on
this.

In my State of West Virginia, 42,000
West Virginians, including 4,000
youth—these are kids younger than 16
years of age—sought treatment for
legal abuse but failed to find it. Think
about this: If you are a parent or a
grandparent and your Kkids are begging
for help, the only way they can find
any help today is to get them arrested,
get a felony on them, and then the
judge will send them to drug court.
That is it. That is the alternative.
That is not a solution we as Americans
should be settling for.

The largest long-term facility in
West Virginia with more than 100 beds
is Recovery Point. It is run by all
former addicts. These were people
whose lives were basically destroyed.
They got together and said: We can
help people. We can save them. There is
mentoring. They bring them in, and it
is a yearlong program. It has the great-
est success rate of anything else we
have in our State.

In 2014 about 15,000 West Virginians
got some sort of treatment for drug or
alcohol abuse, but nearly 60,000 people
went untreated because they couldn’t
find it or couldn’t afford it. Based on
conversations with our State police
and all law enforcement in the State of
West Virginia, 8 out of every 10 calls
they are summoned to for some kind of
criminal activity is due to drugs, some
form of drugs.

All of our young students here will be
able to identify with this and the peo-
ple who have problems.

These people recognize they need
help and they have been turned away.

I have introduced a piece of legisla-
tion with quite a few of my colleagues.
I would hope all of my colleagues in
this body would look at it very seri-
ously. It is called LifeBOAT. LifeBOAT
basically simply says this: We need to
have a fee on all opiates. The reason
for this was that in the 1980s, we were
told this was a wonder drug. It will re-
lieve us of pain 24 hours—not addictive
at all. Well, we know what happened
there. That wasn’t effective and it
wasn’t accurate.
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What we are asking for is one penny,
one penny per milligram on all opiate
prescriptions, just one penny. That one
penny will give continuous funding for
treatment centers around the country.
That will bring in about $1.5 billion to
$2 billion a year. I would hope it
wouldn’t bring in anything. That would
mean we wouldn’t have rampant addic-
tions as we have throughout the coun-
try.

This is the LifeBOAT. We would hope
people would get on board. I have asked
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. This is not a tax. It is basically
a treatment plan. We have fees we
charge for alcohol. We have a fee for
cigarettes—nothing for opiates. This is
destroying as many, if not more, lives.
All of this is a commonsense approach
forward.

I say to all of my colleagues, there
will not be a Democratic or a Repub-
lican family who will hold it against
you for trying to find a treatment pro-
gram for their child or a loved one or
someone in their family.

I have come to the floor every week
to read letters from people who have
been affected and their lives have been
changed. I have one from my State of
West Virginia, and she writes:

In Elementary school (I believe 4th grade)
my daughter became a cheerleader for Pop
Warner Football.

Then 6th through 8th she cheered for the
Middle School. Her Senior year she cheered
for High School as well. She also played
Volleyball for the High School and with an
adult league, and Basketball for a Jerry
West league.

She had excellent grades in school, many
friends and a great personality. To say she
was well rounded is pretty accurate.

I am not quite sure where things went
wrong. How we have ended up where we are
today.

Today, and for several years now, my
daughter is a drug addict. At one time she
was prescribed antidepressants, then nerve
pills, then she broadened to her own choices.
She has tried many drugs but her choice is
opiates.

Legal prescription opiates.

She is the mother of our first 2 grandbabies
that are now in the custody of family mem-
bers due to her drug use.

The home is unfit for the children to
be raised in. Continuing:

She is also a sister, aunt, granddaughter,
cousin, niece and friend to many. And the
wife of an addict. She has been in and out of
jail, court and community corrections sev-
eral times.

I have lost many nights of sleep waiting
for a knock at our door or a phone call to
tell me I need to identify my daughter.
Thankfully, I am a lucky one so far that has
not had to do that. Others have not been as
fortunate.

She has been homeless and sleeping in her
car for almost a year except for the nights I
could beg for her to come stay with us.

Her husband has stole from my family and
is not allowed on any of our properties. She
feels obligated into staying by his side.

I don’t know why.

She has had several seizure episodes that
were drug related. One time she was at a
local grocery store with our granddaughter.
She was transported by an ambulance after
her 4 year old daughter screamed for help.
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A 4-year-old daughter screaming for
help for a mother who has had an over-
dose and addiction. Continuing:

She went to a 10-day detox. Which ended
up being a waste—

We know that 10 days or a month
doesn’t do a thing—
because there was not a place for her to go
for rehab after that.

One time she got out of jail and thought
she could kick this habit on her own. She
couldn’t, and back to jail she went.

Right now she is in a grant funded long
term facility.

If you talk to any people in addiction
treatment, it takes a minimum of 1
year to get them through.

She has been there almost a month. My
heart and hopes are high.

I pray for her and those like her on a daily
basis. Addiction is such a cruel and pun-
ishing way of life. It leaves scars inside and
out.

All T am asking for is this LifeBOAT
piece of legislation that will give us a
lifeboat to help families who are des-
perately in need. I would hope everyone
would consider this. It is not a burden
on anybody. It is not a burden on peo-
ple taking normal prescriptions. It is
only 1 penny per milligram on opiates
produced, used, and consumed in the
United States.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, for the
benefit of my colleagues, we are work-
ing on trying to set up a series of a few
amendments, including the Durbin
amendment and others. Hopefully, we
will have that resolved within half an
hour or so, so we can then schedule
votes for today.

I know my colleagues are aware that
tomorrow the first part of the day is
for the joint meeting, with an address
by the Prime Minister of India, so that
even shortens our time. We want to try
to get as many amendments done as we
can today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I speak
on amendment No. 4260 to the National
Defense Authorization Act, which
would elevate U.S. Cyber Command to
a combatant command.

In 1986, Congress passed a law ele-
vating and establishing U.S. Special
Operations Command to address the
rapidly growing need for special opera-
tors and to unify our forces. Think
about that. Today they are now leading
the effort against ISIS. There is an-
other force quietly leading a battle
against ISIS, and it is on a completely
new battlefield. U.S. Cyber Command
is one of our most important elements
in the fight against terrorism today
and tomorrow.

I stand today with eight bipartisan
cosponsors to my amendment, includ-
ing the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I thank them for their
support. This includes Senators WAR-
NER, BENNET, MURKOWSKI, CARDIN, and
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BLUMENTHAL, as well as Senators
GARDNER and ERNST.

The Commander of Cyber Command
recently testified before the Armed
Services Committee, stating that an
elevation to a combatant command
“would allow them to be faster, gener-
ating better mission outcomes.”

At a time when ISIS is rapidly re-
cruiting online and developing tech-
nology like self-driving cars packed
full of explosives, the United States
needs to ensure that cyber and tech-
nology warfare is at the top of our pri-
orities. U.S. Cyber Command needs to
be able to react quickly and to engage
the enemy effectively. Our troops need
to be as effective online as they are in
the air, in the land or at sea. To do all
of that, we need to elevate them to a
combatant command, where they will
be reporting directly to the President
of the United States through the Sec-
retary of Defense.

I have provided for a plan in this
year’s Defense appropriations bill to
fund this in the future, and I am com-
mitted to ensuring the elevation of
Cyber Command is successful. In the
long run, we need to ensure that they
have increased access to training, to
top equipment, and to ensure their
other commands are able to integrate
the forces successfully.

Right now as we debate the National
Defense Authorization Act, we need to
ensure that we give them the authority
to defeat our adversaries, and that
means elevation to a combatant com-
mand. The threat of a cyber attack is
one of the fastest growing threats fac-
ing our Nation, and we cannot stand by
as the Department of Defense delays to
act on this urgent need.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment No. 4260, which will elevate
U.S. Cyber Command to a combatant
command.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, with re-
gard to the previous discussion, I want
to point out to my colleagues, on this
whole issue of a billion dollars that is
being taken out of defense, the appro-
priate subcommittee on the Appropria-
tions Committee and the authorizing
committee is Labor, Health and Human
Services, Education, and Related Agen-
cies. Certainly, as I mentioned before—
and taken out of the National Insti-
tutes of Health account, for which a lot
of money was already being appro-
priated. So there is an appropriate ve-
hicle for these expenditures of funds of
nearly $1 billion, and it is not the De-
partment of Defense.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, my home
State of Texas is strong and resilient.
Texans aren’t people who tire easily,
and we certainly don’t give up when
the going gets tough, but that doesn’t
mean the State of Texas hasn’t faced
its share of adversity.

Over the last few weeks, the resolve
of our great State has been tested with
historic flooding that has taken at
least 16 lives across Texas. Among
those 16 are 9 young soldiers at Fort
Hood, 9 soldiers whose truck was over-
turned while crossing a flooded creek.

Their lives were ended in that flood-
ing. Their families have been torn
asunder, not by combat losses far
away. When brave young men and
women sign up to defend this country,
they expect—they understand the
threat that enemies abroad might en-
danger them, but they shouldn’t be los-
ing their lives here at home in a sudden
and unexpected accident that took the
lives of nine soldiers in an instant.
Those nine soldiers should be remem-
bered: SPC Yingming Sun, SSG Miguel
Angel Colonvazquez, SPC Christine
Faith Armstrong, PFC Brandon Austin
Banner, PFC Zachery Nathaniel Fuller,
Private Isaac Lee Deleon, Private Eddy
Raelaurin Gates, Private Tysheena Ly-
nette James, and Cadet Mitchell Alex-
ander Winey.

All of us should remember those sol-
diers and every one of the soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen, and marines who risk
their lives for us daily.

Just yesterday on a plane flight from
Texas, I had the pleasure of again
meeting a young lieutenant whom I
had met in the hospital at Fort Hood in
2014. He had been shot in the chest with
a .45 in that tragic shooting that oc-
curred. I must say it was so inspira-
tional to see this young lieutenant
healed, mobile, proudly serving our
country, and energized. That is the
spirit of our Armed Forces, and we
should never forget their commitment
to freedom.

Heidi and I right now, along with
millions of Americans, are lifting up in
prayer those Texans who have lost
their lives, who have lost their homes,
and the families who are suffering due
to this flooding. We are also lifting up
the first responders who so bravely risk
everything to keep us safe.

In particular, I want to take a mo-
ment of praise for the Red Cross. I had
the privilege yesterday of speaking
with the CEO of the Red Cross to thank
them directly for their efforts on the
ground, helping people who are suf-
fering, helping people who have lost
their homes and who are struggling.

She and I shared what we have seen
in tragedy after tragedy after tragedy,
which is that, in the face of disaster
and in the face of adversity, Texans
and Americans come together. There is
a spirit of solidarity, a spirit of unity
that the worse the tragedy, the more
we come together and help our friend
and mneighbor, help our sister and
brother. During these difficult times,
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Texans demonstrate that sharing spir-
it, and we are thankful to Americans
across the country who are lifting us
up in prayer.

As the waters continue to recede and
the wreckage is being cleared, my of-
fice will continue to work very closely
with the local and State government
officials, along with the entire Texas
delegation, to help ensure a smooth re-
covery process, including offering—as I
already have—my full support and as-
sistance when Governor Abbott re-
quests Federal aid for those afflicted
by this disaster.

While Texas continues to rebound
from these torrential floods, our Na-
tion is also flooded with circumstances
that require the very same strength
and resolve that we face in the face of
tragedy. This week, the Senate con-
tinues debating the National Defense
Authorization Act. This legislation re-
flects our Nation’s military and na-
tional security priorities. The decisions
we make today will affect not only our
lives but those of future generations.

We face serious times as a Nation.
Our constitutional rights are under as-
sault. We have economic stagnation,
young people yearning for employment
opportunities only to find none, and
government regulations that crush in-
novations. Abroad and at home, the
threat is growing each and every day of
radical Islamic terrorists. In order to
best ensure the future of our Nation,
we must make sure America is secure.

The most important constitutionally
mandated responsibility of the Federal
Government, the one authority that it
must—not merely can—exercise is to
provide for the common defense. There
is no better example of how egregiously
we have strayed from our core function
than the way in which our spending on
defense has been held hostage year
after year to the ever-increasing appe-
tite for domestic spending by President
Obama and his political allies. The pro-
grams they are forcing on the Amer-
ican people aren’t necessary to protect
our lives and safety. But funding our
Nation’s security is necessary, and it is
in this spirit that I have approached
my work on the National Defense Au-
thorization Act. I look forward to con-
tinuing this debate with colleagues on
both sides of the aisle.

My goal for the NDAA is simple. We
need to make sure our military is
strong, our homeland is secure, and our
interests abroad are protected. The
NDAA shouldn’t be a vehicle to further
an agenda that has nothing to do with
actually defending America.

On the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, I was proud to work with my
colleagues, both Republicans and
Democrats, in introducing and getting
adopted 12 amendments—12 amend-
ments that were included in this legis-
lation that cover the range of policy
issues from strengthening our ability
to protect ourselves through missile
defense, to improving our ability to
stand with allies such as the nation of
Taiwan, to improving our ability to
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deal with the growing threats from na-
tions like Russia and China, to prohib-
iting joint military exercises with
Cuba, to preventing the transfer of ter-
rorists from Guantanamo to nations
that are on the State Department’s
watch list. All of those were done
working closely with colleagues, Re-
publicans and often many Democrats.
Yet there are still many issues I be-
lieve should be addressed in this legis-
lation, and I want to highlight three of
those issues—three amendments that I
hope this full body will take up.

The first is an amendment to in-
crease spending on Israeli missile de-
fense. This is an amendment on which
I have been working very, very closely
with the senior Senator from South
Carolina, Mr. GRAHAM.

The second is an amendment to stop
the Obama administration’s plan to
give away the Internet, to empower our
enemies over the Internet. On this, I
have been working closely with Sen-
ator LEE from Utah and Senator
LANKFORD from Oklahoma.

The third amendment I want to ad-
dress is an amendment to strip the citi-
zenship from any Americans who take
up arms and join ISIS or other ter-
rorist organizations waging jihad
against the United States of America.
In this, I have worked with a number of
Senators, including Chairman GRASS-
LEY of the Judiciary Committee.

Each of these amendments addresses
different policy components of our Na-
tion’s security. But they all share the
ultimate objective of ensuring that
America remains the strongest nation
the world has ever known.

The first amendment I have sub-
mitted and that I would urge this body
to take up would increase funding for
our cooperative missile defense pro-
gram with Israel to ensure that our
ally—our close friend—can procure the
necessary vital assets and conduct fur-
ther mutually beneficial research and
development efforts. This has been an
ongoing partnership between Israel and
the United States of America and yet,
unfortunately, the Obama administra-
tion, in its request submitted to Con-
gress, zeroed out procurement for Da-
vid’s Sling, Arrow 2, and Arrow 3, vital
elements of Israeli missile defense.
This is at a time when the threats are
growing, and the administration de-
cided that zero was the appropriate
level. Respectfully, I disagree. This
amendment would fully fund procure-
ment for Israeli missile defense.

Now, much of this missile defense is
done in partnership working closely
with American corporations producing
jobs here at home. But it is also vital
to our national security, as we see a
proliferation of threats across the
world. The technology of intersecting
incoming threats and intersecting in-
coming missiles before they can take
the lives of innocents is all the more
important. Yet we are at a time when
the administration has funneled hun-
dreds of millions—and headed to bil-
lions—of dollars to Iran and their des-
potic regime.
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The administration knows and they
acknowledge that substantial portions
of those funds will be used to fund rad-
ical Islamic terrorists, will be used to
fund efforts to murder Israelis and to
murder Americans. Yet, nonetheless, it
is U.S. taxpayer dollars and dollars
under the control of our government—
billions—that are going to the Aya-
tollah Khamenei, who chants and
pledges ‘“‘Death to America’” and
“Death to Israel,” as a result of the
fecklessness of our foreign policy.

Our closest ally in the Middle East
remains in a deeply troubling and pre-
carious position. Israel must be pre-
pared to defend against Hamas and
Hezbollah rocket stockpiles that are
being rebuilt and improved, while also
being forced to counter an increasingly
capable adversary in the nation of Iran,
which is intent on the destruction of
Israel. We must not fail in our obliga-
tion to stand with Israel. It is my hope
that, if and when this body takes up
this amendment, we will stand in bi-
partisan unity, standing with Israel
against the radical Islamic terrorists
who seek to destroy both them and us.
In doing so, we will further both Israeli
national security and the safety and
security of the United States of Amer-
ica.

In addition to working to provide for
our common defense and protect our
sovereignty, I have also introduced an
amendment that would safeguard our
country in a very different way. I have
submitted an amendment that would
prohibit the Obama administration
from giving away the Internet. This
issue doesn’t just simply threaten our
personal liberties. It also has signifi-
cant national security ramifications.
The Obama administration is months
away from deciding whether the U.S.
Government will continue to provide
oversight over the core functions of the
Internet and continue to protect it
from authoritarian regimes who view
the Internet as a way to increase their
influence and suppress the freedom of
speech.

Just weeks ago, the Washington
Post—hardly a bastion of conservative
thought—published an article entitled:
‘““‘China’s scary lesson to the world:
Censuring the Internet works.” We
shouldn’t take our online freedom for
granted. If Congress sits idly by and al-
lows the administration to terminate
U.S. oversight of the Internet, we can
be certain authoritarian regimes will
work to undermine the new system of
Internet governance and strengthen
the position of their governments at
the expense of those who stand for lib-
erty and freedom of speech.

This prospect is truly concerning,
given the proposal submitted by the
Internet Corporation for Assigned
Names and Numbers, known as ICANN.
ICANN is a global organization, and its
latest proposal unquestionably de-
creases the position of the United
States while it increases the influence
of over 160 foreign governments within
ICANN in critical ways—foreign gov-
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ernments like China, foreign govern-
ments like Russia. Additionally, this
proposal has the potential to expand
ICANN'’s historical core mission by cre-
ating a potential gateway to content
regulation, and it would only further
embolden ICANN’s leadership, which
has a poor track record of acting in an
unaccountable manner and a proven
unwillingness to respond to specific
questions posed by the Senate.

Relinquishing our control over the
Internet would be an irreversible deci-
sion. We must act affirmatively to pro-
tect the Internet, as well as the oper-
ation and security of the dot-gov and
dot-mil top-level domains, which are
vital to our national security.

For whatever reason, the Obama ad-
ministration is pursuing the giveaway
of the Internet in a dogged and ideolog-
ical manner. It is the same naive fool-
ishness that decades ago led Jimmy
Carter to give away the Panama Canal.
It is this utopian view that, even
though we built it, we should give it to
others whose interests are not our own.
We should not have given away the
Panama Canal, and we should not be
giving away the Internet. If the Obama
administration succeeds in giving away
the Internet—which is, No. 1, prohib-
ited by the Constitution of the United
States, which specifies that property of
the United States Government cannot
be transferred without the authority of
Congress—this administration is ignor-
ing that constitutional limitation and
is ignoring the law. But if the Obama
administration gives away the Inter-
net, it will impact freedom, it will im-
pact speech for you, for your children,
and your children’s children.

I would note that one of the things
this body is good at is inertia—doing
nothing. Right now, that is what this
body is doing to stop it. My amend-
ment would say that control of the
Internet cannot be transferred to any-
one else without the affirmative ap-
proval of the United States Congress. If
it is a good idea to give away the Inter-
net that we built, that we preserve,
that we keep free, that we protect with
the First Amendment—and I can’t
imagine anyone reasonably objective
believing it is, but if it is—we ought to
debate it on this floor. A decision of
that consequence should be decided by
Congress and not by unaccountable bu-
reaucrats in the Obama administra-
tion. So it is my hope that colleagues
in this body will come together, at the
very minimum, to say not whether or
not the Internet should be given away
but simply that Congress should decide
that. There was a time when this body
was vigorous in protecting its constitu-
tional prerogatives. It is my hope that
this body will rediscover the impera-
tive of doing so.

The third amendment I have sub-
mitted on the NDAA that I want to ad-
dress is the Expatriate Terrorist Act, a
bill I introduced over a year ago and
that I have now filed as an amendment
to the NDAA.

As we all know, radical Islamic ter-
rorists have been waging war against

S3483

the United States since—and, indeed,
well before—9/11, and yet the President
cannot bring himself to identify the
enemy, preferring instead to use mean-
ingless bureaucratic terms like violent
extremists. The President naively be-
lieves that refraining from calling the
threat what it is—radical Islamic ter-
rorism—will somehow assuage the ter-
rorists and discourage them from mak-
ing war against us and our allies. But
that hasn’t stopped ISIS from prom-
ising to strike America over and over
and over, nor did it dissuade the rad-
ical Islamic terrorists here in the
United States who have committed at-
tacks against Americans since this
President first took office—the ter-
rorist attack in Fort Hood, which the
administration inexplicably tried to
characterize as ‘‘workplace violence,”
the Boston Marathon bombing, the ter-
rorist attack on military recruiters in
Little Rock and Chattanooga, and,
most recently, the horrific attack in
San Bernardino.

The question for us in Congress is
whether we have given the government
every possible tool, consistent with the
Constitution, to defeat this threat. I do
not believe we have, which is why I
have introduced the Expatriate Ter-
rorist Act.

Over the years, numerous Americans,
like Jose Padilla, Anwar al-Awlaki and
Faisal Shahzad, just to name a few,
have abandoned their country and
their fellow citizens to go abroad and
join radical Islamic terrorist groups.
Intelligence officials estimate that
more than 250 Americans have tried or
succeeded in traveling to Syria and
Iraq to join ISIS or other terrorist
groups in the region. This amendment
updates the expatriation statute so
that Americans who travel abroad to
fight with radical Islamic terrorists
can relinquish their citizenship. This
will allow us to preempt any attempt
to reenter the country and launch at-
tacks on Americans or to otherwise
hide behind the privileges of citizen-
ship. In this more and more dangerous
world, it would be the height of foolish-
ness for the administration to allow
known terrorists—radical Islamic ter-
rorists affiliated with ISIS, Al Qaeda,
or other Islamist groups—to travel
back to the United States of America
using a passport to carry out jihad and
murder innocent Americans.

This legislation should be bipartisan
legislation. This legislation should be
legislation that brings all of us to-
gether. We might disagree on the ques-
tions of marginal tax rates as Demo-
crats and Republicans. We might dis-
agree on a host of policy issues. But
when it comes to the simple question
of whether an Islamic terrorist intent
on killing Americans should be allowed
to use a U.S. passport to travel freely
and come into America, that answer
should be no, and that ought to be an
issue of great agreement.

Today I call upon my colleagues to
join me in supporting these amend-
ments and coming together. Together
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these amendments strengthen our Na-
tion both at home and abroad. We are
stronger than the obstacles we face.
And by the grace of God, we will suc-
ceed. The stakes are too high to quit,
and we will stand together and con-
tinue to strengthen this exceptional
Nation, this shining city on a hill that
each and every one of us loves.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator from Texas, who just made
a moving commentary, would consider
in the future standing together and
voting for the Defense authorization
bill rather than voting against it.

We stood together on the committee
with only three votes against the De-
fense authorization bill, and he voted
against it last year as well. So I would
look forward to working with the Sen-
ator from Texas and maybe getting
him—instead of being one or two in the
bipartisan effort of the committee—to
vote for the Defense authorization bill.

I might tell him also that with his
agenda, as he described it, I would be
much more agreeable to considering
that agenda if he would consider voting
for the defense of this Nation—which is
that thick—which we worked for
months and months with hearings,
meetings, and gatherings, and he de-
cided to vote against the authorization
bill. So I look forward to working with
him, and perhaps next time he might
consider voting for it rather than being
1 of 3 out of some 27 in the committee
who voted for it in a bipartisan fash-
ion, of which I am very proud.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I would
briefly respond to my friend from Ari-
zona. As he is aware, this NDAA con-
tains one provision that in the history
of our country is a radical departure.
For the first time ever, this NDAA
would subject women to Selective
Service and potentially the draft.

Was this change done through open
debate? Was this change done in front
of the American people? Was this
change done reflecting their views? No.
It was inserted by committee staff in
the committee draft. It is a radical
change that is attempting to be foisted
on the American people.

I am the father of two daughters.
Women can do anything they set their
mind to, and I see that each and every
day. But the idea that we should forc-
ibly conscript young girls into combat,
in my mind, makes little to no sense.
It is, at a minimum, a radical propo-
sition. I could not vote for a bill that
did so, particularly that did so without
public debate.
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In addition to that, I would note that
in previous years, I have joined with
Senator LEE and others in pressing for
an amendment that would protect the
constitutional rights of all Americans
against unlimited detention of Amer-
ican citizens on American soil. The
chairman is well aware, because I have
told him this now 4 years in a row, that
if the Senate would take up and pass
the amendment protecting the con-
stitutional due process rights of Amer-
ican citizens—the Bill of Rights actu-
ally matters—then I would happily
vote for the bill. Yet the Senate has
not taken up that amendment, so I
have had no choice but to vote no at
the end of the day.

I can tell you right now that if this
bill continues to extend the draft to
women—a radical change, much to the
astonishment of the voters, being foist-
ed on the American people not just by
Democrats but by a lot of Repub-
licans—then I will have no choice but
to vote no again this year. But I can
say this: I would be thrilled to vote yes
if we focused on the vital responsibil-
ities of protecting this country rather
than focusing on extraneous issues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Texas has the unique capa-
bility of finding a provision in a bill
that thick to base his opposition on
with a strong moral stand. The fact is
that every single military leader in
this country—both men and women,
members of the military uniformed
leadership of this country—believes it
is simply fair, since we have opened up
all aspects of the military to women in
the military, that they would also be
registering for Selective Service.

I would also point out that every sin-
gle member of the committee—people
such as Senator AYOTTE, Senator SHA-
HEEN, Senator MCCASKILL, all of the fe-
male members of the committee—also
finds it a matter of equality. Women I
have spoken to in the military over-
whelmingly believe that women are not
only qualified but are on the same
basis as their male counterparts.

Every uniformed leader of the U.S.
military seems to have a different
opinion from the Senator from Texas,
whose military background is not ex-
tensive. I believe it was indefinite de-
tention last time, which obviously is
an issue but, in my view, not a suffi-
cient reason because it was not in-
cluded. The bill last year did not ad-
dress that issue, but because we didn’t
address the issue to the satisfaction of
the Senator from Texas, then he voted
against the bill. This year it is Selec-
tive Service.

The vote within the committee was
overwhelming. The opinion of men and
women in the military—every one of
our military leaders believes that.

The Senator from Texas is entitled to
his views, but to think that somehow
that is sufficient reason for him to con-
tinue to vote against the bill—even
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though he does not respect the will of
the majority—in my view, that is not
sufficient reason to continue to oppose
what is a bipartisan bill that was over-
whelmingly voted for in committee and
at the end of the day, in previous
years, was voted for overwhelmingly in
the Senate.

I respect the view of the Senator
from Texas. Too bad that view is not
shared by our military leadership—the
ones who have had the experience in
combat with women in the military.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MENENDEZ. 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. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

STANDING TOGETHER AS ONE NATION

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
thought long and hard about giving
this speech, and I don’t come to the
floor lightly, but as the senior Latino
in this Chamber, I felt I had to speak,
for those who do not recall the past are
destined to repeat it, and I don’t want
to let this opportunity pass without
speaking out.

The remarks of the presumptive Re-
publican nominee for President about
Judge Gonzalo Curiel are taking this
Nation and the Republican Party down
a dark and slippery slope. The road to
some of the darkest moments of his-
tory have been paved with the rants of
petty demagogues against ethnic mi-
norities for centuries. And now, again
in this century, Donald Trump is echo-
ing those same racist rants and by
doing so threatening to take this Na-
tion to a dangerous place.

While Donald Trump’s racist themes
throughout his campaign are a new low
for one of America’s major political
parties, they are not unique in history.
This is page one on the dark chapters
of history: Separate us from them. Ty-
rants and dictators have incited hatred
against ethnic and religious minorities
for centuries in order to consolidate
power for themselves. Increasingly rad-
ical-thinking Republicans are not
blameless in creating the environment
that has led to this disaster, that has
led to a new McCarthyism that calls
out people not for their beliefs but for
their ethnicity.

We have governed from crisis to cri-
sis over the past 8 years, not because
we cannot find solutions to our prob-
lems but because of political decisions
to delegitimize the process and the
President. They have fed into the
ranks of a petty demagogue and now
struggle to find safe ground. They have
given quarter to snake o0il salesmen
and conspiracy theorists.
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Now we have the head of a major U.S.
political party attacking a Federal
judge because of his parentage. This
isn’t a reality TV show or real estate
deal; this is an attack on our inde-
pendent judiciary. We are talking
about a Presidential candidate tearing
the fabric with which we enforce our
laws and help citizens protect them-
selves from injustice.

In every aspect of her life, my moth-
er believed in being treated fairly.
What she did not believe is that being
treated fairly meant she would always
get what she wanted and that if she did
not get it, it would be proof that the
process of the system was corrupt, un-
fair, and out to get her.

To my mother and to me, lashing out
when we don’t get what we want—as
Donald Trump seems to do so often—
can be described only as remarkably
childish, thin-skinned, surprisingly
egocentric, and frankly, for someone
who aspires to lead this Nation, dan-
gerously undemocratic, if not outright
demagogic, threatening the very safe-
guards our Founders put in place to
protect us from those, like Mr. Trump,
whose only view of the world seems to
be in a mirror. His only response to ad-
versity is to blame someone else and
turn people against each other. The
fact is, leaders don’t turn people
against each other; they bring them to-
gether in common cause. Mr. Trump
needs to learn that there is not always
someone else to blame for defeat. The
fact that you lost doesn’t imply unfair-
ness, it only indicates that you lost,
and he should get used to it, although
it is a difficult concept for someone
raised to believe there would be no los-
ing and if there were, it must be a mis-
take that can be rectified with power,
money, or a lawsuit. Apparently, in
Mr. Trump’s mind, if he loses, it must
be someone else’s fault: It is he. It is
they. It is those people. He isn’t Amer-
ican. He doesn’t have a birth certifi-
cate. He is a Muslim. It is all of them.
He is a Mexican judge, and I want to
build a wall, so he is being unfair to
me.

That attitude may be childish and
pathetic in a schoolyard bully, but in
an American President and Com-
mander in Chief, it is downright dan-
gerous.

I have traveled my State and this Na-
tion and listened to people who wonder,
as many of us do, how our political dia-
logue has become so dangerously
coarse and brash and blatantly racist
and how we seem to have reduced the
greatness of this country to its lowest
common denominator. We are talking
about electing a President—a man or
woman who will hold the nuclear code
and will decide matters of war and
peace and whether to send our sons and
daughters into harm’s way. The stakes
are too high to allow a megalomaniac
to pound his chest over a legitimate de-
cision ordered by a judge who was con-
firmed unanimously by this Senate.

Many of my colleagues have tried to
distance themselves from the com-
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ments of the nominee, but in many
cases they have not gone far enough.
They have not called him out as they
should, politics aside, for the threat he
poses to this Nation if he is elected.

Many of my colleagues must recog-
nize, as I do, that a Federal judge born
in Indiana, which is part of these great
United States, with a Mexican family
background whose parents became U.S.
citizens is not a Mexican judge but is
an American judge, just as a U.S. Sen-
ator like this one—born in New York,
raised in New Jersey, from a Cuban
family background—is a U.S. Senator.
To imply otherwise and ask Judge
Curiel to recuse himself from a case be-
cause of where his parents were born is
on its face racist.

They need to come to the floor and
denounce the comments of their nomi-
nee. In fact, all Americans should de-
nounce this kind of blatant racism.
The tone of the Trump campaign and
his statements, actions, and demeanor
threaten to send us down a slippery
slope. He doesn’t seem to be able to
stop himself. He has doubled down and
said that it is impossible, for example—
that a judge of Muslim descent might
not be able to render a favorable deci-
sion in a Trump v. Whomever case be-
cause of the candidate’s policy to ban
Muslims from entering this country.
Anyone who won’t stand up and call
this blatant racism has decided to put
partisan politics ahead of our country.
This is how a new McCarthyism comes
to America, sold by a reality TV show
host, aided and abetted by a political
party without the courage to stand up
to racism in its most cynical form.

I have watched this campaign, like
most of my colleagues, incredulous at
what I heard, shocked, in disbelief, and
with a deep concern at the level of dis-
course that has degenerated into name
calling and out-and-out racism. Many
of my Republican colleagues and
friends are pulling their punches, not
going far enough to denounce the rac-
ist rants of their nominee.

This is not the American political
system that I know or grew up with, it
is not how we run campaigns, and it
should make us all feel uncomfortable.
But it is not good enough to simply be
uncomfortable with what the presump-
tive Republican nominee says. We can’t
just turn a deaf ear and a blind eye to
someone like Donald Trump and where
he threatens to take this Nation should
he be elected. We cannot wait until it
is too late, and I believe my colleagues
know it but have not yet found a way
to articulate it.

We as a nation have to face the ugli-
ness of what he has said and what he
has no doubt yet to say. We as a people
must immediately and unconditionally
condemn and reject the type of blatant
racism we heard over the last few days.
Those who do not stand up to intoler-
ance and hatred only encourage it and
sow the seeds of bigotry that will ulti-
mately divide us as a nation and a peo-
ple.

I urge all of my Republican col-
leagues and all Americans to reject the
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politics of settling scores and grudges
and work toward changing the hateful
rhetoric we continue to hear.

We are a nation of immigrants—all of
us. We all know the reality of what it
means to work hard, get an education,
build a career, and find our way to this
Chamber or the Federal bench. Many of
us grew up in immigrant neighbor-
hoods, like Judge Curiel, having to
navigate many obstacles, the veiled or
not-so-veiled insults, the derogatory
comments, the finger-pointing and ra-
cial stereotypes, while always remain-
ing rational and logical enough to take
the long view and see beyond the mir-
ror and beyond ourselves so we can
make the best decisions we can and
take what comes and in doing so be-
come part of the larger whole, no
longer a stranger but members of
something larger than ourselves.

When Donald Trump says ‘‘There’s
my African American’ at a political
rally, we see only a fellow American, a
citizen, one of us, not one of them.

Today we are all Judge Gonzalo
Curiel, and today we stand together as
one Nation, indivisible, no matter how
hard someone tries to divide us.

I repeat: The road to some of the
darkest moments in history have been
paved with the rants of petty dema-
gogues against ethnic minorities for
centuries, and Donald Trump is echo-
ing those same racist rants, threat-
ening to take this Nation to a dan-
gerous place. Let’s all of us speak out
before it is too late.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr
CRUZ). The Senator from South Da-
kota.

THE PRESIDENT’S FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, as we
enter the final stretch of the Obama
administration, many have began ana-
lyzing the President’s tenure and de-
bating what legacy he will leave. Peo-
ple are asking: Are we better off? Are
we safer? Unfortunately, the evidence
suggests that the answer to both of
those questions is no.

As we look around the world right
now, we see more and more unrest and
insecurity, and the foreign policy fail-
ures of the President and his adminis-
tration are partly responsible. Again
and again, when it has come time for
the President to lead, he has chosen in-
stead to sit on the sidelines. His failure
to act has emboldened our enemies and
alienated our allies.

Take the situation in Syria. I am not
blaming the start of the Syrian civil
war on President Obama, but when a
redline was drawn and crossed and the
President ignored it, we lost our credi-
bility and our ability to influence
President Assad. As we retreated from
a position of strength, turmoil and un-
rest erupted in Syria.

The President’s reluctance to act
must have looked familiar to foreign
leaders like Vladimir Putin. It doesn’t
make the front pages of the papers
anymore, but we must remember that
Russia invaded the sovereign country
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of Ukraine and annexed Crimea while
the President did nothing. After that,
it is no surprise that Russia felt free to
involve itself in Syria or that it con-
tinues to occupy and influence parts of
eastern Ukraine as if it were a colony
and not a free nation.

Recently, we have also seen Russian
jets buzzing U.S. Navy ships. I can
think of few other Presidents who
would have stood for Russia’s behavior,
but this passiveness now defines Presi-
dent Obama’s approach to foreign pol-
icy. The now-infamous Russian reset
promoted by President Obama and Sec-
retary Clinton will go down in history
as a strategic failure of this adminis-
tration.

In the Pacific, which was intended to
be a key focus of the President’s for-
eign policy, China has gone largely un-
challenged, especially in the South
China Sea. The noticeable absence of
the United States over the last 7 years
has led to China building an island and
standing up an airfield in some of the
most disputed waters in the world—an
island, Mr. President. Can you imagine
if a country tried to build an island
near the United States and then to
militarize it? It is no surprise that our
allies in Southeast Asia are growing in-
creasingly nervous with the rising
military power making such aggressive
claims on their doorsteps.

Then there is the situation in Iraaq.
During his campaign, the President
promised to withdraw U.S. troops from
Iraq, which he then proceeded to do on
a publicly announced timetable. Mili-
tary planners and congressional Repub-
licans warned that telegraphing our
plans to insurgents will encourage
them to bide their time and wait for
our troops to leave before preying upon
an underprepared Iraqi military. But it
was evident that President Obama and
Secretary Clinton didn’t want to see
our obligation to the Iraqis through;
they were more interested in keeping
an ill-advised campaign promise no
matter what the cost to security in
Iraq.

The President proceeded with his
plans to withdraw our troops without
pressing former Iraqi Prime Minister
Maliki on the importance of making
sure his country was stable and secure
before we withdrew. Everyone Kknows
what happened next: The lack of Amer-
ican troops left a gaping hole in Iraq
security and ISIS rolled in to fill the
gap. Once called the JV team by Presi-
dent Obama, ISIS quickly established
itself as arguably the most dangerous
terrorist organization in the world.
From its safe haven in Iraq, ISIS has
spread terror across the Middle East
and into Europe, destroying peaceful
communities and cultural relics alike
in its pursuit of a caliphate.

My heart especially breaks for the
Christians and other religious minori-
ties in the region in this time of dark-
ness. Their experience under ISIS has
been one of relentless persecution and
suffering—genocide, Mr. President.

ISIS’s spread has only made the situ-
ation in Syria more dire, as well as ex-
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tended terror beyond the Middle East
to Europe. It may have also influenced
a mass shooting here in the United
States.

Even the President’s supposed leader-
ship triumphs have demonstrated his
unwillingness to stand up to our Na-
tion’s enemies. As the days pass, buy-
er’s remorse from Democrats for the
Iran deal continues to grow. The Presi-
dent negotiated a nuclear deal with
Iran that will not only fail to stop Iran
from acquiring a nuclear weapon, but
it will actually make it easier for Iran
to acquire advanced nuclear weapons
down the road. This deal will jeop-
ardize the security of the United States
and our allies for many years to come.

Deputy National Security Advisor
Ben Rhodes has admitted to creating
“‘an echo chamber’’ of falsehoods to sell
the deal. We have also learned that a
firm that helped push the deal also
funded positive media coverage. Not
only was this a bad deal that will make
it easier for Iran to acquire advanced
nuclear weapons down the road, the ad-
ministration was disingenuous in how
it sold the deal. It pulled a fast one
over Congress, the American people,
and our partners around the world, all
in the name of burnishing the Presi-
dent’s legacy, not because it was the
will of the people. This is another in-
stance of the President’s missteps that
sends troubling signals to our allies—in
this case, Israel, our closest and most
reliable ally in the region.

I make these points because it is
against this backdrop of growing inter-
national instability and lessening U.S.
influence that the Senate is now con-
sidering the National Defense Author-
ization Act. This legislation authorizes
the funding necessary to equip our
troops with the resources they need to
carry out their missions.

As we look beyond the failures of the
Obama administration to the chal-
lenges that lie ahead, it is even more
important that when it comes to our
military, we get things right. It is not
America’s strength that tempts our ad-
versaries, it is our weakness. That is
why we need to ensure that our mili-
tary is well-equipped and trained to
meet the challenges of rising powers
through high-tech capabilities, while
also being agile and versatile to com-
bat increased unconventional threats
from nonstate actors.

We sleep at night in peace and safety
because our military stands on watch
around the globe. As threats multiply
around the world, we must ensure that
the military has every resource it
needs to confront the dangers facing
our Nation. We need to support essen-
tial forward-looking weapons systems,
such as the B-21 long-range strategic
bomber and high-tech drones to deter
and defeat future threats.

We must ensure that detainees stay
at Guantanamo, instead of returning to
the fight. We must ensure that our
troops and their families at home have
the support they need and deserve.
This bill will accomplish all that.
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As we continue to debate the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, I am
sure there are some contentious issues
that will come up, but while there may
be some disagreement, we must pass
this essential legislation without
delay. Playing politics with funding for
our troops, as the President did by
vetoing the National Defense Author-
ization Act last summer, is unaccept-
able. I urge my colleagues to join me to
advance this essential legislation to
provide for our troops to ensure the
safety and defense of America and to
help restore America’s position of
strength.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RAIL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BILL

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, rural Or-
egonians who have long worried about
trains rumbling through our treasured
Columbia River Gorge had their fears
realized last Friday when a mile-long
oil train derailed and caught fire in the
heart of one of our State’s crown jew-
els, the Columbia River Gorge.

Our State is rich with breathtaking
places, and we believe the Columbia
River Gorge is right at the top of the
list. Local tribes consider the area sa-
cred ground, and it took the breath
away from Meriwether Lewis, who
wrote in his journal of ‘‘beautiful cas-
cades which fell from a great height
over stupendous rocks. . . .”.

In addition to being a haven for wild-
life, the gorge is the lifeblood for tens
of thousands of residents in the Pacific
Northwest, a critical transportation
corridor, and a center for outdoor
recreation and tourism. Those who
visit the gorge do so to windsurf,
kiteboard, and parasail, fish, hike, and
camp. It boasts the most visited recre-
ation site in the Pacific Northwest, the
thundering Multnomah Falls that
Meriwether Lewis wrote about.

In this pristine area, trains carrying
flammable liquids barrel through the
gorge on tracks that were built in the
first half of the 20th century. On Fri-
day, just a stone’s throw from our re-
gion’s lifeblood, the Columbia River,
one of those trains fell off the tracks.
Sixteen cars hauling crude oil crashed
within view of a community school in
the small town of Mosier. Three tank
cars caught fire, one car leaked oil, and
one experienced what is known as a
thermal tear, sending a column of
flames shooting into the air.

We can see from the photo next to me
just how close this fiery crash was to
that school. People within a mile of the
crash site were evacuated. The evacu-
ation zone included Interstate 84,
which was closed for 12 hours, and at
least 100 nearby households. Some of
these folks have yet to return to their
homes. The sewer system was damaged
badly enough that it was taken offline.
Firefighters were forced to use so much
water to put out the fire that the
town’s main well was depleted. As a re-
sult, residents who remain have been
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forced to drink bottled and boiled
water. This has all been taking place in
the middle of a heat wave at home.

Here is the point about the reality I
just described. A lot of Oregonians are
telling me that we got lucky with the
oil train accident in Mosier, and they
are right. This crash has left Orego-
nians wondering what unlucky would
have looked like. I can tell you it
doesn’t take a lot of imagination. The
Mosier crash could have been much
worse if the train had been going faster
and with more cars derailing. It could
have been worse if the crash had hap-
pened on Thursday, when winds were
clocked above 30 miles an hour and the
fire would have spread to the nearby
tree line. If the crash had happened a
mile east, it would have been on the
edge of the river, causing a potentially
catastrophic spill in the middle of a
salmon run. If it had happened 60 miles
west, it would have been in downtown
Portland or in one of the suburbs.

Oregon has been lucky a lot, and at
some point that luck is going to run
out. What people in small communities
in Oregon want to know, and what they
deserve to know, is what happens next.
What is Congress going to do to start
fixing the problem?

I am here this morning with my
friend and colleague from Oregon, Sen-
ator MERKLEY, to talk about what spe-
cifically we are going to do to get this
fixed. More than a year ago, I intro-
duced legislation with Senator
MERKLEY, Senator SCHUMER, and five
other Senators called the Hazardous
Materials Rail Transportation Safety
Improvement Act. Since then, four
more Senators have signed on. Among
the bill’s lead supporters are the Inter-
national Association of Firefighters
and the International Association of
Fire Chiefs.

Our bill reduces the chance of acci-
dents in the first place by providing
funding for communities to relocate
segments of track away from highly
populated areas and for States to con-
duct more track inspections. Next, it
helps communities prepare for a pos-
sible accident by paying for training
for first responders before the next ac-
cident. Finally, the bill provides mar-
ket incentives to use the safest tank
cars to transport hazardous materials,
which lowers the chance of a spill or a
fire in the event of an accident.

On Monday I talked with Union
Pacific’s CEO, Mr. Fritz. He committed
to work with me and the Senate spon-
sors on this legislation. He indicated
there were parts of the bill that the
company can support. I think knowing
that the company is willing now to fol-
low up is a bit of constructive news and
an encouraging development, but much
more needs to be done.

Yesterday, Senator MERKLEY and I,
with our Governor, Congressman BLU-
MENAUER, Congressman BONAMICI,
called for a temporary moratorium on
oil train traffic through the Columbia
River Gorge. Yesterday, when I talked
to the CEO of Union Pacific, Mr. Fritz,
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he committed that the Union Pacific
will not ship Union trains of oil
through the gorge until there are three
developments: No. 1, the cause of the
accident has been determined, No. 2,
Union Pacific ensures that an accident
will not happen again, and the com-
pany sits down and works out concerns
that are obviously of enormous impor-
tance to the residents of Mosier.

These commitments are helpful, and
we are going to monitor them closely.
The company has to do everything pos-
sible to help get residents in the town
back on their feet. That includes get-
ting the sewage system up and running
and getting people back in their homes
so they can get about their everyday
lives.

In my view, it would be hard, after a
very close call like the one in Mosier
on Friday, for anybody to just walk
away and say, well, there probably will
not be another accident, because while
the people of Mosier work to get back
to their normal lives, the threat of an-
other crash is going to linger. Our peo-
ple are talking about it. They are tell-
ing the newspapers they are nervous.
They are nervous about the prospect of
another accident, which is lingering in
the minds of folks across my State.

It has been clear for years that more
needs to be done to protect our commu-
nities and prevent the next accident
from ever occurring. It is tragic that
Mosier has now joined a long and grow-
ing list of both small towns and big cit-
ies that have experienced an oil train
accident, including: Casselton, ND;
Lynchburg, VA; Aliceville, AL; New
Augusta, MS; LaSalle, CO; Galena, IL;
Watertown, WI; and Philadelphia, PA.

More needs to be done to ensure that
transportation systems used to haul
crude oil and other flammable liquids
are up to par. I hope Members of this
body on both sides of the aisle will join
me and Senator MERKLEY and nine
other Senators. We already have over
10 percent of the Senate. I hope they
will join us in our effort to protect
communities everywhere from the next
oil train accident. This has nothing to
do with Democrats and Republicans.
What this has to do with is whether we
are going to take commonsense steps
to prevent these accidents and ensure
that in particular we do everything we
can to have the kind of trains that are
not as likely to be part of accidents in
the future.

My colleague Senator MERKLEY has
been a terrific partner in this effort.
We have been talking about how we are
going to tackle this urgent issue for
the people we represent, and he is
going to have important remarks about
Friday’s accident in Mosier as well.

With that, I yield the floor and look
forward to Senator MERKLEY’S com-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
with my friend and colleague Senator
WYDEN to draw attention to the dan-
gerous oil train derailment that oc-
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curred in Oregon last Friday and the
urgency to protect communities
around our Nation with stronger safety
regulations for these rolling explosion
hazards.

The folks in the Columbia Gorge
have experienced a proliferation of
trains carrying coal and carrying oil.
They have been concerned about the
length of the trains and how these
trains roll through, dividing their com-
munities and the challenges they have.
There is one concern they have above
everything else; that is, that a train
full of explosive Bakken crude would
derail in their community. That hap-
pened last Friday.

It is the very scenario communities
have dreaded. This oil train was trav-
eling through the Cascade Mountains
along the Columbia Gorge on its way
to Tacoma, WA, with 97 cars loaded
with flammable, explosive Bakken
crude. Sixteen tank cars went off the
tracks. One car ruptured, and when it
ruptured, it spewed oil. The oil created
an inferno, and the inferno started to
heat up the adjacent cars. The adjacent
cars had pressure relief valves that as
they got hot, started spewing oil out of
these pressure relief valves, spreading
the fire to three cars. This happened
near the town of Mosier, OR, which is
just 70 miles east of Portland.

We were fortunate. We thank our
lucky stars no one was injured in the
incident, but it could have been dif-
ferent, as my colleague from Oregon
pointed out. The proximity of Mosier
resulted in an evacuation of over 100
nearby residents and the nearby grade
school with over 200 children. An air
quality warning occurred for wvulner-
able residents from the thick plumes of
black smoke. We were fortunate, and
we are happy that no human life was
taken and no injury occurred.

Let’s take a look at what that in-
ferno looked like in this photo. We can
see the massive plume of burning
Bakken crude rising into the air. We
see here the fire in the adjacent cars.
We see the proximity to the Columbia
River. There could have been a massive
release of oil into the Columbia River
as well. Again, we were fortunate in
this regard. The Columbia Gorge is a
very special place, but as its narrow
channel through the Cascade Mountain
occurs, these trains run through the
middle of virtually every community
along the way. They represent a rolling
time bomb. Citizens are right to have
grave concerns.

I don’t think the citizens along the
Columbia Gorge are mollified by think-
ing, well, it could have been worse; we
were fortunate this time. Instead, what
the citizens of Mosier are thinking and
citizens in communities all along the
gorge are thinking is, our concerns
about these rolling explosion hazards
are confirmed, and we need to take se-
rious measures so that one of these
trains does not blow up in our commu-
nity in the future.
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Now there are inspections that take
place. The track was reportedly in-
spected on May 31. A track detector ve-
hicle used laser and other technology
to inspect the track within the last 30
days.

But what happened? Why did this
occur along this stretch of track? It is
reported that a bolt or multiple bolts
sheared. Why did they shear? Was it
temperature differentials between day
and night in our unusually warm
spring? Was it because of the weight of
these trains rolling through? Was it
the volume of the traffic? Was it the
speed they were traveling?

We have to understand every detail
so that we respond and make sure this
does not happen again. That is why it
is so disturbing that the National
Transportation Safety Board declined
to investigate. In its mission, the
NTSB is supposed to investigate acci-
dents that result in the ‘‘release of haz-
ardous materials’”’—well, that certainly
was the case—and that ‘‘involve prob-
lems of a recurring nature’’.

There have been recurring
derailments that involve significant
property damage. There was significant
damage here. This derailment sent oil
into Mosier’s wastewater treatment
plant. The plant has been closed down,
a major challenge for the city to cope
with. There has even been a pause in
the drinking water because of the mod-
est oil sheen in the river. It was uncer-
tain where it was coming from and
whether it would get into the intake
for the drinking water.

So let’s hereafter not have a situa-
tion where there is a significant crash
and we don’t have the investigation to
learn everything about it so we can
apply those lessons into the future.

Senator WYDEN has been leading the
charge to make sure that we under-
stand accidents, that we have the right
set of precautions in place: braking
standards on the brakes and speed
standards on the tracks and upgraded
railroad tanker cars that are far less
likely to rupture. I thank him for his
leadership on this. I am a full-square
partner in this effort.

The tank car that ruptured was not
one that met the new standards. It was
what was referred to by the president
of Union Pacific as kind of a ‘“‘medium
safety’”’—not the worst car, not the old-
est car. It did have some upgrades on it
but certainly not the new cars that we
have been setting and aspiring to have;
that is, a stronger car with more pro-
tections, minimizing the chance of a
rupture.

This is an issue we must take on seri-
ously and urgently. Let’s recognize
that it is one accident after another. In
July 2013, a runaway Montreal, Maine
& Atlantic Railway train spilled oil
and caught fire inside the town of Lac-
Megantic in Quebec. Forty-seven peo-
ple were Kkilled. Thirty buildings
burned in the town center.

In December of that year, a fire en-
gulfed tank cars loaded with oil on a
Burlington Northern Santa Fe train
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after a collision about a mile from
Casselton, ND. Two thousand residents
were evacuated as emergency respond-
ers struggled with the intense fire.

In January 2014, a 122-car Canadian
National Railway train derailed in New
Brunswick, Canada. Three cars con-
taining propane and one car containing
crude from western Canada exploded
after the derailment, creating intense
fires that burned for days.

In April of that year, 15 cars of a
crude oil train derailed in Lynchburg,
VA, near a railside eatery and a pedes-
trian waterfront, sending flames and
black smoke into the air. Thirty thou-
sand gallons of oil spilled into the
James River.

The list goes on. In February of
2016——

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator allow
an interruption so that I can be recog-
nized for a unanimous consent request,
and he then will regain the floor?

Mr. MERKLEY. I would be honored
to yield for your unanimous consent
proposal.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Oregon yield to me for a unani-
mous consent request without losing
his right to the floor.

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments be in order to be offered:
Durbin No. 4369 and Inhofe No. 4204. 1
further ask that the time until 4 p.m.
be equally divided between the man-
agers or their designees and that the
Senate then proceed to vote in relation
to the amendments in the order listed,
with no second-degree amendments to
these amendments in order prior to the
votes, and that there be 2 minutes
equally divided prior to each vote.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4138, 4293, 4112, 4177, 4354, 4079,
4317, 4031, 4169, 4236, 4119, 4095, 4086, 4071, 4247, AND
4344

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments be called up en bloc: 4138,
Peters; 4293, Baldwin; 4112, Gillibrand;
4177, Schumer; 4354, Leahy; 4079,
Heitkamp; 4317, Hirono; 4031, Cardin;
4169, Coats; 4236, Portman; 4119, Rob-
erts; 4095, Ernst; 4086, Murkowski; 4071,
Hatch; 4247, Danes; and 4344, Sullivan.

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

The clerk will report the amend-
ments by number.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for others, proposes amendments numbered
4138, 4293, 4112, 4177, 4354, 4079, 4317, 4031, 4169,

4236, 4119, 4095, 4086, 4071, 4247, and 4344 en
bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 4138

(Purpose: To provide for the treatment by

discharge review boards of claims asserting
post-traumatic stress disorder or trau-
matic brain injury in connection with com-
bat or sexual trauma as a basis for review
of discharge)

After section 536, insert the following:

SEC. 536A. TREATMENT BY DISCHARGE REVIEW
BOARDS OF CLAIMS ASSERTING
POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS DIS-
ORDER OR TRAUMATIC BRAIN IN-
JURY IN CONNECTION WITH COM-
BAT OR SEXUAL TRAUMA AS A BASIS
FOR REVIEW OF DISCHARGE.

Section 1553(d) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“(3)(A) In addition to the requirements of
paragraph (1) and (2), in the case of a former
member described in subparagraph (B), the
Board shall—

‘(i) review medical evidence of the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs or a civilian
health care provider that is presented by the
former member; and

¢“(ii) review the case with liberal consider-
ation to the former member that post-trau-
matic stress disorder or traumatic brain in-
jury potentially contributed to the cir-
cumstances resulting in the discharge of a
lesser characterization.

“(B) A former member described in this
subparagraph is a former member described
in paragraph (1) or a former member whose
application for relief is based in whole or in
part on matters relating to post-traumatic
stress disorder or traumatic brain injury as
supporting rationale, or as justification for
priority consideration, whose post-traumatic
stress disorder or traumatic brain injury is
related to combat or military sexual trauma,
as determined by the Secretary concerned.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 4293

(Purpose: To require a National Academy of

Sciences study on alternative technologies

for conventional munitions demilitariza-

tion)

At the end of subtitle C of title XIV, add
the following:

SEC. 1422. NATIONAL ACADEMIES OF SCIENCES
STUDY ON CONVENTIONAL MUNI-
TIONS DEMILITARIZATION ALTER-
NATIVE TECHNOLOGIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Army shall enter into an arrangement with
the Board on Army Science and Technology
of the National Academies of Sciences, Engi-
neering, and Medicine to conduct a study of
the conventional munitions demilitarization
program of the Department of Defense.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The study required pursu-
ant to subsection (a) shall include the fol-
lowing:

(1) A review of the current conventional
munitions demilitarization stockpile, includ-
ing types of munitions and types of mate-

rials contaminated with propellants or
energetics, and the disposal technologies
used.

(2) An analysis of disposal, treatment, and
reuse technologies, including technologies
currently used by the Department and
emerging technologies used or being devel-
oped by private or other governmental agen-
cies, including a comparison of cost,
throughput capacity, personnel safety, and
environmental impacts.

(3) An identification of munitions types for
which alternatives to open burning, open
detonation, or non-closed loop incineration/
combustion are not used.

(4) An identification and evaluation of any
barriers to full-scale deployment of alter-
natives to open burning, open detonation, or
non-closed loop incineration/combustion,
and recommendations to overcome such bar-
riers.
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(5) An evaluation whether the maturation
and deployment of governmental or private
technologies currently in research and devel-
opment would enhance the conventional mu-
nitions demilitarization capabilities of the
Department.

(c) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later
than 18 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit
to the congressional defense committees the
study conducted pursuant to subsection (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 4112

(Purpose: To expand protections against
wrongful discharge to sexual assault sur-
vivors)

At the end of part II of subtitle D of title
V, add the following:

SEC. 554. MEDICAL EXAMINATION BEFORE AD-

MINISTRATIVE SEPARATION FOR
MEMBERS WITH POST-TRAUMATIC
STRESS DISORDER OR TRAUMATIC
BRAIN INJURY IN CONNECTION
WITH SEXUAL ASSAULT.

Section 1177(a)(1) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘, or sexually assaulted,”
after ‘‘deployed overseas in support of a con-
tingency operation’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘or based on such sexual
assault,” after ‘‘while deployed,”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 4177

(Purpose: To require a report on the replace-
ment of the security forces and commu-
nications training facility at Frances S.
Gabreski Air National Guard Base, New
York)

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVI, add
the following:

SEC. 2615. REPORT ON REPLACEMENT OF SECU-
RITY FORCES AND COMMUNICA-
TIONS TRAINING FACILITY AT
FRANCES S. GABRESKI AIR NA-
TIONAL GUARD BASE, NEW YORK.

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

(1) The 106th Rescue Wing at Francis S.
Gabreski Air National Guard Base, New
York, provides combat search and rescue
coverage for United States and allied forces.

(2) The mission of 106th Rescue Wing is to
provide worldwide Personnel Recovery, Com-
bat Search and Rescue Capability, Expedi-
tionary Combat Support, and Civil Search
and Rescue Support to Federal and State en-
tities.

(3) The current security forces and commu-
nications facility at Frances S. Gabreski Air
National Guard Base, specifically building
250, has fire safety deficiencies and does not
comply with anti-terrorism/force protection
standards, creating hazardous conditions for
members of the Armed Forces and requiring
expeditious abatement.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of the Air Force shall submit to
the congressional defense committees a re-
port setting forth an assessment of the need
to replace the security forces and commu-
nications training facility at Frances S.
Gabreski Air National Guard Base.

AMENDMENT NO. 4354

(Purpose: To clarify that the National
Guard’s mission is both Federal and non-
Federal for purposes of a report on the cost
of conversion of military technicians to ac-
tive Guard and Reserve)

On page 819, strike lines 7 through 13 and
insert the following:

(B) An assessment of the ratio of members
of the Armed Forces performing active
Guard and Reserve duty and civilian employ-
ees of the Department of Defense required to
best contribute to the readiness of the Re-
serves and of the National Guard for its Fed-
eralized and non-Federalized missions.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 4079
(Purpose: To ensure continued operational
capability for long-range bomber missions

in the event of termination of the B-21

bomber program)

On page 556, line 2, insert *‘, including the
modernization investments required to en-
sure that B-1, B-2, or B-52 aircraft can carry
out the full range of long-range bomber air-
craft missions anticipated in operational
plans of the Armed Forces’ after ‘‘program’.

AMENDMENT NO. 4317

(Purpose: To fulfill the commitment of the
United States to the Republic of Palau)

At the end of subtitle H of title XII, insert
the following:

SEC. 1277. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON COMMIT-
MENT TO THE REPUBLIC OF PALAU.

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

(1) The Republic of Palau is comprised of
300 islands and covers roughly 177 square
miles strategically located in the western
Pacific Ocean between the Philippines and
the United States territory of Guam.

(2) The United States and Palau have
forged close security, economic and cultural
ties since the United States defeated the
armed forces of Imperial Japan in Palau in
1944.

(3) The United States administered Palau
as a District of the United Nations Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands from 1947 to
1994.

(4) In 1994, the United States and Palau en-
tered into a 50-year Compact of Free Asso-
ciation which provided for the independence
of Palau and set forth the terms for close
and mutually beneficial relations in secu-
rity, economic, and governmental affairs.

(6) The security terms of the Compact
grant the United States full authority and
responsibility for the security and defense of
Palau, including the exclusive right to deny
any nation’s military forces access to the
territory of Palau except the United States,
an important element of our Pacific strategy
for defense of the United States homeland,
and the right to establish and use defense
sites in Palau.

(6) The Compact entitles any citizen of
Palau to volunteer for service in the United
States Armed Forces, and they do so at a
rate that exceeds that of any of the 50
States.

(7) In 2009, and in accordance with section
432 of the Compact, the United States and
Palau reviewed their overall relationship. In
2010, the two nations signed an agreement
updating and extending several provisions of
the Compact, including an extension of
United States financial and program assist-
ance to Palau, and establishing increased
post-9/11 immigration protections. However,
the United States has not yet approved this
Agreement or provided the assistance as
called for in the Agreement.

(8) Beginning in 2010 and most recently on
February 22, 2016, the Department of the In-
terior, the Department of State, and the De-
partment of Defense have sent letters to
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President Pro Tempore of the Senate
transmitting the legislation to approve the
2010 United States Palau Agreement includ-
ing an analysis of the budgetary impact of
the legislation.

(9) The February 22, 2016, letter concluded,
‘“Approving the results of the Agreement is
important to the national security of the
United States, stability in the Western Pa-
cific region, our bilateral relationship with
Palau and to the United States’ broader stra-
tegic interest in the Asia-Pacific region.”

(10) On May 20, 2016, the Department of De-
fense submitted a letter to the Chairmen and
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Ranking Members of the congressional de-
fense committees in support of including leg-
islation enacting the agreement in the fiscal
year 2017 National Defense Authorization
Act and concluded that its inclusion ad-
vances United States national security ob-
jectives in the region.

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

(1) to fulfill the promise and commitment
of the United States to its ally, the Republic
of Palau, and reaffirm this special relation-
ship and strengthen the ability of the United
States to defend the homeland, Congress and
the President should promptly enact the
Compact Review Agreement signed by the
United States and Palau in 2010; and

(2) Congress and the President should im-
mediately seek a mutually acceptable solu-
tion to approving the Compact Review
Agreement and ensuring adequate budgetary
resources are allocated to meet United
States obligations under the Compact
through enacting legislation, including
through this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 4031

(Purpose: To impose sanctions with respect
to foreign persons responsible for gross viola-
tions of internationally recognized human
rights)

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of May 18, 2016, under ‘‘Text of
Amendments.”)

AMENDMENT NO. 4169
(Purpose: To require a report on the dis-
charge by warrant officers of pilot and
other flight officer positions in the Navy,

Marine Corps, and Air Force currently dis-

charged by commissioned officers)

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the
following:

SEC. . REPORT ON DISCHARGE BY WARRANT
OFFICERS OF PILOT AND OTHER
FLIGHT OFFICER POSITIONS IN THE
NAVY, MARINE, CORPS, AND AIR
FORCE CURRENTLY DISCHARGED BY
COMMISSIONED OFFICERS.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of the Navy and the Sec-
retary of the Air Force shall each submit to
the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Representatives a
report on the feasibility and advisability of
the discharge by warrant officers of pilot and
other flight officer positions in the Armed
Forces under the jurisdiction of such Sec-
retary that are currently discharged by com-
missioned officers.

(b) ELEMENTS.—Each report under sub-
section (a) shall set forth, for each Armed
Force covered by such report, the following:

(1) An assessment of the feasibility and ad-
visability of the discharge by warrant offi-
cers of pilot and other flight officer positions
that are currently discharged by commis-
sioned officers.

(2) An identification of each such position,
if any, for which the discharge by warrant
officers is assessed to be feasible and advis-
able.

AMENDMENT NO. 4236
(Purpose: To require a report on priorities
for bed downs, basing criteria, and special
mission units for C-130J aircraft of the Air

Force)

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1085. REPORT ON PRIORITIES FOR BED
DOWNS, BASING CRITERIA, AND SPE-
CIAL MISSION UNITS FOR C-130J
AIRCRAFT OF THE AIR FORCE.

(a) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that—

(1) the Air Force Reserve Command con-
tributes unique capabilities to the total
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force, including all the weather reconnais-
sance and aerial spray capabilities, and 25
percent of the Modular Airborne Firefighting
System capabilities, of the Air Force; and

(2) special mission units of the Air Force
Reserve Command currently operate aging
aircraft, which jeopardizes future mission
readiness and operational capabilities.

(b) REPORT ON PRIORITIES FOR C-130J BED
DOWNS, BASING CRITERIA, AND SPECIAL MIs-
SION UNITS.—Not later than February 1, 2017,
the Secretary of the Air Force shall submit
to the congressional defense committees a
report on the following:

(1) The overall prioritization scheme of the
Air Force for future C-130J aircraft unit bed
downs.

(2) The strategic basing criteria of the Air
Force for C-130J aircraft unit conversions.

(3) The unit conversion priorities for spe-
cial mission units of the Air Force Reserve
Command, the Air National Guard, and the
regular Air Force, and the manner which
considerations such as age of airframes fac-
tor into such priorities.

(4) Such other information relating to C-
130J aircraft unit conversions and bed downs
as the Secretary considers appropriate.

AMENDMENT NO. 4119
(Purpose: To prohibit reprogramming re-
quests of the Department of Defense for
funds for the transfer or release, or con-
struction for the transfer or release, of in-
dividuals detained at United States Naval

Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba)

After section 1022, insert the following:
SEC. 1022A. PROHIBITION ON REPROGRAMMING

REQUESTS FOR FUNDS FOR TRANS-
FER OR RELEASE, OR CONSTRUC-
TION FOR TRANSFER OR RELEASE,
OF INDIVIDUALS DETAINED AT
UNITED STATES NAVAL STATION,
GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA.

While the prohibitions in sections 1031 and
1032 of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2016 (Public Law 114-92;
129 Stat. 968) are in effect, the Department of
Defense may not submit to Congress a re-
programming request for funds to carry out
any action prohibited by either such section.

AMENDMENT NO. 4095

(Purpose: To improve Federal program and
project management)

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of May 24, 2016, under ‘‘Text of
Amendments.”’)

AMENDMENT NO. 4086

(Purpose: To authorize a lease of real prop-
erty at Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson,
Alaska)

At the end of subtitle C of title XXVIII,
add the following:

SEC. 2826. LEASE, JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICH-
ARDSON, ALASKA.

(a) LEASES AUTHORIZED.—

(1) LEASE TO MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE.—
The Secretary of the Air Force may lease to
the Municipality of Anchorage, Alaska, cer-
tain real property, to include improvements
thereon, at Joint Base Elmendorf-Richard-
son (‘“JBER”’), Alaska, as more particularly
described in subsection (b) for the purpose of
permitting the Municipality to use the
leased property for recreational purposes.

(2) LEASE TO MOUNTAIN VIEW LIONS CLUB.—
The Secretary of the Air Force may lease to
the Mountain View Lions Club certain real
property, to include improvements thereon,
at JBER, as more particularly described in
subsection (b) for the purpose of the installa-
tion, operation, maintenance, protection, re-
pair and removal of recreational equipment.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—

(1) The real property to be leased under
subsection (a)(1) consists of the real property
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described in Department of the Air Force
Lease No. DACA85-1-99-14.

(2) The real property to be leased under
subsection (a)(2) consists of real property de-
scribed in Department of the Air Force Lease
No. DACA85-1-97-36.

(¢) TERM AND CONDITIONS OF LEASES.—

(1) TERM OF LEASES.—The term of the
leases authorized under subsection (a) shall
not exceed 25 years.

(2) OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Except
as otherwise provided in this section—

(A) the remaining terms and conditions of
the lease under subsection (a)(1) shall consist
of the same terms and conditions described
in Department of the Air Force Lease No.
DACAB85-1-99-14; and

(B) the remaining terms and conditions of
the lease under subsection (a)(2) shall consist
of the same terms and conditions described
in Department of the Air Force Lease No.
DACAB85-1-97-36.

(d) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
leases under this section as the Secretary
considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States.

AMENDMENT NO. 4071
(Purpose: To redesignate the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Air Force for Acquisition as
the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics)

At the end of subtitle C of title IX, insert
the following:

SEC. 949. REDESIGNATION OF ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF THE AIR FORCE FOR AC-
QUISITION AS ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF THE AIR FORCE FOR AC-
QUISITION, TECHNOLOGY, AND LO-
GISTICS.

(a) REDESIGNATION.—Section 8016(b)(4)(A)
of title 10, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force for Acquisition” and inserting
‘““‘Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Ac-
quisition, Technology, and Logistics’’; and

(2) by inserting ¢, technology, and logis-
tics” after ‘‘acquisition”.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference to the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acqui-
sition in any law, regulation, map, docu-
ment, record, or other paper of the United
States shall be deemed to be a reference to
the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics.

AMENDMENT NO. 4247

(Purpose: To require an expedited decision
with respect to securing land-based missile
fields)

At the end of subtitle D of title XVI, insert
the following:

SEC. 1655. EXPEDITED DECISION WITH RESPECT

TO SECURING LAND-BASED MISSILE
FIELDS.

To mitigate any risk posed to the nuclear
forces of the United States by the failure to
replace the UH-1N helicopter, the Secretary
of Defense shall, in consultation with the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—

(1) decide if the land-based missile fields
using UH-1N helicopters meet security re-
quirements and if there are any shortfalls or
gaps in meeting such requirements;

(2) not later than 30 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, submit to Con-
gress a report on the decision relating to a
request for forces required by paragraph (1);
and

(3) if the Chairman determines the imple-
mentation of the decision to be warranted to
mitigate any risk posed to the nuclear forces
of the United States—

(A) not later than 60 days after such date
of enactment, implement that decision; or

(B) if the Secretary cannot implement that
decision during the period specified in sub-
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paragraph (A), not later than 45 days after
such date of enactment, submit to Congress
a report that includes a proposal for the date
by which the Secretary can implement that
decision and a plan to carry out that pro-
posal.

AMENDMENT NO. 4344

(Purpose: To authorize military-to-military
exchanges with India)
At the end of subtitle F of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 1247. MILITARY-TO-MILITARY EXCHANGES
WITH INDIA.

To enhance military cooperation and en-
courage engagement in joint military oper-
ations between the United States and India,
the Secretary of Defense may take appro-
priate actions to ensure that exchanges be-
tween senior military officers and senior ci-
vilian defense officials of the Government of
India and the United States Government—

(1) are at a level appropriate to enhance
engagement between the militaries of the
two countries for developing threat analysis,
military doctrine, force planning, logistical
support, intelligence collection and analysis,
tactics, techniques, and procedures, and hu-
manitarian assistance and disaster relief;

(2) include exchanges of general and flag
officers; and

(3) significantly enhance joint military op-
erations, including maritime security,
counter-piracy, counter-terror cooperation,
and domain awareness in the Indo-Asia-Pa-
cific region.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now vote on these amendments en bloc.

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

Is there any further debate on these
amendments?

Hearing none, the question is on
agreeing to the amendments en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 4138, 4293,
4112, 4177, 4354, 4079, 4317, 4031, 4169, 4236,
4119, 4095, 4086, 4071, 4247, and 4344) were
agreed to en bloc.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I men-
tioned to my colleagues that we would
have these two votes later this after-
noon, depending on an agreement be-
tween the majority leader and the
Democratic leader. I thank my col-
leagues for their cooperation, and we
look forward to those two votes.

I thank my colleague from Oregon
for allowing me to make this unani-
mous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the
information of all Senators, the Senate
is under an order to recess at 12:30 p.m.

The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
MERKLEY, my colleague from Oregon,
be allowed to finish his remarks prior
to the recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the conclu-
sion of the Senator’s remarks, I be rec-
ognized for my remarks for 8 minutes
before the recess.

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

The Senator from Oregon.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RAIL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT BILL

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, in
February of 2015, on Valentine’s Day, a
100-car Canadian National Railway
train hauling crude oil and petroleum
distillates derailed in Ontario, Canada.
The blaze burned for days.

Two days later, a 109-car CSX oil
train derailed and caught fire near
Mount Carbon, WV, leaking oil into a
Kanawha River tributary and burning a
house to its foundation. The blaze
burned for weeks.

In November of last year, a dozen
cars loaded with crude oil derailed
from a Canadian Pacific Railway train,
causing the evacuation of dozens of
homes near Watertown, WI.

Let’s take a look at this chart. In all,
there have been 32 crashes involving oil
trains since 2013. So in less than 4
years, there have been 32 crashes. I just
highlighted a few of them. We see a
massive increase of crude oil trans-
ported by rail. Therefore, there is a
corresponding concern because of the
explosive nature of this product and
the derailments resulting in explosions
and infernos.

Senator WYDEN and I have been call-
ing for reform. We are going to keep
pressing. We need better information
for first responders on the scheduling
of these trains. We need better knowl-
edge of where the foam that can be
used to respond is stored. We need
more foam stored in more places. We
need faster implementation of the
brake standards and faster implemen-
tation of the speed standards and faster
implementation of the railcar tanker
standards.

But we have to understand what hap-
pened in every one of these wrecks.
Let’s take the same diligence to this
that we take to aviation. We study
every plane crash to understand what
went wrong so we can take these les-
sons and diminish the odds of it hap-
pening again. The result is, we have in-
credibly safe aviation. Shouldn’t we
have the same standards when it ap-
plies to transportation across America
with trains full of explosive 0il running
through the middle of our towns, not
just in Oregon but all across this coun-
try? Haven’t we learned in crash after
crash after crash that these are not
one-time isolated incidents, but some-
thing that happens with considerable
regularity? Can’t we do more?

Yes, we can. Yesterday, when I
talked to the president of Union Pa-
cific, I told him we were going to call
for a moratorium, and Senator WYDEN
and Governor Brown and Representa-
tives BLUMENAUER and BONAMICI have
joined in this effort. He heard our
voice. He understands the challenge to
these communities and the concerns
that until the mess is cleaned up and
until we understand and address the
fundamental problems that contributed
to this crash, no more oil should roll
through the Columbia Gorge.

That is what we have called for. That
is what we are going to keep persisting
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in. Let’s stop this process of having oil
train crash after oil train crash, explo-
sion after explosion, inferno after in-
ferno. The damage has gone up dra-
matically as the transportation of this
oil has gone up dramatically. Incidents
resulted in $30 million in damage last
year, up from one-fourth of that the
previous year.

So let’s act. Let’s act aggressively.
Let’s act quickly. Senator WYDEN’s act
would take us a powerful stride in the
right direction.

Let’s not look to our citizens and
towns with rail tracks across this
country and simply shrug our shoul-
ders. Instead, let’s say we Kknow we
have a major problem and we are going
to be diligent and aggressive in solving
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

AMENDMENT NO. 4204

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending amendment in order to call up
amendment No. 4204.

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

The clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]
proposes an amendment numbered 4204.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strike the provision relating to

the pilot program on privatization of the

Defense Commissary System)

Strike section 662.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
Senators be added as cosponsors to the
Inhofe-Mikulski amendment No. 4204:
SESSIONS, RUBIO, SHELBY, MORAN, WAR-
REN, PETERS, and MENENDEZ.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, we have
been here before. The same language
that is in the base bill right now was in
a year ago. On the floor last year, we
passed the Inhofe-Mikulski amend-
ment, requiring a Secretary of Defense
report on commissary benefits. It
passed by unanimous consent with 25
bipartisan sponsors and cosponsors,
and it was supported by 41 outside or-
ganizations and by the administration.
It required a study on the impact of
privatization of commissaries on mili-
tary families before a pilot program on
privatizing could be implemented that
was to look at modifications to the
commissary system.

I am sending the language now,
which I will get to in a minute. It re-
quired a Comptroller General assess-
ment of the plan no later than 120 days
after submittal of the report.

Here is the situation. The House
passed the fiscal year 2017 NDAA, and
it doesn’t include privatization lan-
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guage. The Senate version has the
same language as last year, which
would authorize a pilot program to pri-
vatize five commissaries on five major
military bases. But only yesterday, we
received the report from the Secretary
of Defense. We have not yet received
the Comptroller General’s review.

Congress asked for this study because
of concerns about the impact that pri-
vatization could have on our service-
members and the commissary benefit.
It seems as if we are taking away bene-
fits. We are working these guys and
gals harder than we ever have before,
and this is one very significant benefit
that is there.

Senator MIKULSKI and I, along with
our now 38 cosponsors—last year it was
25—and with the support of 42 outside
organizations are offering a simple
amendment that strikes the privatiza-
tion pilot program, allowing Congress
to receive and vet the Secretary of De-
fense report and the valuation of the
Comptroller.

This is not the first time this was
done. The January 2015 report by the
Military Compensation and Retirement
Modernization Commission determined
that commissaries were worth pre-
serving, and they did not recommend
privatization. That report took place
almost 2 years ago.

When surveyed in 2014, 95 percent of
the military members were using com-
missaries and gave them a 91-percent
satisfaction rate.

According to the Military Officers
Association of America, the average
family of four who shops exclusively at
commissaries sees a savings of some-
where between 30 percent to 40 percent.

Mr. President, I have six testimonials
from military members about using
commissaries that I wish to enter into
the RECORD. They said the following:

“Our family needs the commissary! We
wouldn’t be able to afford a decent amount
of groceries for our family if we had to shop
off post!”’

“My husband is currently active duty AF,
and I drive 30 one way just to be able to shop
at the commissary. We are stationed at a
base in the middle of nowhere and if I were
to shop at our local store, I would pay nearly
twice as much. And, I know that a vast ma-
jority of those stationed where we are use
the commissary for the same reason. And
please consider those stationed overseas and
in other rural locations. If the commissaries
were privatized, they could increase the
prices and without competition, our grocery
bill would be significantly higher.”

“Whether I am in the states or overseas I
use my benefits of lower food cost. I've been
in the military for 22 years, I've seen a lot of
changes. But this should not be one. If any-
one from your office wants more information
feel free to contact me.”

‘““While there are some items that may be
found at a lower individual price on the
economy the total combined savings remains
constant.”

“When I went out in town and we tried to
get the same amount, we got about half of
the groceries that we could afford at the
Commissary.”’

“If you want to keep an all-volunteer mili-
tary, you must keep the benefits that are in
place as of today and for the future. All that
are serving and have served depend on the
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commissary and exchange for low-cost goods.
If the Commission does not recommend a pay
increase, all benefits are extremely needed.”

Commissaries are required to operate
in remote areas. A lot of these objec-
tions are from commissaries in remote
areas where people don’t have any
other place to actually make their pur-
chases.

At a time when thousands of junior
servicemembers and their families use
food stamps, we should not be making
changes that could increase costs at
the checkout line.

The commissary benefit encourages
people to reenlist, preserving a well-
trained, dedicated military. It ensures
that training investments are well
spent, saving the expense of retraining
the majority of the force every few
years. The commissary savings and
proximity and the consistency of the
commissaries also encourage spouses,
whose opinions may be a deciding fac-
tor in reenlistment decisions.

I know this is true. Just last Friday
I was at Altus Air Force Base. I went
into the commissary and talked to
someone who was reconsidering. It was
the wife of a flyer. Right now one of
the biggest problems we have in the
Air Force is the pilot shortage. They
said that would be a major determining
the factor. So it is the right thing to
do.

It also provides jobs for families of
servicemen. Sixty percent of the com-
missary employees are military re-
lated. The greatest benefit is that their
jobs are transferable. If they are trans-
ferred from one place to another, they
are already trained and ready to go.

As I said, the Department of Defense
delivered their report only yesterday
and no one has had a chance to really
go over it. The mandated GAO review
of this plan is now under way. Of
course, it could be up to 120 days after
this for the next step to become com-
pleted.

The report supports section 661 of the
Senate bill regarding optimization of
operations consistent with business
practices, but it doesn’t affect 662.
That is the section where we had the
pilot program.

We have addressed this before, but
the report also acknowledges that pri-
vatization would not be able to rep-
licate the range of benefits, the level of
savings, and geographic reach provided
by DeCA while achieving budget neu-
trality.

It states that the Department of De-
fense—and I am talking about the re-
port from the Department of Defense—
is continuing its due diligence on pri-
vatization by assessing the privatiza-
tion-involved portions. They are al-
ready doing that right now. In fact,
some things have already been
privatized, such as the delis, the bak-
eries. They have been privatized al-
ready in those areas and that is actu-
ally working. So privatizing military
commissaries before having a full as-
sessment of the costs and benefits is
not the responsible thing to do. We owe
that to our members.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
Members who are cosponsors and the
organizations that are supporting the
Inhofe-Mikulski amendment No. 4204.

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

INHOFE-MIKULSKI AMENDMENT #4204

(1) Boozman (R-Ark.), (2) Boxer (D-Cali.),
(3) Brown (D-Ohio), (4) Burr (R-N.C.), (5) Cap-
ito (R-W.Va.), (6) Cardin (D-Md.), (7) Casey
(D-Pa.), (8) Collins (R-Maine), (9) Gillibrand
(D-N.Y.), (10) Hatch (R-Utah), (11) Heller (R-
Nev.), (12) Hirono (D-Hawaii), (13) Kaine (D-
Va.), (14) Klobuchar (D-Minn.), (15) Lankford
(R-OKla.), (16) Markey (D-Mass.), (17) Menen-
dez (D-N.J.), (18) Moran (R-Kan.).

(19) Murkowski (R-Alaska), (20) Murray (D-
Wash.), (21) Nelson (D-Fla.), (22) Peters (D-
Mich.), (23) Rounds (R-S.D.), (24) Rubio (R-
Fla.), (256) Schatz (D-Hawaii), (26) Schumer
(D-N.Y.), (27) Session (R-Ala.), (28) Shelby (R-
Ala.), (29) Stabenow (D-Mich.), (30) Tester (D-
Mont.), (31) Tillis (R-N.C.), (32) Udall (D-
N.M.), (33) Vitter (R-La.), (34) Warner (D-
Va.), (36) Warren (D-Mass.), (36) Whitehouse
(D-R.L.).

42 ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING THIS AMEND-

MENT/OPPOSING PRIVATIZATION LANGUAGE IN

THE BILL

(1) Air Force Sergeants Association, (2)
American Federation of Government Em-
ployees, (3) American Federation of Labor
and Congress of Industrial Organizations
Teamsters, (4) American Logistics Associa-
tion, (6) American Military Retirees Associa-
tion, (6) American Military Society, (7)
American Retirees Association, (8) American
Veterans, (9) Armed Forces Marketing Coun-
cil, (10) Army and Navy Union, (11) Associa-
tion of the United States Army, (12) Associa-
tion of the United States Navy, (13) Fleet Re-
serve Association, (14) Gold Star Wives of
America.

(15) International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, (16) Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of
America, (17) Jewish War Veterans of the
United States of America, (18) Military Order
of Foreign Wars, (19) Military Order of the
Purple Heart, (20) National Defense Com-
mittee, (21) National Guard Association of
the United States, (22) National Military
Family Association, (23) National Military
and Veterans Alliance, (24) Military Partners
and Families Coalition, (25) Military Officers
Association of America, (26) National Asso-
ciation for Uniformed Services, (27) Society
of Military Widows, (28) The American Mili-
tary Partner Association, (29) The Coalition
to Save Our Military Shopping Benefits, (30)
The Flag and General Officers Network.

(31) Tragedy Assistance Program for Sur-
vivors, (32) The Retired Enlisted Association,
(33) Uniformed Services Disabled Retirees,
(34) United States Army Warrant Officers As-
sociation, (35) Veterans of Foreign Wars, (36)
Vietnam Veterans of America, (37) Iraq and
Afghanistan Veterans of America, (38) Na-
tional Industries for the Blind, (39) Naval En-
listed Reserve Association, (40) Reserve Offi-
cer Association, (41) Enlisted Association of
the National Guard of the United States, (42)
The American Legion.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

——
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:53 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
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bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN).

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2017—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland.
AMENDMENT NO. 4204

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer a bipartisan Inhofe-Mi-
kulski amendment to the National De-
fense Act. What does our amendment
do? It stops the privatization of com-
missaries, which are an earned benefit
for our military and their families.

Every year when the Senate debates
this bill, we talk about how we love our
troops and how we always want to sup-
port our military families. But if we
really love our troops, we need to make
sure our troops have the support they
need. One of the earned benefits that
does that is the commissaries. And if
we love our troops, why would we want
to proceed in this direction of privat-
ization? Our troops don’t view com-
missaries as a subsidy; they view them,
as do I, as an earned benefit. I am
fighting here to preserve this piece of
the earned benefit compensation pack-
age.

What are the commissaries? Since
1826, military families have been able
to shop at a network of stores that pro-
vide modestly priced groceries. The
commissary system is simple: If you
are an Active-Duty, Reserve, National
Guard, retired member, or a military
family member, you have access to
more than 246 commissaries worldwide.
They give military members and their
families affordability and accessibility
to health foods.

Senator INHOFE spoke earlier about
where these commissaries are. Some
are located in our country, and some in
remote areas, and over 40 percent are
either in remote areas or overseas.

Last year Senator INHOFE and I stood
up for military family benefits to stop
privatization. Congress adopted our
amendment, but in doing so required a
DOD study assessing privatization,
which would affect commissaries. We
needed to understand how privatization
would affect levels of savings, quality
of goods, and impact on families. DOD
finally gave us the report on June 6,
2016. So they dropped the report on D-
day. And guess what. It reaffirms what
Senator INHOFE and I have been saying:
We should not privatize commissaries
without additional study. The report is
simple and straightforward: We should
not proceed with the privatization or a
pilot on privatization until further
study.

First, DOD has demonstrated that
privatization cannot replicate the sav-
ings the current commissary system
provides. Second, privatization signifi-
cantly reduces the benefits available to
commissary patrons. And privatization
would dramatically reduce the work-
force, which is where so many military
families work. The DOD cannot move
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forward with privatization with a large
number of unknowns.

We must honor the DOD request and
fully evaluate the implications of pri-
vatization before we make drastic
changes that hurt our military fami-
lies. That is why everyone should sup-
port the Inhofe-Mikulski amendment.
Our amendment is straightforward.

It strikes bill language authorizing a
pilot program privatizing com-
missaries. It is supported by 41 organi-
zations—the American Logistics, the
National Guard Association, the Na-
tional Military Family Association.

Privatizing commissaries is penny
wise and pound foolish. If we care
about the health of our troops, we must
reject this.

I have been to the commissaries in
Maryland. Go to the one at Fort
Meade. Fort Meade is a tremendous
place. We might not deploy troops the
way Fort Bragg or Camp LeJeune does,
but what we do there is phenomenal.
There are 58,000 people who work at
Fort Meade. We are in the heart of
Maryland, which has such a strong
military presence, both Army and
Navy. If you came to the commissary
with me, you would see it as a nutri-
tional settlement house. You would
really like it because you see people
there, first of all, of all ranks and ages
mingling together. You might see a
young woman who is married to an en-
listed member of the military, and she
is learning a lot about food and nutri-
tion. She is getting advice, and she is
getting direction, in addition to saving
money. Also, if you go there, you
would see oldtimers, who—although
they are counting their pennies, they
are counting their blessings that they
have this commissary to be able to go
to.

When I say a settlement house, it is
a gathering to learn about food, about
nutrition, about a lot of things. It
often offers healthier food at cheaper
prices.

When I talked with our garrison com-
mander about something he and I
worked on together called the Healthy
Base Initiative, he said that what we
were doing there was so phenomenal.
We worked to bring in things like salad
bars and some of the more modern
kinds of things. This was just phe-
nomenal.

So, first, we need commissaries. Sec-
ond, if we are looking at how to make
the budget neutral, and I don’t argue
with that point, the DOD study itself
says we need to explore two things:
other ways of achieving budget neu-
trality—and they had some sugges-
tions—and also explore with the pri-
vate sector who would be interested in
privatization whether it would result
in cost savings without costing the
benefits, meaning what is really sold
there in nutrition. There are a lot of
new and wonderful ideas. My father ran
a small grocery store. He would be
amazed at what grocery stores are now.
But things like going to private label-
ing, better management—the DOD has
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some other toolkits to do before we go
off on this approach to privatizing
without analyzing. So I am for ana-
lyzing and then looking at the next
step.

The report this year just arrived. I
know the authorizing committee didn’t
have the benefit of it. So I hope we will
stick with Senator INHOFE and me, re-
ject this amendment, look out for our
troops, and let’s explore other ways to
achieve budget neutrality, but let’s not
just arbitrarily single out this earned
benefit for cost savings.

Mr. President, the chair of the Armed
Services Committee looks like he is
eager to speak, but I also want to say
that I support the Durbin amendment
we will be voting on later on this after-
noon. I am a strong supporter of DOD’s
Congressionally Directed Medical Re-
search Program. I was very concerned
about the bill language. I understand
the need for regulation but not stran-
gulation. What is proposed in this bill
would be so onerous, I am worried it
would stop this research altogether. We
can’t let that happen, and Senator
DURBIN’s amendment would ensure
that this program is allowed to con-
tinue its lifesaving discoveries. This
congressionally mandated research has
done so much good in so many areas,
and we have large numbers of groups—
from the Breast Cancer Coalition to
the disabled veterans themselves—who
support the Durbin amendment.

I have been supporting this program
for more than 25 years. It all started in
1992 when the breast cancer community
was looking to create a new research
program. And by the way, the breast
cancer advocates were just as orga-
nized, mobilized, and galvanized back
then as they are today. The advocates
knew that DOD ran the largest health
system in the country and envisioned a
new research program that was peer-re-
viewed and included input from not
just scientists but also advocates. This
was a new concept at the time that the
needs of a community affected by dis-
ease would be considered when deter-
mining research priorities.

So we started with breast cancer in
1992 and quickly expanded to look at
other illnesses and conditions. Since
1992, Congress has provided more than
$11.7 billion to fund more than 13,000
research grants. Today DOD’s medical
research program studies prostate can-
cer, ALS, traumatic brain injury, mul-
tiple sclerosis, lung cancer, ovarian
cancer, autism, amputation research,
and many others. And I am so proud
that research is conducted at Fort
Detrick in Maryland, Johns Hopkins,
and the University of Maryland.

Almost immediately, Congress’s in-
vestment in DOD’s medical research
program paid off—and with dividends.
Breast cancer research led to the devel-
opment of Herceptin, a standard care
for the treatment of breast cancer.
Lung cancer research led to creation of
the first lung cancer bio-specimen re-
pository with clinical and outcome
data available to all researchers study-
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ing lung cancer. Traumatic brain in-
jury research led to the development of
two FDA-cleared devices to screen for
and identify TBI in military members.
Amputee care research led to the de-
velopment of amputee trauma trainer,
a device which replicates blast injuries
from IEDs in war zones. It trains physi-
cians to better respond to war injuries.
Some of the DOD’s regenerative med-
ical breakthroughs are so astonishing
you would think you were reading
science fiction. The Department’s med-
ical program supported the first ever
double hand transplantation on a com-
bat-wounded warrior. Wow—so proud
that this ground-breaking procedure
was developed and performed at Johns
Hopkins. This is just a snapshot. The
list of successes are as long as they are
inspiring.

For years, opponents of DOD’s med-
ical research program have argued
against this program. They say, ‘‘Oh,
this research is duplicative. Oh, this re-
search should only benefit active mili-
tary.” Well, I say ‘“no” to both argu-
ments.

First, DOD’s research is complemen-
tary to NIH’s research but is not dupli-
cative or redundant. In fact, the De-
partment’s research grants are peer-re-
viewed by doctors, scientists, advo-
cates, and Federal agencies to ensure
there is not duplication in efforts. The
Institute of Medicine has reviewed
DOD’s program and found it to be effi-
cient and effective.

Second, we know the diseases studied
by DOD affect both active military and
their families. Imagine if we refused to
allow DOD to study breast cancer in
1992 simply because there were fewer
woman serving? We wouldn’t have the
advances that we do today saving lives
and improving lives. Taking care of
military families is an essential part of
our promise to our men and women in
uniform.

We have an opportunity to block this
misguided language in the underlying
bill that would have terrible con-
sequences for medical research. The
discoveries and treatments speak for
themselves. I urge my colleagues to
support Senator DURBIN’s amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

AMENDMENT NO. 4204

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, we will
probably discuss this some more—this
issue of the privatization—later on be-
fore we actually vote on the amend-
ment, but this is a classic example of a
distortion of an issue which could save
the taxpayers $1 billion that we sub-
sidize the commissary system. It is not
privatizing, I say to the Senator from
Maryland; it is a pilot program of
five—count them, five—military bases.
There are companies and providers of
food and services that are ready to try
to establish on bases. We are not tak-
ing away a single commissary. We are
not closing a single one—not one. But
what we are trying to do is—if you
want to have a hamburger at Burger
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King or McDonald’s or Dunkin’ Donuts
or use UPS, you can go on a military
base and they will provide you that
service. The government doesn’t do it.
They don’t make hamburgers. They
don’t carry mail. All of a sudden, now
we have to have more studies. The real
study would be a pilot program which
proves successful.

By the way, if you ask the men and
women who are in the military ‘“Would
you like to shop at Walmart or
Safeway or one of these others if it is
convenient?”’ do you know what the
answer is? ‘‘Of course. Yes.”” Because
there is more variety and there are
lower prices.

Does my colleague, the Senator from
Maryland, know that we are spending
over $1 billion of taxpayer money on
these commissaries every year, when
we could probably do it for nothing or
even charge these groups or commer-
cial enterprises that would like to
come, in a pilot program, to a military
base? This is crazy. Fort Belvoir Com-
missary right here, the highest
grossing store in the system, loses 10
cents on every dollar of goods it pro-
duces and sells, and guess who covers
those losses. The taxpayers of America.

It is not an attempt to take away the
commissary benefits; it is an attempt
to see if the men and women in the
military and all their dependents
around the bases might get a better
product at a lower price. That is what
five—count them, five—privatizations
are attempting to try.

Yesterday, we received the Depart-
ment of Defense report on its plan to
modernize the commissary and ex-
change systems. In that report, DOD
stated that private sector entities are
“willing to engage in a pilot program.”
DOD has told us that at least three
major private sector entities are inter-
ested in testing commissary privatiza-
tion. This has led DOD to publish a re-
quest for information to industry to
give feedback on how a privatization
pilot program could work. So why
would my colleague support an amend-
ment that would delay what needs to
be done?

This is really all about an outfit
called the grocery brokers. That indus-
try has been working overtime to stop
this pilot program because if it is suc-
cessful, privatization would destroy
their successful business model because
they wouldn’t have to use the grocery
brokers. That is what this is all about,
my friends.

So rather than paying over $1 billion
a year to be in the grocery business,
privatization might provide—I am not
saying it will, but it might provide the
Department of Defense with an alter-
native method of giving the men and
women in the military and our retirees
high-quality grocery products, higher
levels of customer satisfaction, and
discount savings, while reducing the fi-
nancial burden on taxpayers. We need
to have a pilot program for sure.

Five pilot programs is not the end of
civilization as we know it. It is not a
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burden on the men and women who are
serving. I have talked to hundreds of
men and women who are serving. I said
“How would you like to have Safeway
on the base? How would you like to
have Walmart?”’ and they said ‘“Gee, I
would really like that” because they
get a wider and diverse selection from
which to choose—not to mention, al-
though it doesn’t seem to matter
around here, it might save $1 billion for
the taxpayers. But what is $1 billion?
We are going to spend a couple billion
dollars just on medical research—
which the Senator from Maryland obvi-
ously is in favor of—calling it in the
name of defense, when it absolutely
should be funded by other branches of
the Appropriations Committee, rather
than the Willie Sutton syndrome and
taking it out of defense.

All I can say to the Senator from
Maryland is that all we are talking
about is giving it a try in five places.
Let’s not go to general quarters about
an attempt to see if we can save the
taxpayers $1 billion a year. We are not
going to close any commissaries in any
remote bases. We are not doing any-
thing but a five-base pilot program.
That is all there is to this amendment,
and to portray it as anything else is a
distortion of exactly what the legisla-
tion has clearly stated its intent to be.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, de-
spite what was just said, I am not in
the pocket of something called grocery
brokers. I am not here showing for
something called grocery brokers. I am
here to stand up for military and mili-
tary families. I want the record to
show that. I don’t even know what gro-
cery brokers are. I know what a gro-
cery store is because my father ran
one, I worked in one and learned a lot
from the kind of values my father ran
his business on.

Let’s talk about the DOD-mandated
report that we did last year when we
discussed this. The report acknowl-
edges that privatization would not be
able to replicate the range of benefits,
the level of savings, and the geographic
reach provided by the commissaries
while achieving budget neutrality.
DOD is continuing its due diligence on
privatization. It is still assessing the
privatization of all or portions of the
commissary system.

What I worry about is cherry-pick-
ing. ““Oh, we are going to privatize.”
They are going to do it in the lucrative
markets, in the Baltimore-Washington
corridor, but right now our com-
missaries, owned by the United States
of America for the troops defending the
United States of America, are required
to operate where the servicemembers
are, even when it would not be eco-
nomically beneficial from a commer-
cial standpoint. Go ahead with this pri-
vatization myth, fantasy, or delusion
that they are not going to cherry-pick.

More than two-thirds of the com-
missaries serve military populations
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living in locations that are not profit-
able for private sector grocers. These
commissaries are made possible by the
appropriated funds subsidy and by op-
erating efficiencies and volumes of the
large statewide stores. It is not only
taxpayers they are subsidizing. Over 40
percent of commissaries’ appropriated
budget provide commissary services
overseas and in remote locations. Do
you think they are going to be part of
privatization? They are going take
what they want, where they can make
money, and then these others are going
to be defunded because, yes, you might
talk about what the taxpayers sub-
sidize, but at large, more profitable
commissaries are also a cross-subsidy
to those that are in the more remote
areas or overseas.

Commissaries provide a benefit to
servicemembers in the form of savings,
proximity, and consistency that in
some ways the commercial grocery sec-
tor, which must operate for profit,
might find difficult to sustain.

Business is business. We know how
the defense contractor game works. We
know how the contractors are. They go
where they can make money. That
doesn’t necessarily mean they go where
they serve the Nation. I have great re-
spect for our defense contractors. Many
of them are either headquartered in
Maryland or serve Maryland, but let’s
face it, their business is to make
money, not necessarily to serve the
troops. If they can make money serv-
ing the troops, they will make money
and want to have stores where they can
make money. That doesn’t deal with
the remote area. Let’s hear it from our
Alaskan people, let’s hear it from the
overseas people, and so on.

All T am saying is, while we continue
on the path to explore either complete
budget neutrality or to achieve budget
neutrality, the Department of Defense
says it needs more analysis on what it
can do with itself and what the private
sector is talking about.

There are three major private sector
companies that have expressed inter-
est. I would want to know, are they
going to cherry-pick or are they going
to be like Little Jack Horner waiting
to get their hands on a plum? I am for
the whole fruit stand, and I want it at
the commissaries.

This has been a good exchange, and I
respect my colleague from Arizona in
the way he has stood up for defense. I
know he wants to serve the troops as
well. So let’s see where the votes go,
and we look forward to advancing the
cause of the national security for our
Nation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Maryland. I always
enjoy spirited discussion with her. She
is a wonderful public servant, and I am
going to miss her in this institution be-
cause she has an honorable record of
outstanding service, and I always enjoy
doing combat.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

HEAR ACT

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, earlier
today, the Senate Judiciary Sub-
committee on the Constitution con-
vened a hearing on a piece of legisla-
tion I introduced with several of my
colleagues called the Holocaust Expro-
priated Art Recovery Act, or the HEAR
Act. This bill is long overdue, and like
most pieces of good legislation, it is
pretty straightforward.

During the Holocaust, Nazis regu-
larly confiscated private property, in-
cluding artwork, adding one more of-
fense to their devastating reign. Today,
the day after the anniversary of D-day
and decades after World War II ended,
there are still families who haven’t
been able to get their stolen artwork or
family heirlooms back.

The HEAR Act will support these vic-
tims by giving them a chance to have
their claims decided on the merits in a
court of law and hopefully facilitate
the return of artwork stolen by Nazis
to their rightful owners. That is why
we called the hearing ‘‘Reuniting Vic-
tims with Their Lost Heritage.” It is
true that Hitler’s final solution in
World War II was not just the extermi-
nation of the Jewish people but erasing
their culture. This was part of the
overall plan in Hitler’s final solution.
This legislation will help those who
had vital pieces of their family and cul-
tural heritage stolen to find justice.

This legislation is also consistent
with our country’s diplomatic efforts
and longstanding congressional policy.
I am grateful to my colleague from
Texas, Senator CRUZ, as well as the
senior Senator from New York, Mr.
SCHUMER, and Connecticut, Senator
BLUMENTHAL, for joining me in intro-
ducing this bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion. I hope the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee will mark this up soon and the
full Chamber will consider it soon.

Mr. President, separately, as we con-
tinue our work on the Defense author-
ization bill, I want to talk for a mo-
ment about how important that is.
Yesterday I spent some time talking
about the threats not only to our
troops overseas who are in harm’s way
but threats that those of us here at
home are experiencing as a result of a
more diversified array of threats than
we have ever seen in the last 50 years.
I say ‘b0 years’ because the Director
of National Intelligence, James Clap-
per, has served in the intelligence com-
munity for 50 years, and that is what
he said—we have a more diverse array
of threats today than he has seen in his
whole 50-year career. That includes
here at home because it is not just peo-
ple traveling from the Middle East to
the United States or people coming
from the United States over to the
Middle East training and then coming
back. It is also about homegrown ter-
rorists—people who are inspired by the
use of social media and instructed to
take up arms where they are and kill
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innocent people in the United States
and, unfortunately, as we have seen in
Europe as well.

As we think about the legacy of this
President and his administration when
it comes to foreign policy, I am re-
minded of the comments by former
President Jimmy Carter, a Democrat,
commenting on another Democratic
President’s foreign policy. When he was
asked, he candidly admitted and said: I
can’t think of a single place in the
world where the United States is better
off or held in higher esteem than it was
before this administration. He called
the impact of President Obama’s for-
eign policy minimal. I would suggest
that is awfully generous, if you look
around the world, the threats of a nu-
clear-armed North Korea, which has
intercontinental ballistic missiles it
has tested in creating an unstable envi-
ronment there with our ally and friend
to the south, South Korea, if you look
at what is happening in Europe as the
newly emboldened Putin has invaded
Crimea and Ukraine with very little
consequences associated with it. I have
said it before and I will say it again,
weakness is a provocation. Weakness is
a provocation to the world’s bullies,
thugs, and tyrants, and that is what we
see in spades.

In the Middle East, President Obama
talked about a red line in Syria when
chemical weapons were used, but then
when Bashar al-Assad saw that there
was no real followthrough on that, it
was a hollow threat and indeed he just
kept coming, barrel-bombing innocent
civilians in a civil war which has now
taken perhaps 400,000 lives. Then, we
have seen it in the South China Sea,
where China, newly emboldened, is lit-
erally building islands in the middle of
the South China Sea—one of the most
important sealanes to international
commerce and trade in Asia.

I will quote on North Korea again.
Former Secretary of Defense Leon Pa-
netta said: ‘“We’re within an inch of
war almost every day in that part of
the world,” talking about Asia, with
the threat of China in the South China
Sea, North Korea. As far as North Ko-
rean aggression is concerned, this ad-
ministration has basically done noth-
ing to counter that aggression.

Under the President’s watch, this re-
gime has grown even more hostile and
more dangerous because it is so unsta-
ble. In fact, when she was Secretary of
State, Secretary Clinton testified in
her confirmation hearing that her goal
was ‘“‘to end the North Korean nuclear
program.” That is what Secretary Clin-
ton said. Her goal was to end the North
Korean nuclear program. She even
promised to embark upon a very ag-
gressive effort to that effect.

We know what happened. Instead, she
adopted what was later
euphemistically called strategic pa-
tience. That is just another way of say-
ing doing nothing. In other words, this
more laid-back approach is simply lost
on tyrants like we see in North Korea,
and it certainly didn’t punish the
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North Korean leadership for its hos-
tilities.

We can’t continue down the reckless
path of ignoring challenges around the
world or retreating where people are
looking for American leadership. That
is why it is so critical that we dem-
onstrate our commitment to our men
and women in uniform by passing this
important Defense authorization bill
this week.

We have an all-volunteer military,
and that is a good thing. We have many
patriots who join the military, train,
and then are deployed all around the
world, as directed by the Commander
in Chief, but the idea that we would
not follow through on our commitment
to make sure they have the resources
they need is simply unthinkable.

I hope we will continue to make
progress on the Defense authorization
bill and make sure we provide the re-
sources, equipment, and authorization
they need in order to defend our coun-
try. Let’s get the NDAA, the Defense
authorization bill, done this week.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

The Senator from Arizona.

SYRIA

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, while we
are waiting for others to speak on the
floor, I think it is important to take a
moment to talk about the lead edi-
torial in this morning’s Washington
Post, which describes the events tran-
spiring in Syria, as we speak. The lead
editorial says:

Empty words, empty stomachs. Syrian
children continue to face starvation as an-
other Obama administration promise falls by
the wayside.

This is a devastating and true story.

It’s been nearly six months since the U.N.
Security Council passed a resolution de-
manding an end to the bombing and shelling
of civilian areas in Syria and calling for im-
mediate humanitarian access to besieged
areas. It’s been four months since Secretary
of State John F. Kerry described the sieges
as a ‘‘catastrophe” of a dimension unseen
since World War II and said that ‘‘all parties
of the conflict have a duty to facilitate hu-
manitarian access to Syrians in desperate
need.”

Those were the words of Secretary of
State John Kerry back in February.

The editorial continues:

By Monday, there still had been no food de-
liveries to Darayya in the Damascus sub-
urbs, the al-Waer district of Homs or several
of the other 19 besieged areas, with a popu-
lation of more than 500,000, identified by the
United Nations. Nor had there been airdrops.
None have been organized, and U.N. officials
say none are likely in the coming days. An-
other deadline has been blown, another red
line crossed—and children in the besieged
towns are still starving.

This is heartbreaking. It is heart-
breaking. It is heartbreaking. Children
in besieged towns are still starving.
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The editorial continues:

Over the weekend, Russian and Syrian
planes—

Our allies, the Russians—
heavily bombed civilian areas in rebel-held
areas of Aleppo and Idlib. The Syrian Observ-
atory for Human Rights said 500 civilians, in-
cluding 105 children, had been Kkilled in 45
consecutive days of bombing in Aleppo. The
‘“‘cessation of hostilities’’ negotiated by Mr.
Kerry in February, which was never fully ob-
served by Russia and Syria, has been shred-
ded.

And the Obama administration’s response?
It is still waiting patiently for the regime of
Bashar al-Assad to stop dropping barrel
bombs from helicopters on hospitals and
allow passage to aid convoys. It is still ask-
ing politely for Russia to stop bombing West-
ern-backed rebel units and to compel the
Assad regime to follow suit. “We expect the
regime to live up to its commitments,”” said
a State Department statement Monday. ‘“We
ask Russia to use its influence to end this in-
humane policy.” As for airdrops, ‘‘that’s a
very complex question,” said a spokes-
woman.

The promise of air delivery, it turns out,
was entirely rhetorical. On May 26, two sen-
ior U.N. officials publicly warned that a U.N.
air bridge could not be established without
permission from the Assad regime—the same
regime that was blocking food deliveries by
land. They called on the United States and
Russia to ‘“‘find a way’ to begin the oper-
ation. But neither the United States nor
Britain, the original proponent of the air-
drops, acted to make an operation possible.
Instead, they issued appeals to the Russian
government—the same government that is
systematically bombing civilian neighbor-
hoods of Aleppo and Idlib.

The British ambassador to the United Na-
tions hinted on Friday that if the Assad re-
gime kept preventing land and air raid deliv-
eries, his government ‘‘will consider other
actions.” The French ambassador to the
United Nations said ‘‘the Syrian regime is
continuing to systematically starve hun-
dreds of thousands of civilians. These are
war crimes . . . There is a strong momentum
here in the Security Council ... to say
‘enough is enough.’”

Strong words. Those are a Kerry specialty,
too. People in the besieged towns are ‘‘eating
leaves and grass or animals of one kind or
another that they can manage to capture,”
Mr. Kerry declared. Humanitarian access, he
said, ‘‘has to happen not a week from now

. it ought to happen in the first days.”
That was on February 2.

On February 2, the Secretary of
State declared humanitarian access
where 500,000 people were starving. On
February 2, he said that the humani-
tarian access ‘“‘has to happen not a
week from now . . . it ought to happen
in the first days.” It is shocking and
disgraceful. We should all be ashamed.
By the way, the people who we are
training to fight against ISIS are pro-
hibited from fighting against the guy
who is Dbarrel-bombing and Killing
these thousands of men, women, and
children—Bashar al-Assad. It is insan-
ity. History will judge this administra-
tion and its actions not only with
anger but with embarrassment. This is
a shameful chapter in American his-
tory.

I note the presence of the Senator
from Illinois.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, is there
an order of business that has been
agreed to by unanimous consent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
until 4 p.m. is equally divided.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I find it
hard to understand why anyone would
want to eliminate funding for mili-
tarily relevant defense medical re-
search—research that offers families
hope and improves and saves lives—es-
pecially now. When you look at the
body of medical research across all
Federal agencies, we are getting closer
to finding cures for certain cancers,
closer than ever to understanding how
to delay the onset of neurological dis-
eases like Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s,
closer than ever to developing a uni-
versal flu vaccine. Now is the time to
be ramping up our investment in med-
ical research, not scaling it back. Yet,
there are two provisions in this De-
fense authorization bill that would ef-
fectively end the Department of De-
fense medical research program. These
two provisions are dangerous. They cut
medical research funding, which will
cost lives—military lives and civilian
lives. That is why I filed a bipartisan
amendment, together with Senator
COCHRAN, the Republican chairman of
the Senate Appropriations Committee,
which will be considered by the Senate
this afternoon.

My legislation would remove Chair-
man MCCAIN’s provisions so that life-
saving research at the Department of
Defense can continue. Senator
McCAIN’s two provisions, found in sec-
tions 756 and 898, work hand in hand to
end the Department of Defense medical
research program.

His first provision requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to certify that each
medical research grant is ‘‘designed to
directly promote, enhance, and restore
the health and safety of members of
the Armed Forces’’—not veterans, not
retirees, not spouses of military mem-
bers, and not children of military fami-
lies. In my view, they are all part of
our national defense, and they should
all be covered by the DOD health care
system and research.

Senator MCCAIN’s second provision,
section 898, would require that medical
research grant applicants meet the
same accounting and pricing standards
that the Department requires for pro-
curing contracts. This is a dramatic
change in the law. It is the imposition
of miles of redtape on every medical re-
search grant. The regulations that he
has subjected them to apply to private
companies that sell the Department of
Defense goods and services, such as
weapon systems and equipment.
Among other things, it would require
the Defense Contract Audit Agency, or
DCAA, to conduct at least one, and
probably several, audits on each grant
recipient. Do you Lknow what that
means? It means there will be 2,433
more audits each year by the Defense
Contract Audit Agency. How are they
doing with their current workload?
They are behind on $43 billion worth of
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goods and services that is being pro-
cured by the Department of Defense,
and Senator MCCAIN would send them
at least 2,433 more audits next year.

Taxpayers deserve to know that their
money is well spent. The existing sys-
tem does just that. A grant application
now is carefully scrutinized, and
throughout the 24-year history of this
Defense research program, there have
only been a handful of instances where
serious questions have risen. No grant
makes it through this process without
first showing clear military relevance.
If an applicant fails that test, it is
over. If they clear it, they will be sub-
ject to a host of criticism and scrutiny
by researchers, and then representa-
tives from the National Institutes of
Health and the Department of Veterans
Affairs sit down and measure each
grant against existing research. These
rules are in place to protect taxpayers’
dollars, and they do. Senator MCCAIN is
now seeking to add miles of redtape to
a program in the name of protecting it.
His provisions go too far.

The Coalition for National Security
Research, which represents a broad co-
alition of research universities and in-
stitutes, wrote: ‘“These sections’—re-
ferring to Chairman MCCAIN’S sec-
tions—‘‘will likely place another ad-
ministrative burden on the DOD sci-
entific research enterprise and slow the
pace of medical innovation.”

When we asked the Department of
Defense to give us their analysis of
Chairman MCCAIN’s provisions, they
concluded—after looking at all of the
redtape created by Senator MCCAIN—
that these issues would lead to the fail-
ure of the Congressionally Directed
Medical Research Program. That is
clear and concise, and, sadly, it is accu-
rate.

What Senator MCCAIN has proposed
as a new administrative bureaucratic
burden on medical research at the De-
partment of Defense is not fiscally re-
sponsible, it doesn’t protect taxpayers,
and it is not in pursuit of small govern-
ment by any means. These provisions
are simply roadblocks.

Let’s talk for a minute about the
medical research funded by the Depart-
ment of Defense. Since fiscal year 1992,
this program has invested $11.7 billion
in innovative research. The U.S. Army
Medical Research and Materiel Com-
mand determines the appropriate re-
search strategy. They looked for re-
search gaps, and they want to fund
high-risk, high-impact research that
other agencies and private investors
may be unwilling to fund.

In 2004, the Institute of Medicine, an
independent organization providing ob-
jective analysis of complex health
issues, looked at the DOD medical re-
search program, and they found that
this program ‘‘has shown that it has
been an efficiently managed and sci-
entifically productive effort.”” The In-
stitute of Medicine went on to say that
this program ‘‘concentrates its re-
sources on research mechanisms that
complement rather than duplicate the
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research approaches of the major
funders of medical research in the
United States, such as industry and the
National Institutes of Health.” This
has been a dramatically successful pro-
gram.

I would like to point to a couple of
things that need to be noted in the
RECORD when it comes to the success of
this program. This morning Senator
MCcCAIN raised a question about fund-
ing programs that relate to epilepsy
and seizures when it comes to the De-
partment of Defense medical research
program. In a recent video produced by
the Citizens United for Research in
Epilepsy, they share heartbreaking sto-
ries of veterans suffering from post-
traumatic epilepsy and the recovery
challenges they face. They shared the
story of retired LCpl Scott Kruchten.
His team of five marines, during a rou-
tine patrol, drove over an IED. He was
the only survivor. He suffered severe
brain injury. Lance Corporal Kruchten
suffered a seizure inside the helicopter
while they were transporting him to
Baghdad for surgery. He has been on
medication ever since. In fact, seizures
set back all of the other rehabilitation
programs that injured veterans partici-
pate in and greatly slow their recovery.

Since the year 2000, over 300,000 Ac-
tive-Duty military servicemembers
have experienced an incident of trau-
matic brain injury. Many of them are
at risk of developing epilepsy. Post-
traumatic epilepsy comprises about 20
percent of all symptomatic epilepsy.
According to the American Epilepsy
Society, over 50 percent of traumatic
brain injury victims with penetrating
head injury from Korea and Vietnam
developed post-traumatic epilepsy. The
research we are talking about is rel-
evant to the military. It is relevant to
hundreds of thousands who have faced
traumatic brain injury. I don’t know
why Chairman MCCAIN pointed that
out this morning as an example of re-
search that is unnecessary to the De-
partment of Defense. It is clearly nec-
essary for the men and women who
serve our country.

Let me say a word about breast can-
cer too. In 2009, after serving the Air
Force for over 25 years, SMSgt Sheila
Johnson Glover was diagnosed with ad-
vanced stage IV breast cancer which
had spread to her liver and ribs. She
said breast cancer cut her military ca-
reer short. She was treated with
Herceptin, a drug developed with early
support from the Department of De-
fense medical research funding. Ac-
cording to Sheila, ‘It is a full circle
with me, giving 25 years of service in
the DOD and the Department of De-
fense giving me back my life as a
breast cancer patient.”

Sheila is not alone; 1 out of every 8
women is at risk of developing breast
cancer in her lifetime and 175,000
women are expected to be diagnosed
with the disease each year. With more
than 1.4 million Active-Duty females
and female spouses under the Federal
military health system, breast cancer
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research is directly related to our mili-
tary and our military community.

Breast cancer research started this
medical research program in the De-
partment of Defense. It was given a
mere $46 million at the start. Over the
span of the life of medical research pro-
grams at the Department of Defense, a
little over $11 billion has been spent.
Almost one-third of it has gone to
breast cancer research, and they have
come up with dramatic, positive re-
sults, such as the development of this
drug Herceptin.

The point I am getting to is this. If
you believe the military consists of
more than just the man or woman in a
uniform but consists of their families
and those who have served and who are
now veterans, if you believe their med-
ical outcomes are critically important
to the future of our military, then you
can understand why medical research
programs such as this one, which would
be virtually eliminated by Chairman
McCAIN’s language, is so important for
the future strength of our men and
women in uniform and the people who
support them.

Let me tell you about a constituent
who wrote me last month. This photo
shows Linda and Al Hallgren. Al is a
U.S. veteran, survivor of bladder can-
cer. Linda wrote to me and said:

When my husband was originally diagnosed
in 2013, our only options were bladder re-
moval followed by chemotherapy. Prognosis
based on his cancer was months to a year or
so. There were so many questions that came
to mind, primarily around, ‘“‘How did I get
this?”’

But as she pointed out to me, Al is a
fighter, a survivor. Two years later,
here they are, the two of them, enjoy-
ing a ride on a motorcycle.

When she passed along this photo,
here is what she said: ‘““We continue to
fight the battle and take moments out
to enjoy life to the fullest one day at a
time.”

She noted in her letter that there are
many risks with bladder cancer associ-
ated with military service. Smoking is
the leading cause. The incidence of
smoking among our military members
is entirely too high.

The Institute of Medicine also took a
look at the use of Agent Blue from 1961
to 1971 in the Vietnam war and its link-
age to bladder cancer. It is the fourth
most commonly diagnosed cancer
among veterans but only the 27th high-
est recipient of Federal research. So
the story of this family and what they
have been through raises an important
question. Do we have an obligation to
this individual who served our country,
served it honorably, came home and
suffered a serious medical illness? Do
we have an obligation, through medical
research, to try to find ways to make
his life better, to make sure we spare
him the pain that is associated with
many of the things that are linked to
his service in our military? Of course,
we do. So why do we go along with this
language that the chairman put in his
authorization bill to eliminate these
medical research programs?
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I mentioned earlier the advance-
ments that were made in breast cancer
research. In 1993, the Department of
Defense awarded Dr. Dennis Slamon
two grants totaling $1.7 million for a
tumor tissue bank to study breast can-
cer. He began his work several years
earlier with funding from the National
Cancer Institute, but researchers still
lacked the regular source of breast tis-
sue from women. That is when the DOD
funding made a difference. Dr.
Slamon’s DOD-funded work helped to
develop Herceptin, which I mentioned
earlier.

At lunch just a few minutes ago, we
heard from Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI.
She told about the lonely battle which
she fought for years for women to get
medical research. Sadly, the National
Institutes of Health and other places
were doing research only on men.
Thank goodness Senator MIKULSKI and
others spoke up. They spoke up and
NIH started changing its protocols.
Then they went to the Department of
Defense and said: We want you to focus
on breast cancer, if you will, for the
emerging role of women in our mili-
tary, and they did with dramatic re-
sults. Now comes a suggestion from
Chairman MCcCCAIN that we are to put
an end to this research. We should bur-
den it with more redtape. I don’t think
it makes sense. It certainly doesn’t
make sense for the men and women
serving in the military and the spouses
of the men who serve in the military
who certainly understand the impor-
tance of this research.

DOD-funded research developed a
neurocognitive test for diagnosing Par-
kinson’s disease. The Department of
Defense research also identified addi-
tional genetic risk factors for devel-
oping the disease, including two rare
variants that we now know connect the
risk for Parkinson’s with traumatic in-
jury to the head. What we find when we
look at the list of research, such as
Parkinson’s disease, and question why
that has any application to the mili-
tary, it is that they knew there was an
application, they knew there was a
connection, and it was worth seeking.

Here is the bottom line. People have
lived longer and more productive lives
because of DOD-funded medical re-
search, and we have an opportunity to
help even more people if my amend-
ment passes and we defeat the lan-
guage that is in this Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

Sixty-three Senators from 41 States,
both sides of the aisle, requested in-
creases in medical research for our
next fiscal year. We can’t earmark
where that research is going to take
place—that goes through a professional
process—but you can certainly point
out to the Department of Defense areas
where they might have some interest,
and they make the final decision.

If the McCain provisions become law,
they put an end to research programs
requested by a supermajority of the
Senate.
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Mr. President, how much time have I
used and how much time currently re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LANKFORD). There is 22% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DURBIN. I will yield the floor at
this point to see if others are seeking
recognition.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining for our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
30 minutes remaining for the majority.

Mr. GRAHAM. If it is OK with the
Senator, I will make a few comments.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. No. 1, when it comes
to Senator DURBIN, there is no stronger
voice for medical research in the Sen-
ate and he should be proud of that.

Senator DURBIN and I are cochairing
the NIH caucus, the National Insti-
tutes of Health, to make sure we take
the crown jewel of our research at the
Federal level and adequately fund it, to
try to make it more robust, and in
times of budget cuts, sequestration
across the board, I want to compliment
Senator BLUNT and Senator DURBIN and
others for trying to find a way to in-
crease NIH funding. I think we will be
successful, and a lot of credit will go to
Senator DURBIN.

As to the military budget, we are on
course to have the smallest Army since
1940. We are on course to have the
smallest Navy since 1915 and the small-
est Air Force in modern times. Mod-
ernization programs are very much
stuck in neutral. The wars continue,
and they are expanding. By 2021, if we
go back into a sequestration mode, we
will be spending half of normally what
we spend on defense in terms of GDP.

So to those who want to reform the
military, count me in. This will be one
of the most reform-minded packages in
the history of the Department of De-
fense. We are trying to address the top-
heavy nature of the military, where
general officer billets have exploded,
and make sure we have a leaner mili-
tary at the top and put our emphasis
on those out in the field fighting the
war.

We are dealing with the explosion of
contractors. We are looking at our
medical delivery systems anew. It has
all been bipartisan. Senator REED de-
serves a lot of credit with his Demo-
cratic colleagues to find ways to re-
form the military, not only to save
money but to improve the quality of
life of those in the military.

There is an obligation on all of us
who are considered defense hawks to
make sure the military works more ef-
ficiently. This bill drives contracting
away from cost-plus to fixed price. We
see a lot of overruns in terms of big-
ticket items—billions of dollars over
what was projected in terms of costs of
the F-35 and aircraft carriers. One of
the ways to change that problem is to
have the contractor have skin in the
game by having a fixed price rather
than cost-plus contracting.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I want to compliment Senators
McCAIN and REED for looking at the
way the military is being run and try-
ing to make it more efficient, under-
standing that reform is necessary.

Having said that, 50 percent of the
military’s budget, for the most part,
goes into personnel, and I believe we
need more people in the Army, not less.
So we can reform the military to save
money, and we should. We can bring
better business practices to the table,
and we should. We can modernize the
way we deliver health care to get out-
comes rather than just spending
money, and we should. We can look at
every part of the military and put it
under a microscope and make it more
efficient and make sure it is serving
the defense needs of the country.

Having said that, given the number
of ships we are headed toward, 278—
420,000 people in the Army—we need
more people to defend this Nation, and
we have an obligation to the people de-
fending the Nation to give them the
best equipment and take care of their
families. I am not looking for a fair
fight. I want to rebuild the military
and make sure our military has the
weapons systems that would deter war,
and if you had to go to war, to win it
as quickly as possible.

That gets us to medical research.
There is about $1 billion spent on med-
ical research within the Department of
Defense. What we are suggesting is
that we look at this account anew.
What the committee has decided to
do—Senator MCCAIN—is to say the Sec-
retary of Defense has to certify that
the money in the medical research
budget in the Department of Defense is
actually related to the defense world.
There are a lot of good things being
done in the Department of Defense in
terms of medical research, but the
question for us is, in that $1 billion,
how much of it actually applies to the
military itself because every dollar we
spend out of DOD’s budget for things
not related to defense hurts our ability
to defend the Nation.

It is not a slam on the things they
are doing. I am sure they are all worth-
while. The question is, Should that be
done somewhere else and should it
come out of a different pot of money?

So the two measures we are pro-
posing—to continue medical research
in the future, the Secretary of Defense
would have to certify that the medical
research program in question is related
to the Department of Defense’s needs,
and there is a pretty broad application
of what ‘‘need” is—traumatic brain in-
jury and all kinds of issues related to
veterans. Of the $1 billion, using the
criteria I have just suggested where
there is a certification, some of the
money will stay in the Department of
Defense, but some of it will not because
if we look at that $1 billion, a lot of it
is not connected to what we do to de-
fend the Nation.

The second requirement is that if
they are going to get research dollars,
they have to go through the same proc-
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ess as any other contractor to get
money from the Department of De-
fense. That means they are in the same
boat as anybody else who deals with
the Department of Defense. If that is a
redtape burden, then everybody who
deals with the Department of Defense
will share that burden. So rather than
just writing a check to somebody,
there is a process to apply for the
money and the contracting rules will
apply. These are the two changes—a
certification that the money being
spent on medical research benefits the
military, the Department of Defense,
and in order to get that money one has
to go through the normal contracting
procedures to make sure there is com-
petition and all the i’s are dotted and
t’s are crossed. I think that makes
sense.

I think some of the money we are
spending under the guise of military
Department of Defense research has
nothing to do with the Department of
Defense, and we need every dollar we
can find to defend the Nation. Many of
these programs are very worthwhile, I
am sure, and I would be willing to con-
tinue them somewhere else. I am sup-
porting a dramatic increase in NIH
funding. I am very much for research,
but if we are going to bring about
change in Washington, and if people
like me who want a stronger military
are going to advocate for a bigger mili-
tary, I think we have an obligation to
have a smarter, more reformed system.

I am not trying to have it both ways.
I am looking at how the Pentagon
works at every level, along with Sen-
ator MCCAIN, and we are bringing
structural changes that are long over-
due.

I want to compliment Senator REED,
who has been a great partner to Sen-
ator McCAIN. We don’t always agree,
but I think Senator REED has bought
into the idea that the Pentagon is not
immune from being reformed and the
status quo has to change.

So with all due respect to Senator
DURBIN, I think the provisions Senator
MCcCAIN has crafted make sense to me.
To get research dollars in the future,
the Secretary of Defense has to certify
that the money in question helps the
Department of Defense, and if one is
going to bid for the business, they
must go through the normal con-
tracting process to make sure it is
done right. Those are the only two
changes.

Those programs that will be knocked
out of the Department of Defense, I am
certainly willing to keep them funded
somewhere else. I think that is a long-
overdue reform.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
like to respond to my friend from
South Carolina. We are friends. We
have worked on a lot of things to-
gether. I hope we will continue to do so
in the future. We clearly see this issue
differently today.
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Two-tenths of 1 percent of the De-
partment of Defense appropriations
will go for medical research—about $1
billion in a budget of $5624 billion. It is
not an outrageous amount. We are not
funding medical research at the ex-
pense of being able to defend America.
Hardly anyone would argue that, but a
small percentage would. I can make an
argument—and I have tried effectively
here—that when it comes to the med-
ical research that is being done
through the Department of Defense, it
is extraordinary.

We have achieved so much for a mini-
mal investment in so many different
areas. I could go through the list—and
I will—of those areas of research that
have made such a big difference. I also
want to say that there are 149 univer-
sities, veterans organizations, and
medical advocacy groups that support
the amendment that I offered today.
The reason they support it is that what
has been suggested—that this is not
just another procedural requirement
being placed in front of these institu-
tions that want to do medical re-
search—really understates the impact
it will have.

The Department of Defense itself,
after analyzing the McCain language
that comes to us on this bill, said it
will create a burden, a delay, addi-
tional overhead costs. The one thing
we have not heard from Chairman
MCcCAIN or anyone on his side of the
issue is what is the reason for this?
Why are we changing a process that
has been used for 24 years? Has there
been evidence of scandal, of waste, of
abuse?

Out of the thousands and thousands
of research grants that have been
given, only a handful have raised ques-
tions, and very few of those go to the
integrity of the process. It has been a
question about the medical procedure
that was used. If we are going to im-
pose new bureaucracies, new redtape,
new requirements, new audits, why are
we doing it? If there is a need for it, I
will stand up with everyone here and
protect the taxpayers’ dollars. But that
is not really what is at stake here.

This morning on the floor, Chairman
McCAIN made it clear. He just does not
want medical research at the Depart-
ment of Defense. He wants it limited
strictly to certain areas and not to be
expanded to include the families of
those serving in our military—our vet-
erans—through the Department of De-
fense. That is his position. He can hold
that position. I certainly disagree with
it.

If we take an honest look at this,
what we have done in creating this new
bureaucracy and redtape is simply slow
down the process and make it more ex-
pensive. For one thing, each one of
these universities and each one of these
organizations has to go through an an-
nual audit—at least one. The agency
within the Department of Defense re-
sponsible for those audits is currently
overwhelmed, before this new McCain
requirement comes in for even more
audits.
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So it means the process slows down.
Research does not take place in a mat-
ter of months; it might be years. Do
you want to wait for years in some of
these instances? I don’t. I want timely
research to come up with answers to
questions that can spare people suf-
fering and spare expense to the fami-
lies as well as to the Department of De-
fense. When I go through the long list
of things that have been done through
these defense research programs, it is
amazing how many times they have
stepped up and made a serious dif-
ference.

Let me give you one other illustra-
tion. The incidence of blast injuries to
the eye has risen dramatically among
servicemembers of Iraq and Afghani-
stan due to explosive weapons such as
IEDs. Current protective eye equip-
ment—glasses, goggles, and face
shields—are designed to protect mainly
against high-velocity projectiles, not
blast waves from IEDs.

In Iraq and Afghanistan, upward of 13
percent of all injuries were traumatic
eye injuries, totaling more than 197,000.
One published study covering 2000 to
2010 estimated that deployment-related
eye injuries and blindness have cost a
total of $25 billion. Notably, eye-in-
jured servicemembers have only a 20-
percent return-to-duty rate compared
to an 80-percent rate for other battle
trauma.

Since 2009, $49 million in this Depart-
ment of Defense medical research pro-
gram has gone to research for the pre-
vention and treatment of eye injury
and disease that result in eye degenera-
tion and impairment or loss of vision.
From the Afghanistan and Iraq con-
flicts, a published study covering 2000
to 2010 estimated that these injuries
have cost a total of $25 billion. Eye-in-
jured soldiers have only 20-percent re-
turn-to-duty rates.

Research at Johns Hopkins, where
they received grants to study why eye
injuries make up such a high percent-
age of combat casualty, found that the
blast wave causes eye tissue to tear,
and protections like goggles can actu-
ally trap blast reverberations. Univer-
sity of Iowa researchers developed a
handheld device to analyze the pupil’s
reaction to light as a quick test for eye
damage.

So you look at it and say: Well, why
would we do vision research at the De-
partment of Defense? Here is the an-
swer: What our men and women in uni-
form are facing with these IEDs and
the blast reverberations—damage to
their eyesight and even blindness—
wasn’t being protected with current
equipment. Is this worth an investment
by the U.S. Government of less than
two-tenths of 1 percent of the Depart-
ment of Defense budget? I think it is. I
think it is critically important that we
stand behind this kind of research and
not second guess people who are in-
volved.

We are not wasting money in this re-
search; we are investing money in re-
search to protect the men and women
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in uniform and make sure their lives
are whole and make sure they are will-
ing and able to defend this country
when called upon.

This idea of Chairman MCcCAIN—of
eliminating this program with new bu-
reaucracy and redtape—is at the ex-
pense of military members, their fami-
lies, and veterans. We have made a
promise to these men and women who
enlisted in our military that we will
stand by them through the battle and
when they come home. That should be
a promise we keep when it comes to
medical research as well.

I retain the remainder of my time.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I want
to start by thanking Senator DURBIN,
Senator COCHRAN, and all my col-
leagues here today for their work to
support critical investments in medical
research at the Department of Defense.
I am proud to stand with them, but
frankly, I am also really disappointed
that we have to be here.

For decades, investments in medical
research by the Department of Defense
have advanced improvements in the
treatment of some of our toughest dis-
eases. DOD medical research funding
has led to the development of new risk
assessment tools that help evaluate the
likelihood of breast cancer recurrence,
as well as new tests to determine the
potential spread of a primary tumor. It
has helped advance research that could
lead to treatment for the debilitating
and, to-date, incurable disease ALS. It
is supporting ongoing research into im-
provements in cognitive therapy and
access to treatment for children with
autism. And I could go on.

DOD medical research programs have
had such an impact on the lives of tens
of millions of servicemembers and
their families, as well as patients
across the country. These programs
certainly don’t deserve to be on the
chopping block, so it is very con-
cerning to me that the defense author-
ization bill we are currently debating
would severely restrict the scope of
DOD research and undermine critical
DOD support for research efforts on ev-
erything from breast cancer, to MS, to
lung cancer, and much more.

If you are serving your country and
have a child struggling with autism or
if you are a veteran with severe hear-
ing loss or if you are one of the many
patients across the country waiting
and hoping for a treatment or cure
that hasn’t been discovered yet, I am
sure you would want to know that your
government is doing everything it can
to support research that could make
all the difference.

I am proud to be supporting the
amendment that we are discussing
today, which would ensure that
groundbreaking, and in some cases life-
saving, medical research at the Depart-
ment of Defense can continue, and I
urge all of my colleagues to join us.
Thank you.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, in this
promising time, there are no resources
too great to contribute to
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groundbreaking medical research. Key
discoveries, new technologies and tech-
niques, and tremendous leaps in our
knowledge and understanding about
disease and human health are being
made every day.

Biomedical research conducted by
the Defense Department has been a
critical tool in combatting rare dis-
eases here in the United States and
across the world. Since 1992, the De-
partment of Defense’s Congressionally
Directed Medical Research Program,
CDMRP, has invested billions of dollars
in lifesaving research to support our
servicemembers and their families, vet-
erans, and all Americans. I am proud to
have been involved with starting this
program, and I have fought year in and
year out to support it. As the Senate
continues to debate this year’s Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act,
NDAA, I am concerned that the Sen-
ate’s bill includes two harmful provi-
sions that would undermine medical re-
search in the CDMRP and erode these
paths to vital progress, taking hope
away from millions of Americans.

The CDMRP has long led to advance-
ments in the field of medicine. From
the development of early-detection
techniques for diagnosing cancer and
improving ways to restore mobility to
patients suffering from Amyotrophic
Lateral Sclerosis, ALS, to advancing
treatments for traumatic brain injury
and progressing the approval of drugs
to treat prostate and breast cancer.
For more than two decades, this valu-
able medical research program has in-
vested over $11 billion in the health of
our servicemembers and their families
and developed techniques to combat
various cancers and the many rare and
debilitating diseases faced by so many
Americans.

I was proud to be there from the start
of the CDMRP. Those efforts evolved
from linking a bill I coauthored in 1992
to create a national network of cancer
registries to assist researchers in un-
derstanding breast cancer, with an ef-
fort led by former Iowa Senator Tom
Harkin, myself, and several others, to
redirect military funds to breast can-
cer research. With the help of the late
Pat Barr of the Breast Cancer Network
of Vermont and the many others who
were the driving force behind national
breast cancer networks, the CDMRP
received its first appropriations of $210
million for breast cancer research in
the 1993 defense budget. Since then, the
program has invested $3 billion in
breast cancer research, leading to expo-
nential nationwide reductions in the
incidence of the disease. It was due to
these investments that Pat Barr her-
self was able to enjoy an active and ful-
filling life for decades after her own di-
agnosis and was able to spend so many
years fiercely fighting for the research
that has touched, improved or saved
millions of lives.

The structure of the CDMRP has al-
ways advanced biomedical research for
servicemembers and their families, as
well as the public at large. It is short-
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sighted and frustrating that two need-
less provisions have been dropped into
this year’s NDAA, which would bar the
Department of Defense from research-
ing the medical needs of military fami-
lies and veterans and require grant ap-
plications to comply with weapon sys-
tem acquisition rules instead of the
carefully peer-reviewed applications
process from which all good science
grows.

To redefine the definition of who can
benefit from lifesaving treatment and
research to cancer and other diseases is
misguided and counterproductive. If we
are to advance medicine in one popu-
lation, these tools should be made
available to everyone. If we change the
scope of these long fought efforts, we
deny researchers the knowledge they
need to carry out science that saves
lives. It hinders medical progress for
our children and grandchildren.

Whereas proponents of these provi-
sions claim they will bring cost savings
in the long term, we all know this is
simply not true. Disease does not dis-
criminate between servicemember,
family member, veteran, or civilian.
When it comes to medical research, we
shouldn’t either. That is why I am
proud to support the bipartisan Durbin
amendment to strike these unneces-
sary and hindering provisions from the
bill, which would needlessly block ac-
cess to innovative discoveries in these
burgeoning fields of medicine.

Biomedical research is a proven tool
that brings us closer every day to find-
ing cures and expanding treatments for
debilitating conditions across the
world. We cannot allow this year’s de-
fense authorization bill to deny our
veterans, the families of our service-
members, and other Americans victim-
ized by ravaging disease the promise of
such groundbreaking medical knowl-
edge. I urge all Senators to join me in
supporting Senator DURBIN’S amend-
ment and in defeating any provisions
in the bill that threaten the continued
success of the CDMRP. We must not
lose sight of the progress we have made
in the fight against breast cancer and
other debilitating conditions. This val-
uable medical research program has
paved the way for so many, and we
must keep it strong for generations to
come.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
22 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. I will just take a cou-
ple of minutes to Kkeep everybody
awake.

The history of this program is pretty
interesting. In 1992, by mandate, the
Congressionally Directed Medical Re-
search Program began within the De-
partment of Defense with an earmark
of $20 million for breast cancer. So,
back in 1992, somebody came up with
the idea that we should put some
money regarding breast cancer re-
search into the Department of Defense
bill.
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Everybody I know of wants to defeat
breast cancer and fund research at an
appropriate level. Why did they do it in
the Defense bill? Because the Defense
bill was going to pass. It is the one
thing around here that we all eventu-
ally get done because we have to defend
the Nation. So that idea of a $20 mil-
lion earmark for breast cancer—fast
forward from 1992 to now—is $900-some-
thing million of research at the De-
partment of Defense. It went from $20
million to $900 million. It has been
about $1 billion a year for a very long
time.

The reason these programs are put in
the Department of Defense—some of
them are related to the Department of
Defense and veterans; many of them
are not, and the ones that can make it
in this bill are going to get their fund-
ing apart from their traditional re-
search funding—is that the Depart-
ment of Defense will get funded.

All we are saying is that, given the
budget problems we have as a nation
and the constraints on our military
due to defense cuts and shrinking budg-
ets, now is the time to reevaluate the
way we do business. It is not that we
are against medical research in the De-
fense Department’s budget; we just
want it to be related to defense. I know
that is a novel idea, but it makes sense
to me.

All the things that Senator DURBIN
identified as being done in the Depart-
ment of Defense—I am sure most of
them are very worthy. Let’s just make
sure they are funded outside of the De-
partment of Defense because the
money is being taken away from de-
fending the Nation. Taking money out
of the Defense Department to do re-
search is probably not a smart thing to
do now if it is not related to defending
the Nation, given the state of the world
and the state of the military.

So this is business as usual, even if it
is just $900 million, which is still a lot
of money. I think it is time to relook
at the way we fund the Defense Depart-
ment and how it runs and try to get it
in a spot that is more sustainable. So
what have we done? We have said: You
can still do research at the Department
of Defense, but the Secretary of De-
fense has to certify it is related to our
defense needs—and a pretty liberal in-
terpretation of that.

If you are going to do research, you
have to go through the normal con-
tracting procedures that everybody
else has to go through. Those two
changes really make sense to me.

Here is the point: If you apply the
test that it has got to be related to de-
fending the Nation in a fairly liberal
interpretation, probably two-thirds or
three-fourths of this account would not
pass that test. So that means there is
going to be $600 million or $700 mil-
lion—maybe more—that will go to de-
fense needs, not research needs.

That doesn’t mean that we don’t
need to spend the money on research.
Most of it we probably do. The person
delivering this speech is also the co-
chairman of the NIH, which is the part
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of the government that does medical
research. I want to increase that budg-
et tremendously because the dividends
to the taxpayers and to our overall
health are real. I just don’t want to
continue to use the Defense Depart-
ment as a way to do research unrelated
to the defense needs of this country be-
cause I don’t think that is the right
way to do it.

When you are this far in debt and the
military is under this much pressure, it
is time for change. That is all this is—
making a commonsense change to a
practice that started at $20 million and
is now almost $1 billion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Almost
16 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me
respond to my friend from South Caro-
lina. I keep giving examples of medical
research in this program that relate di-
rectly to members of the military and
their families and to veterans. All I
hear back in return is: Well, we ought
to be doing this research someplace
else. Why? Don’t we want the research
to be done by the Department that has
a special responsibility to the men and
women in uniform and their families as
well as veterans?

Let me give you another example
that I think really helps to tell this
story of research that is jeopardized by
the McCain language in this authoriza-
tion bill. Joan Gray graduated from
West Point in the first class that in-
cluded women. She was commissioned
in the U.S. Army as a platoon leader,
commander, staff officer. After 5 years
of service, she sustained a spinal cord
injury in a midair collision during a
nighttime tactical parachute jump.
Joan Gray’s wounds required 12
vertebral fusions. She is now an ambu-
latory paraplegic and a member of the
Paralyzed Veterans of America.

Spinal injuries sustained from trau-
ma impact servicemembers deployed
overseas and in training. Over 5 per-
cent of combat evacuations in Iraq and
Afghanistan were for spinal trauma.
Spinal cord injuries require specialized
care and support for acute injury, dis-
ability adjustment, pain management,
quality of life.

Since 2009, Congress has appropriated
in this account—which is going to be
eliminated by this amendment—over
$157 million to research the entire con-
tinuum of prehospital care, treatment,
and rehab needs for spinal cord injury.
The amount and extent of bleeding
within the spinal cord can predict how
well an individual will recover from a
spinal cord injury.

Researchers at Ohio State University
and the University of Maryland at Bal-
timore examined why some injuries
cause more or less bleeding. They stud-
ied early markers of injury and found
an FDA-approved diabetes drug that
proved to reduce lesion size and injury
duration in spinal cord injuries. At the
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University of Pennsylvania, research-
ers have studied how to facilitate sur-
viving nerve axons to grow across an
injury site after spinal cord trauma to
improve nerve generation and
functionality.

Is this research important? I would
say it is. It is certainly important to
those who serve us. It is important to
their families as well. It should be im-
portant to all of us. Why are we cut-
ting corners when it comes to medical
research for our military and our vet-
erans? Why is this account, which is
less than two-tenths of 1 percent of
this total budget, the target they want
to cut? Medical research for the mili-
tary and the veterans—every single
grant that is approved has to go
through the test of military relevance.

It isn’t a question of dreaming up
some disease that might have an appli-
cation someplace in the world. A panel
looks at the research that is requested
and asks: Does this have relevance
today to our military and their fami-
lies and veterans as well? If it doesn’t
pass this test, it is finished. That is
why I am fighting to protect this
money. So much has come out of this
that it is of value to the men and
women in uniform and veterans. Put-
ting this new procedure in here making
them go through the procurement re-
quirements that we have for the larg-
est defense contractors in America is

unnecessary, burdensome, and will
delay this process and make it more
expensive.

I would like to hear from the other
side one example of abuse in these re-
search grants that would justify chang-
ing the rules that have been in place
for 24 years. Come up with that exam-
ple. You are going to be hard-pressed to
find it. After more than 2,000 of these
grants a year for years—it has gone on
for 24 years—I am waiting for the first
example.

What I think is really at stake here
is an effort to make it more difficult,
more cumbersome, and less appealing
to the universities to do this kind of
research, and we will be the lesser for
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
how much time is remaining on this
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
17 minutes remaining.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed 9 minutes and that Senator
JOHNSON then be allowed 5 minutes.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask unanimous
consent that the remaining time be for
the Senator from South Carolina.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
would you please let me know when 8
minutes has elapsed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The
Senator will be notified.
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(The remarks of Mr. ALEXANDER and
Mr. JOHNSON pertaining to the intro-
duction of S.J. Res. 34 are printed in
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to
first inquire how much is remaining on
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 11%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to
comment on the two pending amend-
ments.

I will begin by thanking my col-
league from South Carolina for his
thoughtful and kind words about the
collaboration we have both witnessed
on the committee as we brought this
bill to the floor under the leadership of
Chairman MCCAIN.

AMENDMENT NO. 4204

First, with respect to the Inhofe-Mi-
kulski amendment, I share their con-
cerns about the quality of com-
missaries. It is an essential service for
military personnel. In fact, it is really
in the fabric of military life, being able
to go to a commissary. It is an impor-
tant benefit, particularly for junior
members, those who aren’t as well paid
as more senior members of the mili-
tary. But both the chairman and my
colleagues on the committee—many of
them recognize the need to look for al-
ternate approaches for delivering serv-
ices to military families but doing so
in a way that can save resources that
could be used for operations and main-
tenance, for training, equipment—all
the critical needs we are seeing much
more clearly at this moment.

So we have proposed—and I support
the chairman’s proposal—to try a pilot
program for commissaries that would
be run by commercial entities. I think
there is merit to this proposal. I want
to emphasize that it is a pilot program.
It is not a wholesale replacement of the
commissary system. It is designed to
test in real time whether a commercial
entity can effectively use the resources
and the operation of the commissary to
better serve military personnel.

We have come a long way from years
ago when the commissary was prac-
tically the only place a servicemember
could get groceries or get the supplies
they need for their home. Today, go
outside any military base and you will
see a Target, a Walmart, and every
other combination of stores. Frankly,
our young soldiers, sailors, marines,
and airmen are used to going there.
They are used to going to both places
looking for bargains. They are used to
the service. This is no longer the iso-
lated military of decades ago where lit-
erally the only place you could shop
was the commissary, and I think we
have to recognize that.

The other thing we have to recognize
is that there is now an interest by
many grocery chains to test this
model, to see if, in fact, they can de-
liver better services to military per-
sonnel.
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I think that test should be made.
That is the essence of the proposal
within the Armed Services Committee
mark. There is an ongoing study of this
by the Department of Defense which I
think is helpful. Part of the conclusion
is this: “The Department is critically
assessing the privatization of all por-
tion(s) of the commissary system.” I
will emphasize that this amendment
does not support the privatization of
all commissary systems at this time;
they are looking at that issue. ‘‘Initial
conversations with interested business
entities informed the Department of
private sector willingness to engage,
which is leading to more thorough
market analysis, including a more for-
mal Request for Information.”” This re-
quest was issued in May, just a few
weeks ago.

I think we are now positioned to
move forward and test this model, and
that is what we are asking for—a pilot
test. It is sensible. It is limited. We
will learn quite quickly and very effec-
tively whether this model works and
what its potential is. I think in that
process, too, we can conduct it in such
a way that we will be able to structure,
if it is a valuable enterprise, relation-
ships between commercial entities that
not only protect military personnel but
enhance their experience at the com-
missary. That is the goal. It is not just
to save dollars—that is important—but
also to make sure that their experience
in the commissary is both adequate
and, in effect, more than adequate.

Mr. President, let me turn to Senator
DURBIN’s amendment very quickly. I
support this amendment. The reason I
do is not only because of the eloquence
of the Senator from Illinois about the
success of this program. But how we
got here, as described by my colleague,
to me, is a crucial point. It is a com-
bination of history, of rules, of budg-
eting 20-plus years ago. But in the in-
terim we have been able to create a
useful medical research enterprise
which I think will be dismantled—not
intentionally. That is not the intent of
the chairman or of any of the sup-
porters of this provision in the bill. In
fact, as the chairman said, he would
stand up and support reallocating these
funds someplace else. My colleague
from South Carolina suggested, I be-
lieve, NIH. But if we look at how dif-
ficult it is to fund the Health and
Human Services budget here—and this
is what drives it—the reality is if these
funds are taken out of this bill, they
will not reappear, even through the
best and sincere efforts of many of my
colleagues, elsewhere. We will lose this
funding, and we will lose hugely valu-
able resources.

As to the whole issue with certifi-
cation by the Secretary of Defense, if
we step back, this research has been so
effective, and there is a linkage to
every military member. It might not
be as dramatic as a prosthesis to fix
someone who lost their limb in combat,
but certainly their wife, their child—
pediatric diseases—may be affected.
This research affects every American.
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For those reasons, I am going to sup-
port Senator DURBIN’s amendment. He
has stated the case very well about un-
intended overhead caused by the cer-
tification process and all of the related
issues. But I think the essence here is
we have a valuable national resource
that through the history and the bu-
reaucratic and congressional proce-
dures and policies has been embedded
in the Defense Department. If we do
not support Senator DURBIN’s amend-
ment, we will lose that. We won’t re-
capture it elsewhere in another spend-
ing bill or in another authorization
bill. I just think it is too much to lose.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority has 5 minutes, and the majority
has 5% minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
Senator REED for his comments in sup-
port of my amendment. This is about
medical research, and if I have a pas-
sion for the subject, I do. Certainly, I
believe most of us do.

There comes a point in your life
where you get a diagnosis or news
about someone you love, and you pray
to goodness that there has been some
research to develop a drug or a proce-
dure or a device which gives them a
chance for life.

Do I want to invest more money in
medical research so that there are
more chances for life? You bet I do.
And I believe our highest priority
should be the men and women in uni-
form and their families and our vet-
erans. That is why I will stand here
today and defend this Department of
Defense medical research program for
as long as I have breath in my lungs. I
believe it is essential that once we
have made the promise to men and
women in uniform, we stand by them
and we keep our word, and our word
means standing by medical research.

Some have made light of issues being
investigated under medical research—
not anyone on the floor today, but oth-
ers.

Prostate cancer. What are they doing
investigating prostate cancer at the
Department of Defense? Servicemem-
bers are twice as likely to develop pros-
tate cancer as those who don’t serve in
the military. Why? I don’t know the
answer. Is it worth the research to an-
swer that question? Of course it is.

Alzheimer’s and Department of De-
fense medical research. For the men
and women who served our country and
have experienced a traumatic brain in-
jury, their risk of developing Alz-
heimer’s disease is much higher. For
those suffering from post-traumatic
stress disorder, the risk is also higher.
So, as to Alzheimer’s research at the
Department of Defense, here is the rea-
son.

Lou Gehrig’s disease, or ALS. We
sure know that one; don’t we? Accord-
ing to the ALS Association, military
veterans are twice as likely to be diag-
nosed with ALS relative to the general
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population. Why? Should we ask the
question? Do we owe it to the men and
women in uniform to ask this question
about ALS? We certainly do.

Lung cancer. Of course there is too
much smoking in the military and that
is part of the reason, but the incidence
is higher.

Gulf war illness. It wasn’t until the
Department of Defense initiated its re-
search that we finally linked up why so
many gulf war veterans were coming
home sick. Now we are treating them,
as we should.

There is traumatic brain injury, spi-
nal cord injury, epilepsy, and seizure.
The list goes on. To walk away from
this research is to walk away from our
promise to the men and women in uni-
form, their families, and our veterans.
I am not going to stand for that. I hope
the majority of the Senate will support
my effort to eliminate this language
that has been put into the Department
of Defense authorization bill, and say
to the chairman, once and for all: Stop
this battle against medical research.
There are many ways to save money in
the Department of Defense. Let’s not
do it at the expense of medical re-
search and at the expense of the well-
being of the men and women who serve
our country.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

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

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, as to
the Durbin amendment, I want people
to understand what we are trying to
do.

There is $900 million spent on med-
ical research in the Department of De-
fense. All we are asking is that the
money being spent be related to the de-
fense needs of this country. Of that $900
million, probably two thirds of the re-
search money will not pass the test of
being related to the Defense Depart-
ment.

If you care about the men and women
in uniform—which we all do—that is
probably $600 million or $700 million to
help a military that is in decline.

In terms of research dollars, I have
worked with Senators DURBIN, ALEX-
ANDER, and BLUNT to increase NIH
funding. This idea of taking money out
of the Defense Department’s budget to
do medical research unrelated to the
defense needs of this country needs to
stop because the military is under
siege. We have the smallest Navy since
1915 and the smallest Army since 1940.
If we really want to reform the way
things are done up here, this is a good
start.

To those programs that don’t make
the cut in DOD, we will have to find
another place. If they make sense, I
will help you find another place. To
those medical research items that sur-
vive the cut, they are going to have to
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go through the normal contracting pro-
cedure to make sure we are doing it
competitively.

I don’t think that is too much to ask.
If you want things to change in Wash-
ington, somebody has to start the proc-
ess of change. It is long overdue to stop
spending money in the Department of
Defense’s budget for things unrelated
to the Department of Defense, even
though many of them are worthy.

The point we are trying to make is
that our military needs every dollar it
can get, and we need to look at the way
we are doing business anew. That is ex-
actly what this bill does, and Senator
DURBIN takes us back to the old way of
doing it.

Finally, the whole idea of medical re-
search in the Department of Defense
budget started with a $20 million ear-
mark for breast cancer that is now $900
million. Why? Because if you can make
it into DOD’s bill, you are going to get
your program funded. It is not about
medical research. It is about the power
of somebody to get the medical re-
search program in the budget of the
Department of Defense. It is not a
merit-based process. It needs to be.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One

minute, 45 seconds.

Mr. DURBIN. And on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute, 15 seconds.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will
conclude.

I would just say to my friend from
South Carolina that I have gone
through a long list of research projects
at the Department of Defense and their
medical research program, and each
and every one of them I have linked up
to medical families and peculiar cir-
cumstances affecting our military.
That is why I think this Department of
Defense medical research is so critical.

I have yet to hear the other side say
that one of these is wasteful, and they
can’t. If our men and women in uni-
form are suffering from gulf war ill-
nesses, of course we want the Depart-
ment of Defense or any other medical
research group to try to find out what
is the cause of the problem and what
we can do about it.

When it comes to the incidents of
cancer being higher among veterans,
are you worried about that? I sure am.
Why would it be? Should we ask that
question? Of course we should. And we
do that through legitimate medical re-
search.

Here is what the Institute of Medi-
cine said about this medical research
program: It ‘“‘has shown that it has
been an efficiently managed and sci-
entifically productive effort and that it
is a valuable component of the nation’s
health research enterprise.”

This is not wasted money. This is
medical research for the men and
women in uniform, their families, and
the veterans who served this country. I
will stand here and fight for it every
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minute. To those who say we will
strengthen our military if we do less
medical research on behalf of the men
and women in uniform and veterans,
that doesn’t make us a stronger mili-
tary.

Let us keep our word to the men and
women in uniform and to the veterans.
We have told them we would stand be-
hind them when they came home, and
we have to keep our word.

I ask unanimous consent that a list
of 147 organizations that support the
Durbin amendment be printed in the
RECORD.

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

GROUPS OPPOSING SECTIONS 756/898 &
SUPPORTING DURBIN AMDT #4369

Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics, Ac-
tion to Cure Kidney Cancer, Adult Con-
genital Heart Association, Alliance for
Lupus Research/Lupus Research Institute,
ALS Association, Alzheimer’s Association,
American Academy of Dermatology Associa-
tion, American Academy of Pediatrics,
American Association for Cancer Research,
American Association for Dental Research,
American Association of Clinical Urologists,
American Brain Tumor Association, Amer-
ican Cancer Society Cancer Action Network,
American Congress of Obstetricians and
Gynecologists, American Dental Association,
American Diabetes Association, American
Gastroenterological Association, American
Heart Association, American Lung Associa-
tion, American Psychological Association.

American Society of Tropical Medicine and
Hygiene, American Society of Nephrology,
American Thoracic Society, American
Urological Association, Aplastic Anemia and
MDS International Foundation, Arthritis
Foundation, Association of American Cancer
Institutes, Association of American Medical
Colleges, Association of American Univer-
sities, Association of Public and Land-grant
Universities, Asbestos Disease Awareness Or-
ganization, Asthma and Allergy Foundation
of America, Autism Speaks, AVAC: Global
Advocacy for HIV Prevention, Bladder Can-
cer Advocacy Network, Cancer Support Com-
munity, Caring Together New York, Chil-
dren’s Heart Foundation, Children’s Tumor
Foundation, Citizens United for Research in
Epilepsy (CURE), Coalition for National Se-
curity Research (CNSR), Cold Spring Harbor
Laboratory, Colon Cancer Alliance, Crohn’s
and Colitis Foundation of America,
CureHHT.

Debbie’s Dream Foundation: Curing Stom-
ach Cancer, Digestive Disease National Coa-
lition, Duke University, Duke University
School of Medicine, Dystonia Medical Re-
search Foundation, Elizabeth Glaser Pedi-
atric AIDS Foundation, Endocrine Society,
Esophageal Cancer Action Network, Inc.,
Fight Colorectal Cancer, FORCE: Facing Our
Risk of Cancer Empowered, Foundation for
Women’s Cancer, Foundation to Eradicate
Duchenne, Georgetown University, GBS/
CIDP Foundation International, Hartford
HealthCare Center, Hepatitis Foundation
International, HIV Medicine Association,
Hydrocephalus Association, Indiana Univer-
sity, Infectious Diseases Society of America,
International Foundation for Functional GI
Disorders, International Myeloma Founda-
tion.

Interstitial Cystitis Association, Johns
Hopkins University, Kidney Cancer Associa-
tion, LAM Foundation, Lineberger Clinic
Cancer Center at the University of North
Carolina, Littlest Tumor Foundation, Living
Beyond Breast Cancer, Lung Cancer Alli-

S3503

ance, Lupus Foundation of America,
Lymphangiomatosis & Gorham’s Disease Al-
liance, Lymphoma Research Foundation,
Malecare Cancer Support, Melanoma Re-
search Foundation, The Michael J. Fox
Foundation for Parkinson’s Research, Michi-
gan State University, Minnesota Ovarian
Cancer Alliance, Muscular Dystrophy Asso-
ciation, National Alliance for Eye and Vision
Research, National Association of Nurse
Practitioners In Women’s Health, National
Autism Association, National Breast Cancer
Coalition, National Fragile X Foundation,
National Gulf War Resource Center, National
Kidney Foundation.

National Multiple Sclerosis Society, Na-
tional Ovarian Cancer Coalition, NephCure
Kidney International, Neurofibromatosis Ar-
izona, Neurofibromatosis Central Plains,
Neurofibromatosis Michigan, Neurofibro-
matosis (NF) Midwest, Neurofibromatosis
Network, Neurofibromatosis Northeast,
Nurse Practitioners in Women’s Health, The
Ohio State University, Oncology Nursing So-
ciety, Ovarian Cancer Research Fund Alli-
ance, Pancreatic Cancer Action Network,
Parent Project Muscular Dystrophy (PPMD),
Pediatric Congenital Heart Association,
Penn State University, Prostate Cancer
Foundation, Prostate Health Education Net-
work, Pulmonary Hypertension Association,
Research!America.

RESULTS, Rettsyndrome.org, Rutgers,
The State University of New Jersey, Sabin
Vaccine Institute, Scleroderma Foundation,
Sleep Research Society, Society of
Gynecologic Oncology, State University of
New York, Susan G. Komen, Treatment Ac-
tion Group, TB Alliance, Texas
Neurofibromatosis Foundation, Theresa’s
Research Foundation, Tuberous Sclerosis Al-
liance, University of Arizona Cancer Center
at Dignity Health St. Joseph’s Hospital and
Medical Center, University of California-
Irvine, University of California System, Uni-
versity of Central Florida, University of
Kansas, University of Kansas Medical Cen-
ter, University of Pittsburgh, University of
Washington, University of Wisconsin-Madi-
son, US Hereditary Angioedema Association.

Us TOO International Prostate Cancer
Education and Support Network, The V
Foundation for Cancer Research, Vanderbilt
University, Veterans for Common Sense,
Veterans Health Council, Vietnam Veterans
of America, Washington Global Health Alli-
ance, Washington State Neurofibromatosis
Families, Weill Cornell Medicine,
WomenHeart: The National Coalition for
Women with Heart Disease, Young Survival
Coalition, ZERO-The End of Prostate Can-
cer.

AMENDMENT NO. 4369

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 4369.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 4369.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that certain provisions

in this Act relating to limitations, trans-

parency, and oversight regarding medical

research conducted by the Department of
Defense shall have no force or effect)

At the end of subtitle C of title VII, add
the following:
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SEC. 764. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS
RELATING TO LIMITATIONS, TRANS-
PARENCY, AND OVERSIGHT REGARD-
ING MEDICAL RESEARCH CON-
DUCTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE.

(a) MEDICAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
PROJECTS.—Section 756, relating to a prohi-
bition on funding and conduct of certain
medical research and development projects
by the Department of Defense, shall have no
force or effect.

(b) RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION EFFORTS AND PROCUREMENT AC-
TIVITIES RELATED TO MEDICAL RESEARCH.—
Section 898, relating to a limitation on au-
thority of the Secretary of Defense to enter
into contracts, grants, or cooperative agree-
ments for congressional special interest
medical research programs under the con-
gressionally directed medical research pro-
gram of the Department of Defense, shall
have no force or effect.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
Durbin amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
and the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WARNER) are necessarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 32, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 90 Leg.]

YEAS—66
Alexander Feinstein Mikulski
Ayotte Franken Moran
Baldwin Gardner Murkowski
Bennet Gillibrand Murphy
Blumenthal Grassley Murray
Blunt Heinrich Nelson
Booker Heitkamp Peters
Boozman Heller Portman
Boxer Hirono Reed
Brown Hoeven Reid
Burr Isakson Schatz
Cantwell Johnson Schumer
Capito Kaine Shaheen
Cardin King Shelby
Carper Kirk Stabenow
Casey Klobuchar Tester
Cassidy Leahy Thune
Cochran Manchin Udall
Collins Markey Warren
Coons McCaskill Whitehouse
Donnelly Menendez Wicker
Durbin Merkley Wyden

NAYS—32
Barrasso Flake Roberts
Coats Graham Rounds
Corker Hatch Rubio
Cornyn Inhofe Sasse
Cotton Lankford Scott
Crapo Lee Sessions
Cruz McCain Sullivan
Dan}es McConnell Tillis
Enzi Paul Toomey
Ernst Perdue Vitter
Fischer Risch

NOT VOTING—2

Sanders Warner

The amendment (No. 4369) was agreed

to.
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(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)

VOTE EXPLANATION
e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, due to
a prior commitment, I regret I was not
present to vote on Senate amendment
No. 4369, offered by Senator DURBIN. I
am a cosponsor of this amendment, and
had I been present, I would have voted
in support of the amendment. The
CDMRP has produced breakthroughs in
treatment for a variety of diseases and
medical conditions, and it deserves our
continued support.e

AMENDMENT NO. 4204

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided, in relation to the Inhofe
amendment.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a year
ago, when we were considering this
same bill, the language of the bill that
was presented to us had a pilot pro-
gram that would temporarily look at
privatizing five commissaries. We
elected not to do that.

We had an amendment at that time
with 25 cosponsors, and it was not nec-
essary to actually have a rollcall vote,
and it overwhelmingly was passed that
we would not do that until we had a
study of DOD with an assessment by
GAO on privatization. That has not
happened yet. The initial report came
out from GAO and it is negative on
having the privatization language at
this point.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
AYOTTE). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. REED. Madam President, the
key aspect of this legislation that was
included in the committee mark is that
it is a pilot, and I believe, along with
the chairman, this is the best way to
evaluate the merits or demerits of pri-
vatization of commissaries.

It will allow an evaluation that is
not theoretical, not a report but an ac-
tual company actively engaged in run-
ning a facility. The goal is not just to
maintain the commissaries, the goal is
to enhance the value of service to men
and women. I think, along with the
chairman, this approach is an appro-
priate approach and would do just that.

I urge rejection of the Inhofe amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has 7 seconds.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, we
have 40 cosponsors. I advise each Sen-
ator to look at the cosponsors before
voting on this. However, I would have
no objection to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

The question is on agreeing to the
Inhofe amendment No. 4204.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.
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The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
and the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WARNER) are necessarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 28, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 91 Leg.]

YEAS—T0
Alexander Franken Nelson
Ayotte Gardner Peters
Baldwin Gillibrand Reid
Barrasso Grassley Roberts
Bennet Hatch Rounds
Blumenthal Heinrich Rubio
Blunt Heitkamp Schatz
Booker Heller Schumer
Boozman Hirono Scott
Boxer Inhofe .

R Sessions
Brown Kaine
Burr Kirk Shaheen
Cantwell Klobuchar Shelby
Capito Lankford Stabenow
Cardin Leahy Sullivan
Casey Markey Tester
Cochran McCaskill Tillis
Collins Menendez Udall
Coons Merkley Vitter
Cornyn Mikulski Warren
Donnelly Moran Whitehouse
Durbin Murkowski Wicker
Enzi Murphy Wyden
Feinstein Murray

NAYS—28
Carper Flake Paul
Cassidy Graham Perdue
Coats Hoeven Portman
Corker Isakson Reed
Cotton Johnson Risch
Crapo King Sasse
gn_lz hee b Thune

aines anchin
Ernst McCain Toomey
Fischer McConnell
NOT VOTING—2

Sanders Warner

The amendment (No. 4204) was agreed
to.

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)

VOTE EXPLANATION

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, due to
a prior commitment, I regret I was not
present to vote on Senate amendment
No. 4204, offered by Senator INHOFE. I
am a cosponsor of this amendment, and
had I been present, I would have voted
in support of the amendment. It would
be imprudent for Congress to authorize
this privatization, possibly jeopard-
izing an important benefit for our mili-
tary men and women, their families, as
well as retired servicemembers, before
receiving the thorough study on the
potential impacts as requested in last
year’s National Defense Authorization
Act.e

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, it is
my understanding that we are trying
to set up the amendment and second-
degree amendment on the increase of
an authorization of $17 billion. It is my
understanding there will also be a sec-
ond-degree amendment.

I just want to say a few words about
the amendment which is pending. We
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were trying to reach an agreement as
to when we will have debate and vote
on both the second degree and the
amendment itself.

I would point out that the unfunded
requirements of the military services
total $23 billion for the next fiscal year
alone. Sequestration threatens to re-
turn in 2018, taking away another $100
billion from our military. The amend-
ment would increase defense spending
by $18 billion.

I will be pleased to go through all of
the programs where there is increased
spending, but I would point out that
those increases were in the 5-year de-
fense plan but were cut because of the
authorization of $17 billion—the Presi-
dent’s request of $17 billion from what
we had last year.

From a quick glance around the
world, I think we can certainly make
one understand that the world is not a
safer place than it was last year. We
are cutting into readiness, mainte-
nance, and all kinds of problems are be-
ginning to arise in the military.

My friend from Rhode Island and I
will be discussing and debating both
the second-degree amendment and the
amendment, and hopefully we will have
votes either tomorrow or on Thursday,
depending on negotiations between the
leaders.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Madam President, I thank
and commend the chairman. As he in-
dicated, he has proposed an amend-
ment, and he is also allowing us to pre-
pare a second-degree amendment,
which I would like to offer as soon as it
is ready and then conduct debate on a
very important topic; that is, investing
in our national security in the broadest
sense and doing it wisely and well.
Then, I would hope again—subject to
the deliberations of the leaders on both
sides—that we could have a vote on
both the underlying amendment and
the second-degree amendment tomor-
row or the succeeding day.

Again, I thank the chairman for not
only bringing this issue to the floor but
also for giving us the opportunity to
prepare an appropriate amendment.

Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I un-
derstand that the Senator from OKkla-
homa and the Senator from New Mex-
ico are interested in getting non-
controversial legislation up and com-
pleted. I am more than pleased to yield
time from our discussion of the Defense
authorization bill for the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. If the Senator would
yield, I would appreciate that very
much. We are talking about the TSCA
bill, and it is one that is almost a
must-pass type of bill. We have support
on both sides—I think almost total
support. If we could have another 10
minutes to talk to a couple of people, I
would like to make that motion.
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If you could, go ahead and talk about
the Defense bill.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator
from OKklahoma. When he gets ready,
we will obviously be ready to yield to
the Senator from Oklahoma for consid-
eration of that important legislation.

In the meantime, I would like to
point out that, as part of this package
of $18 billion, it increases the military
pay raise to 2.1 percent. The current
administration’s budget request sets
pay raises at 1.6 percent.

It fully funds troops in Afghanistan
at 9,800. The budget request of the
President funds troop levels at 6,217.

It stops the cuts to end strength and
capacity. It restores the end strength
for Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air
Force. For example, it cancels the
planned reduction of 15,000 active Army
soldiers. If the planned reduction actu-
ally was implemented, we would have
one of the smallest armies in history,
certainly in recent history.

It funds the recommendations of the
National Commission on the Future of
the Army. It includes additional fund-
ing for purchasing 36 additional UH-60
Black Hawk helicopters, 5 AH-64
Apaches, and 5 CH-47 Chinook heli-
copters. I would point out that all of
those were in keeping with the rec-
ommendations of the National Com-
mission on the Future of the Army.

It adds $2.2 billion to readiness to
help alleviate problems each of the
military services are grappling with. Of
the $23 billion in unfunded require-
ments received by the military serv-
ices, almost $7 billion of it was identi-
fied as readiness related.

It addresses the Navy’s ongoing
strike fighter shortfall and the U.S.
Marine Corps aviation readiness crisis
by increasing aircraft procurement. It
addresses high priority unfunded re-
quirements for the Navy and Marine
Corps, including 14 F/A-18 Super Hor-
nets and 11 F-35 Joint Strike Fighters.

It supports the Navy shipbuilding
program, and it provides the balance of
funding necessary to fully fund the ad-
ditional fiscal year 2016 DDG-51 Arleigh
Burke-class destroyer. It restores the
cut of the one littoral combat ship in
fiscal year 2017.

It supports the European Reassur-
ance Initiative with the manufacturing
and modernization of 14 M1l Abrams
tanks and 14 M2 Bradley fighting vehi-
cles.

There is also increased support for
Israeli cooperation on air defense pro-
grams of some $200 million.

What this is is an effort to make up
for the shortfall that would bring us up
to last year’s number—last year’s.
Again, I want to point out—and we will
talk more about it—we have all kinds
of initiatives going on. We have an in-
crease in troops’ presence in Iraq and
Syria; we are having much more par-
ticipation in the European reassurance
program; and there is more emphasis
on our rebalancing in Asia. At the
same time, we are cutting defense and
making it $17 billion lower than the

S3505

military needed and planned for last
year.

I hope that my colleagues would un-
derstand and appreciate the need, par-
ticularly when we look at the deep cuts
and consequences of reductions in read-
iness, training, and other of the intan-
gibles that make the American mili-
tary the great organization—superior
to all potential adversaries—that it is.

I hope my colleagues will look at
what we are proposing for tomorrow. I
know the other side will have a second-
degree amendment as well. I haven’t
seen it, but I would be pleased to give
it utmost consideration, depending on
its contents.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President,
after Memorial Day and a day after the
72nd anniversary of D-day and at a
time when we live in a more and more
dangerous world with threats from
North Korea, China, Russia, and ISIS,
it is appropriate that we are on the
floor talking about our military, talk-
ing about helping our troops, and doing
so by strengthening our military.

Senator MCcCAIN, who is the chairman
of the committee, just talked about the
fact that there is a pay raise here.
There is also an assurance to our mili-
tary that we are not going to have the
kind of end strength that puts us in
more peril.

I applaud him and I applaud Senator
REED for their work on this bill. I in-
tend to support this bill, and I hope we
continue to make progress this week
on it.

COMPREHENSIVE ADDICTION AND RECOVERY BILL

Madam President, I am up today to
talk about something different. It is
another fight that we have, and that is
with this terrible epidemic of heroin
and prescription drugs. We now have a
situation where 129 people on average
are dying every single day. We have in
my home State of Ohio and around the
country epidemic levels not just of her-
oin and prescription drugs but now
fentanyl, which is a synthetic form of
heroin. It is affecting every community
and every State.

This is the eighth time I have come
on the floor to talk about this issue
since the Senate passed their legisla-
tion on March 10—every week we have
been in session since then. Initially, I
came to encourage the House to act
and urge them to move on it. They did
that a couple weeks ago. Now I am urg-
ing the House and the Senate to come
together because we have some dif-
ferences in our two approaches to this,
but for the most part we have com-
monality. There is common ground on
how to deal with this issue: more pre-
vention and education, better treat-
ment and recovery, helping our law en-
forcement to be able to deal with it.

My message is very simple. We know
what is in the House bill. We know
what is in the Senate bill. We are start-
ing to work together to find a way to
come together. That is good. We need
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to do that as soon as possible. This
isn’t like other issues we address on
the floor, with all due respect. This is
an emergency back home. This is one
we know the Federal Government can
be a better partner with State and
local governments and with nonprofits.
The Presiding Officer has been very in-
volved in this issue over time. When we
g0 home, we hear about it. This affects
every single State. That is why we had
a 94-to-1 vote in this Chamber. That
never happens around here. We were on
the floor for 22 weeks, and by the end
of the debate practically every single
Senator who voted said this is a key
issue back home. I like this bill be-
cause it is comprehensive, it is com-
mon sense. We need to support it.
There is a real crisis out there, and
this is a genuinely comprehensive solu-
tion to the crisis. We have the common
ground. We need to move forward and
do so soon.

In 88 days, since the Senate passed
the legislation on March 10, more than
10,000 Americans—10,000 Americans—
have died of drug overdoses from
opioids. That doesn’t include the hun-
dreds of thousands of others who have
not died from an overdose but are cas-
ualties. They have lost a job. They
have broken their relationship with
their family, with loved ones. They
have been driven to pay for drugs by
going to crime. They have lost hope.
There are now an estimated 200,000 in
Ohio who are suffering from addiction
to heroin and prescription drugs. That
is the size of the city of Akron, OH, a
major city in my State. It is urgent.
People understand it. There is a new
poll showing that 3 in 10 Ohioans know
someone struggling with an opioid ad-
diction. They know people—their fam-
ily members, their friends, their co-
workers, their fellow parishioners,
their neighbors—who are experiencing
the consequences we talked about a
moment ago: a lost job, time in prison,
broken relationships, communities
being devastated. All they have to do is
open the newspaper to be reminded of
it. Every day the headlines tell the
story of families torn apart because of
addiction.

Since my last speech on the floor
about 2 weeks ago, there is more bad
news from my State of Ohio. Two
weeks ago, a 4l-year-old man and his
19-year-old daughter, both from Ohio,
were arrested together buying heroin.
The same day, a 26-year-old man was
found dead of an overdose near a creek
in Lemon Township in Butler County.
Last Thursday, in Steubenville, police
seized 100 grams of heroin from one
man. I told the story 2 weeks ago of
Annabella, a 14-month-old from Colum-
bus who died at a drug house after in-
gesting her mother’s fentanyl-laced
heroin. Last Thursday, a 29-year-old
man in Columbus was sentenced to 9
years in prison after his 1l1-month-old
son, Dominic, ingested his father’s
fentanyl and died.

Ohioans know this is happening, and
we are taking action back home. State
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troopers in Ohio will soon be carrying
naloxone with them, which is a miracle
drug that can actually reverse the ef-
fects of an overdose. Our legislation
provides more training for naloxone,
also called Narcan. It also provides
more grant opportunities for law en-
forcement. It is one reason the Fra-
ternal Order of Police has been very
supportive of our legislation and pro-
vided us valuable input as we were
crafting it. In Ohio, last year alone,
first responders administered Narcan
16,000 times, saving thousands of lives.

Our Governor, John Kasich, is con-
ducting an awareness campaign in Ohio
called ‘‘Start Talking.”” The National
Guard is helping out. They are con-
ducting 113 events across Ohio, reach-
ing more than 30,000 high school stu-
dents to talk about drugs and opioid
addiction. I am told 65 National Guard
members have partnered with 28 law
enforcement agencies on counterdrug
efforts. They have helped confiscate
more than $6 million in drugs already,
including 235 pounds of heroin, 20
pounds of fentanyl, and 26 pounds of
opiate pills.

CARA would create a national aware-
ness campaign—we think this is incred-
ibly important—including making this
connection between prescription drugs,
narcotic pain pills, and heroin. Four
out of five heroin addicts in Ohio start-
ed with prescription drugs. This is not
included in the House-passed legisla-
tion, as one example of something we
want to add, but I think it is critical
we include it in the final bill we ulti-
mately send to the President’s desk
and ultimately out to our community
so this message can begin to resonate
to let people know they should not be
getting into this addiction—this funnel
of addiction—that is so difficult.

We are taking action in Ohio, but
back in Ohio they want the Federal
Government to be a better partner, and
we can be through this legislation. In
Cleveland, the Cuyahoga county execu-
tive, Armond Budish, and the County
medical examiner, Dr. Thomas Gilson,
last week asked the Federal Govern-
ment to be a better partner with them.
I agree with them. They support our
legislation. So do 160 of the national
groups—everybody who has worked
with us over the years to come up with
this nonpartisan approach. It is based
on what works. It is based on actual
evidence of the treatment that works,
the recovery programs that work, the
prevention that works.

In Cleveland, OH, it is not hard to see
why. One hundred forty people have
died of fentanyl overdoses so far this
year—record levels. Fentanyl is even
more potent than heroin. Depending on
the concentration, it can be 50 or more

times more powerful than heroin.
Forty-four people died of opioid
overdoses in Cleveland in just the

month of May—44 in 1 month, just 1
month, in one city. That includes one
6-day span when 13 people died of
overdoses; 18 of those 44 lived in the
city of Cleveland, 26 lived in the sub-
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urbs. This knows no ZIP Code. It is not
isolated to one area. It is not isolated
to rural or suburban or inner city. It is
everywhere. No one is immune, and no
one is unaffected by this epidemic.

People across the country are talking
about it more in the last couple weeks.
One reason we are talking about it is
because of the premature death of
Prince, a world-renowned recording
artist whose 58th birthday would have
been celebrated yesterday. Based on
the autopsy of Prince, we now know he
died of a fentanyl overdose.

Fentanyl is driving more of this epi-
demic every day. As I said, in 2013,
there were 84 fentanyl overdose deaths
in Ohio. The next year it was 503.
Sadly, this year it is going to be more
than that. The new information about
the overdose that took Prince’s life has
surprised some. After all, Prince had it
all: success, fame, talent, and fortune.
He was an amazingly talented musi-
cian, but as Paul Wax, the executive di-
rector of the American College of Med-
ical Toxicology, put it, ‘“This epidemic
spares no one. It affects the wealthy,
the poor, the prominent, and the not
prominent.” He is exactly right. This
epidemic knows no limits.

In a way, as this becomes known, it
may help get rid of the stigma at-
tached to addiction that is keeping so
many people from coming forward and
getting the treatment they need as
people understand it is everywhere. It
affects our neighbors and friends re-
gardless of our station in life or where
we live. It happens to grandmothers. It
happens to teenagers who just had
their wisdom teeth taken out. It hap-
pens to the homeless, and it happens to
the rich and famous.

Prince is hardly the first celebrity
case of opioid addiction. Celebrities
like Chevy Chase and Jamie Lee Curtis
have been brave enough to open up and
talk about their struggles, and I com-
mend them for that. The former Cleve-
land Browns wide receiver, Josh Cribbs,
recently told ESPN:

I grew up in the football atmosphere, and
to me it’s just part of the game. Unfortu-
nately, it’s ingrained within the players to
have to deal with this, and it’s almost as if
that’s part of it. After the game, you are
popping pills to get back to normal, to feel
normal. The pills are second nature to us.
They’re given to us just to get through the
day. . . . The pills are part of the game.

I am hopeful that if any good can
come out of tragedies like Prince’s pre-
mature death, it can be that we raise
awareness about this epidemic and pre-
vent new addictions from starting. Pre-
vention is ultimately going to be the
best way to turn the tide.

The House-passed legislation does
not include CARA’s expanded preven-
tion grants, which address local drug
crises and are focused on our young
people, but I am hopeful again that ul-
timately that will be included in the
bill we send to the President’s desk and
to our communities.

I know the scope of this epidemic can
feel overwhelming at times, but there
is hope. Prevention can work, treat-
ment can work, and it does work.
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Think about Jeff Knight from the
suburbs of Cleveland. He was an entre-
preneur. He started a small land-
scaping business when he was just 21
years old. The business grew and grew.
He was successful. He had more than a
dozen employees. Then, at age 27, he
was prescribed Percocet. Percocet. He
became addicted. His tolerance in-
creased so he switched to OxyContin.
When the pills were too expensive or he
couldn’t find enough pills, he switched
to heroin because it was less expensive
and more accessible. He started selling
cocaine and Percocet to buy more her-
oin. The drugs became everything,
which is what I hear from so many of
our recovering addicts. The drugs be-
came everything, pulling them away
from their families, their job, and their
God-given purpose in life.

Within 3 years, Jeff Knight lost ev-
erything. He lost his business, he lost
his relationship with his family, and he
was arrested, but there he got treat-
ment, and through a drug court pro-
gram he got sober. He moved into a
sober-living facility where there was
supervision, accountability, and sup-
port from his peers. Again, as we are
looking at these programs around the
country and we are holding up those
best practices, we want to fund those
best practices that have that kind of
support, not just the treatment but the
strong recovery programs.

Jeff has now been clean for 3 years.
He still has that same entrepreneurial
spirit, and he is using it now to help
others. He actually has bought several
houses in Cleveland, which he has now
turned into sober housing for men who
are addicted—all because he got treat-
ment and he was in a good recovery
program, which he is now permitting
others to appreciate.

Nine out of ten of those who need
treatment aren’t getting it right now,
we are told. CARA—the Senate-passed
bill—and the House bills both provide
more help for the type of treatment
programs and recovery that work. If we
can get a comprehensive bill to the
President, we can help more people
who are struggling to get treatment,
and we can give them more hope. It is
time to act, and act quickly, to find
common ground and get a comprehen-
sive bill in place now so we can begin
to help the millions who are strug-
gling.

Again, I appreciate the Presiding Of-
ficer’s efforts in this regard. I ask my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
continue to promote our leadership to
move forward, get this conference re-
solved, get it to the President’s desk,
and begin to help our constituents
back home, all of whom deserve our at-
tention on this critical issue and this
epidemic that is affecting every com-
munity.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

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

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

FEDERAL CHEMICAL REGULATION LEGISLATION

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, Milton
Friedman once said that if you give the
Federal Government control of the Sa-
hara Desert, within 5 years there will
be a shortage of sand. I tend to agree,
and it worries me anytime a consensus
builds to federalize anything.

I have spent the last week reading
this bill, this sweeping Federal take-
over of chemical regulations, and I am
now more worried than I was before I
read the bill. Most worrisome, beyond
the specifics, is the creeping infesta-
tion of the business community with
the idea that the argument is no longer
about minimizing regulations but
about making regulations regular.
Businesses seem to just want uni-
formity of regulation as opposed to
minimization of regulation.

A good analogy is that of how busi-
nesses respond to malingerers who fake
slip-and-fall injuries. Some businesses
choose to limit expenses by just paying
out small amounts, but some brave
businesses choose to legally defend
themselves against all nuisance claims.
Federalizing the chemical regulations
is like settling with the slip-and-fall
malingerers and hoping he or she will
keep their extortion at a reasonable
level.

In the process, though, we have aban-
doned principle. We will have given up
the State laboratories where economic
success and regulatory restraint are
aligned. It is no accident that regu-
latory restraint occurs in States that
host chemical companies and ensures
that State legislatures will be well
aware that the economic impact of
overbearing regulation will be felt in
their State. As a consequence, there is
a back-and-forth and consideration
both of the environment and health of
the economy.

Federalization of regulations sepa-
rates the people who benefit from a
successful chemical industry from the
unelected bureaucrats who will write
the regulations. Once you sever the
ties, once there is no incentive, once
nobody cares about the jobs anymore,
the tendency is to regulate and to over-
regulate. Once that tie is severed, the
joint incentive to minimize regulation
is lost. In fact, this legislation explic-
itly bans the consideration of a regula-
tion’s economic cost when deciding
whether chemicals will be put into a
high-risk category. Once a chemical
has been labeled ‘‘high risk,” the legal
liability and stigma that will attach
will effectively ban the substance with-
out the effect on the economy ever
being considered. Regardless of what
the final regulations actually say, the
subsequent public reaction and law-
suits will have the effect of driving the
chemical out of the market if it is con-
sidered to be a high-risk chemical.

If we are to ignore the cost of regula-
tions, if we are to ignore the relation-
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ship between regulations and job loss,
there is basically no limit to the fervor
and ferocity that will be unleashed by
bureaucrats whose perpetual mandate
is to regulate.

I always thought we needed more bal-
ance, not less, in deciding on new regu-
lations. I always thought we should
balance the environment and the econ-
omy. Instead of balancing the eco-
nomic effects and the environmental
effects, this bill explicitly says to regu-
lators that their goal is to regulate, pe-
riod. This bill explicitly states that the
economic impact of regulations is only
considered after the EPA has decided
to regulate, after a substance has been
categorized as high risk. Is this really
the best we can do?

Sometimes I wonder if we deserve the
government we get. When the business
community gets together and seeks
Federal regulations, I wonder: Have
they not paid any attention to what is
going on in Washington? Are they un-
aware of the devastating explosion of
Federal regulations? Are they unaware
that today’s overbearing regulations
were yesterday’s benign advisories? Ev-
erything starts out nice and easy: We
are not going to overregulate you. But
it never goes down; it always ratchets
up. Are they unaware that the most be-
nign and well-intended regulations of
the 1970s are now written and rewritten
by a President mad with regulatory
zeal?

For those who are unaware of the
devastation the EPA has wreaked upon
our people, I request that you come
and visit us in Eastern Kentucky.
Come and visit us in West Virginia.
The EPA’s War on Coal has spread a
trail of despair amongst a proud peo-
ple. Many of these counties have unem-
ployment over twice the national aver-
age.

The regulations that are crippling
and destroying our jobs in Kentucky
were not passed by Congress; these job-
killing regulations are monsters that
emerged from the toxic swamp of Big
Government bureaucrats at the EPA.
The Obama-Clinton War on Coal large-
ly came from regulations that were ex-
tensions of seemingly bland, well-in-
tended laws in the early 1970s, laws like
the Clean Water Act that were well-in-
tended, legislating that you can’t dis-
charge pollutants into a navigable
stream. I am for that, but somehow the
courts and the bureaucrats came to de-
cide that dirt was a pollutant and your
backyard might have a nexus to a pud-
dle that has a nexus to a ditch that was
frequented by a migratory bird that
once flew from the Great Lakes, so
your backyard is the same as the Great
Lakes now. It has become obscene and
absurd, but it was all from well-inten-
tioned, reasonable regulations that
have gotten out of control. Now the
EPA can jail you for putting dirt on
your own land. Robert Lucas was given
10 years in prison for putting dirt on
his own land.

Now, since that craziness has in-
fected the EPA, we now have the Feds
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asserting regulatory control over the
majority of the land in the States.

Will the Federal takeover of the
chemical regulations eventually morph
into a war on chemical companies,
similar to what happened to the coal
industry? I don’t know, but it concerns
me enough to examine the bill closely.

Anytime we are told that everyone is
for something, anytime we are told
that we should stand aside and not
challenge the status quo, I become sus-
picious that it is precisely the time
someone needs to look very closely at
what is happening.

I also worry about Federal laws that
preempt State laws. Admittedly, some-
times States, such as California, go
overboard and they regulate businesses
out of existence or at least chase them
to another State. However, California’s
excess is Texas’s benefit.

I grew up along the Texas coast.
Many of my family members work in
the chemical industry. Texas has be-
come a haven because of its location
and its reasonable regulations.

Because Texas and Louisiana have
such a mutually beneficial relationship
with the chemical industry, it is hard
to imagine a time when the Texas or
the Louisiana Legislature would vote
to overregulate or to ignore the cost of
new regulations. It is not in their best
interest. But it is much easier to imag-
ine a time when 47 other States gang
up on Texas, Louisiana, and Oklahoma
to ratchet up a Federal regulatory re-
gime to the point at which it chokes
and suffocates businesses and their
jobs. Think it can’t happen? Come and
visit me in Kentucky. Come and see
the devastation. Come and see the un-
employment that has come from EPA’s
overzealous regulation.

How can it be that the very busi-
nesses that face this threat support
this bill, support the federalization of
regulation? I am sure they are sincere.
They want uniformity and predict-
ability—admirable desires. They don’t
want the national standard of regula-
tions to devolve to the worst standard
of regulations. California regulators—
yes, I am talking about you. Yet the
bill before us grandfathers in Califor-
nia’s overbearing regulations. It only
prevents them from getting worse.

But everyone must realize that this
bill also preempts friendly States, such
as Texas and Louisiana, from con-
tinuing to be friendly States. As Fed-
eral regulations gradually or quickly
grow, Texas and Louisiana will no
longer be able to veto the excesses of
Washington. Regulations that would
never pass the Texas or Louisiana
State Legislature will see limited op-
position in Washington. Don’t believe
me? Come and see me in Kentucky and
see the devastation the EPA has
wrought in my State.

So why in the world would businesses
come to Washington and want to be
regulated? Nothing perplexes me more
or makes me madder than when busi-
nesses come to Washington to lobby for
regulations. Unfortunately, it is be-
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coming the norm, not the exception.
Lately, the call to federalize regula-
tions has become a cottage industry for
companies to come to Washington and
beg for Federal regulations to super-
sede troublesome State regulations. It
seems like every day businesses come
to my office to complain about regu-
latory abuse, and then they come back
later in the day and say: Oh, and by the
way, can you vote for Federal regula-
tions on my business because the State
regulations are Kkilling me? But then a
few years later, they come back—the
same businesses—and they complain
that the regulatory agencies are
ratcheting up the regulations.

Food distributors clamor for Federal
regulations on labeling. Restaurants
advocate for national menu standards.
Now that we have Federal standards, 1o
and behold, we also have Federal menu
crimes. You can be imprisoned in
America for posting the wrong calorie
count on your menu. I am not making
this up. You can be put in prison for
putting down the wrong calorie count.
We have to be wary of giving more
power to the Federal legislature.

With this bill, chemical companies
lobby for Federal regulations to pre-
empt State legislation. None of them
seem concerned that the Federal regu-
lations will preempt not only aggres-
sive regulatory States, such as Cali-
fornia, but also market-oriented
States, friendly States, such as Texas
and Louisiana. So the less onerous Fed-
eral regulations may initially preempt
overly zealous regulatory States, but
when the Federal regulations evolve
into a more onerous standard, which
they always have, there will no longer
be any State laboratories left to exer-
cise freedom. Texas and Louisiana will
no longer be free to host chemical com-
panies as the Federal agencies ratchet
higher.

Proponents of the bill will say: Well,
Texas and Louisiana can opt out; there
is a waiver. Guess who has to approve
the waiver. The head of the EPA. Any-
body know of a recent head of the EPA
friendly to business who will give them
a waiver on a Federal regulation? It
won’t work.

The pro-regulation business commu-
nity argues that they are being over-
whelmed by State regulations, and I
don’t disagree. But what can be done
short of federalizing regulations? What
about charging more in the States that
have the costly regulations? In
Vermont, they have mandated GMO la-
beling, which will cost a fortune. Ei-
ther quit selling to them or jack up the
price to make them pay for the label-
ing. Do you think the Socialists in
Vermont might reconsider their laws if
they have to pay $2 more for a Coke or
for a Pepsi to pay for the absurd label-
ing?

What could chemical companies do to
fight overzealous regulatory States?
What they already do—move to friend-
ly States. If California inappropriately
regulates your chemicals, charge them
more and by all means, move. Get the
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heck out of California. Come to Ken-
tucky. We would love to have your
business.

What these businesses that favor fed-
eralization of regulation fail to under-
stand is that the history of Federal
regulations is a dismal one. Well-in-
tended, limited regulations morph into
ill-willed, expansive, and intrusive reg-
ulations. What these businesses fail to
grasp is that while States like Cali-
fornia and Vermont may pass burden-
some, expensive regulations, other
States, like Texas, Tennessee, and Ken-
tucky, are relative havens for business.
When businesses plead for Federal reg-
ulations to supersede ill-conceived reg-
ulations in California and Vermont,
they fail to understand that once regu-
lations are centralized, the history of
regulations in Washington is only to
grow. Just witness regulations in bank-
ing and health care. Does anyone re-
member ever seeing a limited, reason-
able Federal standard that stayed lim-
ited and reasonable?

It is not new in Washington for busi-
nesses to lobby to be regulated. Some
hospitals advocated for ObamaCare and
now complain that it is bankrupting
them. Some small banks advocated for
Dodd-Frank regulations, and now they
complain the regulators are assaulting
them as well.

The bill before us gives the Adminis-
trator of the EPA the power to decide
at a later date how to and to what ex-
tent he or she will regulate the chem-
ical industry. In fact, more than 100
times this bill leaves the discretionary
authority to the EPA to make deci-
sions on creating new rules; 100 times
it says the Administrator of the EPA
shall at a later date decide how to reg-
ulate. That is a blank check to the
EPA. It is a mistake.

Does anyone want to hazard a guess
as to how many pages of regulations
will come from this bill? The current
Code of Federal Regulations is 237 vol-
umes and more than 178,000 pages. If
ObamaCare is any guide, it will be at
least 20 pages of regulations for every
page of legislation. Using the
ObamaCare standard, this bill will give
us nearly 2,000 pages of regulations.
ObamaCare was about 1,000 pages. The
regulations from ObamaCare have
morphed into nearly 20,000 pages. It is
not hard to see how this bill, which re-
quires review of more than 85,000
chemicals now on the market, could
quickly eclipse that lofty total.

No one disputes that this bill in-
creases the power of the EPA. This is
an important point. No one disputes
that this bill increases the power of the
EPA. No one disputes that this bill
transfers power from the States to the
Federal Government. The National
Journal recognizes and describes this
bill as granting extensive new author-
ity to the EPA. If you don’t think that
is a problem, come to Kentucky and
meet the 16,000 people in my State who
have lost their jobs because of the
overregulatory nature of the EPA. Ask
them what they think of Hillary Clin-
ton’s plan to continue putting coal
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miners out of business in my State.
Ask them what they think of granting
extensive new authority to the EPA.
Look these coal miners in the face and
tell them to trust you and that your
bill will not increase EPA’s power. Tell
them to trust you.

Is there anything in the recent his-
tory of regulatory onslaught that indi-
cates a reasonable Federal standard
will remain reasonable? When starting
out, everybody says that they are
going to preempt these terrible States
like California. It is going to preempt
California and Vermont and all of these
terrible liberal States, and it will be a
low level. Business was involved so
business has made it a low and easy
standard for chemicals. It will be
ratcheted up because regulations never
get better; they always get worse.

I rise today to oppose granting new
power to the EPA. I wish we were here
today to do the opposite—to vote to re-
strain the EPA and make sure that
they balance regulations and jobs. I
wish we were here today to vote for the
REINS Act that requires new regula-
tions to be voted on by Congress before
they become enforceable. Instead, this
legislation will inevitably add hun-
dreds of new regulations.

I rise today to oppose this bill be-
cause it preempts the Constitution’s
intentions for the Federal Government.

I rise today to oppose this bill be-
cause the recent history of the EPA is
one that has shown no balance, no
quarter, and no concern for thousands
of Kentuckians they have put out of
work.

I rise today to oppose this bill be-
cause I can’t in good conscience, as a
Kentuckian, vote to make the Federal
EPA stronger.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). The Senator from OkKkla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
prepared to make a unanimous consent
request. I don’t have the wording yet,
but I will momentarily, so I will not
take the floor at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, if I might
make an inquiry about the order. Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE and I were about to
engage in a colloquy.

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

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to engage in a col-
loquy with Senator WHITEHOUSE of
Rhode Island for up to 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I am so
pleased to join my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, to discuss one
of the most important issues facing fu-
ture generations in our world, which is
climate change, an issue that also di-
rectly affects both of our coastal and
low-lying States.
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Many may know Delaware’s status as
the first State to ratify the Constitu-
tion, but I think few of my colleagues
are aware that Delaware is also our
country’s lowest lying State. We have
the lowest mean elevation. This status
comes with certain challenges, espe-
cially with nearly 400 miles of exposed
shoreline. That means no part of our
State is more than 30 miles from the
coast, so the good news is that no mat-
ter where you live in my home State, it
takes less than 30 minutes to get to sun
and sand. But the challenge is that we
are particularly vulnerable to the in-
creasing effects of climate change.

In recent years, we have seen how
flooding can devastate homes and com-
munities up and down our State. Low-
lying neighborhoods often don’t have
the resources to cope with steadily in-
creasing flooding. A community such
as Southbridge in Wilmington—pic-
tured to my right—has been dispropor-
tionately affected.

Environmental justice has long been
a concern of mine and of Senator
WHITEHOUSE. We had the opportunity
to visit the neighborhood of
Southbridge. Southbridge is signifi-
cantly flooded every time it rains more
than an inch or two. With subsidence,
the steady sinking of the land, and
with sea level rise acting in combina-
tion in my State, we will simply see
more and more challenges from severe
flooding due to sea level rise around
the globe and in my home State.

It is not just houses and neighbor-
hoods that are threatened by sea level
rise; it also affects businesses and en-
tire industries. There is a broad range
of long-established industries and busi-
nesses in my State that are placed in
coastal areas because of the history of
our settlement and development.
Somewhere between 15 and 25 percent
of all the land used for heavy industry
in my State will likely be inundated by
sea level rise by the end of the century,
and that doesn’t even include all of the
other productive land use for agri-
culture and tourism that contribute to
jobs and revenue in my home State.

Despite our small size and our sig-
nificant exposure, we also punch above
our weight when it comes to tackling
the challenges of climate change. In
places like Southbridge, our commu-
nities have come together at the State
and local level to find creative solu-
tions to cope with the flooding that is
increasingly caused by climate change.
This image demonstrates a plan that
has been developed for the South Wil-
mington wetlands project. Senator
WHITEHOUSE may describe his visit to
the State of Delaware in more detail,
but I wanted to open simply by describ-
ing this community response to the
flooding that we saw in the previous
slide. We have come together as a com-
munity to plan a cleanup of a
brownfield area to create a safe and at-
tractive park for the neighborhood and
to improve water quality and drainage
in a way that also creates new eco-
systems, new opportunities for recre-
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ation, and a new future for a commu-
nity long blighted and often under
water.

That is not the only example of the
many actions that have been taken by
my home State of Delaware. Delaware
also participates in RGGI, the Regional
Greenhouse Gas Initiative, a collection
of nine mid-Atlantic and northeastern
States, including Rhode Island, that
have joined together to implement
market-based policies to reduce emis-
sions.

Since 2009, the participating States
have reduced our carbon emissions by
20 percent while also experiencing
stronger economic growth in the rest
of the country, which I view as proof
that fighting climate change and
strengthening our economy are not
mutually exclusive exchangeable goals.

In fact, over the past 6 years, Dela-
ware has reduced its greenhouse gas
emissions more than any State in the
entire United States. We have done
that by growing our solar capacity
6,000 percent through multiple utility-
scale projects and distributed solar. We
have also done our best to adapt to cli-
mate change through community and
State-led planning. Our Governor Jack
Markell and former Delaware Sec-
retary Collin O’Mara led a fantastic
bottom-up, State-wide level planning
effort to address the impacts of climate
change on water, agriculture, eco-
systems, infrastructure, and public
health. In December of 2014, they re-
leased their climate framework for
Delaware—an impressive statewide ef-
fort to be prepared for what is coming
before it is too late.

I believe Delaware is an example of
how communities that are most vul-
nerable to climate change can work to-
gether across public and private sec-
tors to meet the challenges of climate
change head-on. That is why I invited
my friend and colleague Senator
WHITEHOUSE. He is a true leader in the
work to address climate change, not
only in his home State of Rhode Island
but across our country, and he has paid
a visit to my State.

Every week, Senator WHITEHOUSE
gives a speech on a different aspect of
climate change, and I was proud to par-
ticipate today in his weekly speech on
the topic and thrilled to welcome him
to my home State in May as part of his
ongoing effort.

Before 1 yield the floor to Senator
WHITEHOUSE, I just want to talk about
one other stop on our statewide tour—
a stop in Prime Hook, one of Dela-
ware’s two national wildlife refuges.
The beach in Prime Hook over the last
60 years has receded more than 500 feet.
Over the last decade, storms have bro-
ken through the dune line several
times, flooding 4,000 acres of previously
freshwater marsh.

When Hurricane Sandy hit this al-
ready fragile shoreline, leaving this
coastline battered, as we can see here,
it broke through completely and per-
manently flooded and destroyed the
freshwater marsh. The storm deepened
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and widened the beach from 300 feet to
about 1,500 feet and exacerbated rou-
tine flooding on local roads used by the
community to access the beach.

For a delicate ecosystem like this
wildlife refuge, this type of severe
weather and flooding can be dev-
astating. Over the last 3 years, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service has worked
in tandem with other Federal agencies,
State partners, and NGOs to restore
this highly damaged fragile ecosystem
and rebuild the beach’s defenses.

It is a long story, but you can see the
punch line here. As of 2016, construc-
tion of a newly designed, resloped, re-
developed barrier has been completed.
Senator WHITEHOUSE has also had the
opportunity to visit this area. The fin-
ished project will be a saltwater marsh
that I am confident will contribute sig-
nificantly to a durable, resilient, and
long-term ecosystem.

This is just one example of the cre-
ative things we are doing in Delaware
to address the impacts of climate
change and sea level rise. In some ways
I think the most important and excit-
ing was the last stop in our statewide
visit.

With that I will turn it over to Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE to discuss in more de-
tail his visit to Delaware and our last
visit to the southernmost part of my
home State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am really grateful to the junior Sen-
ator from Delaware for inviting me to
his home State and for joining me here
today for my ‘“‘Time to Wake Up”
speech No. 139.

Senator CooNs and I spent a terrific
day touring the Delaware shore. You
can say whatever you want about us,
but on that day we were the two wet-
test Members of the U.S. Senate. I can
assure you of that.

This is Capitol Hill Ocean Week, and
Wednesday is World Oceans Day, so it
is a good time to consider the effects of
global climate change in our oceans.
The oceans have absorbed one-third of
all carbon dioxide produced since the
industrial revolution and over 90 per-
cent of the excess heat that has re-
sulted. That means that by laws of
both physics and chemistry, the oceans
are warming, rising, and acidifying.

Rhode Island is the Ocean State, but
give Delaware credit. From the last re-
port in 2013, it generated around $1 bil-
lion and over 23,000 jobs from the ocean
based in tourism, recreation, shipping,
and fishing. Like Rhode Island, Dela-
ware sees its sea level rise at a rate of
3% millimeters per year along the
Delaware shore, 13 inches up over the
last 100 years. Delawareans care about
this issue. Over a quarter have reported
personally experiencing the effects of
sea level rise, two-thirds worry about
the effects of sea level rise, and over 75
percent called on the State to take im-
mediate action to combat climate
change and sea level rise.

I did enjoy our visit in South Wil-
mington, and I enjoyed the visit to
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Port Mahon, where the roads had to be
built up with riffraff to protect against
sea level rise. But the real prize and
the prime reason I went was Port
Mahon’s avian connection. Among the
sandpipers, ruddy turnstones, and gulls
we saw on the shore was a bird called
the rufa red knot. Red knots stand out
from other shore birds on the beach not
only for their colorful burnt orange
plumage but also for the amazing story
that accompanies their arrival in Dela-
ware each spring. This is a story to
love, and I guess you would have to say
a bird to admire.

They have only about a 20-inch wing-
span at full growth, and the body is
only about the size of a teacup, but
each spring these red knots undertake
an epic 9,000-plus mile voyage from
Tierra del Fuego on the southern tip of
South America up to the Canadian Arc-
tic. After spending the summer nesting
in the Arctic, they make the return
trip south to winter in the Southern
Hemisphere. This little bird has one of
the longest animal migrations of any
species on Earth.

How does Delaware come into this?
Well, the red knots fly straight from
Brazil to Delaware Bay. As you can
imagine, when they get there, they are
hungry. They have lost as much as half
their weight. We were told they start
to ingest their own organs toward the
end.

Delaware Bay is the largest horse-
shoe crab spawning area in the world.
Each May, horseshoe crabs lay millions
of eggs. Nearly 2 million horseshoe
crabs were counted in Delaware Bay in
2015, and a female can lay up to 90,000
eggs per spawning season. Do the math.
That is a lot of eggs.

The red knots come here timed just
so0 by mother nature to bulk up on the
nutritious horseshoe crab eggs to re-
plenish their wasted bodies from the
long flight to Delaware Bay and to fuel
up for the 2,000 further miles of journey
to the Canadian Arctic.

I wanted to see this before it ends.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
listed the red knot as threatened under
the Endangered Species Act because
“‘successful annual migration and
breeding of red knots is highly depend-
ent on the timing of departures and ar-
rivals to coincide with favorable food
and weather conditions in the spring
and fall migratory stopover areas and
on the Arctic breeding grounds.” Cli-
mate change can bollix up that timing.

We are already seeing that in a dif-
ferent subspecies of red knots that mi-
grate north along the West African
coast. A study published in the journal
Science last month found that the ear-
lier melt of Arctic snow is accelerating
the timeline for the hatching of insects
in spring, leading to smaller birds. The
chicks, being less strong, begin to
weaken and can’t feed as successfully,
and it cascades through an array of
further difficulties.

You actually have to love this unas-
suming and astounding little bird, but
its survival relies on a cascade of na-
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ture’s events to line up just right. Na-
ture throws a long bomb from Tierra
del Fuego, where these birds start, and
off they go. Months later they arrive in
Delaware Bay timed to this 450 million-
year-old creature, the horseshoe crab,
emerging from Delaware Bay to spawn.
If one environmental event comes too
early or too late or if one food source
becomes too limited, the species could
collapse.

We got ahead of that in the 1990s
when horseshoe crabs became rare be-
cause they were overfished. As their
numbers went down, the red knot fell
in accord. If the changes we are so
recklessly putting in motion on the
planet disturb nature’s fateful plan-
ning, the red knot could pay a sad
price.

Some people may snicker and say:
There he goes again. Now he is on the
Senate floor talking about some stupid
bird. But I say this: When one sees the
voyage that this bird has to make, a
little shore bird used to running along
the shore making this epic voyage
every year—one of them has been
measured, because of a tag on its
ankle, to have flown the distance from
here to the moon and halfway back in
its life—if one can’t see the hand of
God in that creature, I weep for their
soul.

So I thank my colleague from Dela-
ware for his staff and the experts he
brought along to help us learn about
this. Like Rhode Island, Delaware has
been proactive in planning for the risks
that we face in a warmer and wetter fu-
ture.

I yield the floor to the distinguished
junior Senator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. With that, Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to conclude by com-
menting that our day together began
and ended with citizen science. The
very first thing we did was to visit
Delaware’s national park to participate
in a bio blitz, where volunteers from all
over the country were identifying spe-
cies and categorizing the threats to
them from climate change. The very
last thing we did was to count horse-
shoe crabs along the Cape Henlopen
shore. I must say that my colleague
from Rhode Island, even though there
was driving rain and there were dif-
ficult conditions, was passionate and
determined to do everything we could
to contribute to the counting effort of
the horseshoe crabs that day. It was a
terrific opportunity to see a State that
is engaged in planning and preparation
and to witness one of the most remark-
able migrations across our globe.

I want to express my gratitude to
Senator WHITEHOUSE for his leadership
on this issue.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. COONS. The Senator will yield
for a question.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Were we, indeed,
the two wettest Senators that day?

Mr. COONS. We were, indeed, the
most persistently wet Senators in the
entire country by the end of a very wet
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and very fulfilling day up and down the
State of Delaware.

With that, I thank my colleague from
Rhode Island.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

——
TSCA MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2015

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate
the message to accompany H.R. 2576.

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate the following message from the
House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the House agree to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
25676) entitled ‘“‘An Act to modernize the
Toxic Substances Control Act, and for other
purposes.” with an amendment to the Senate
amendment.

MOTION TO CONCUR

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I move
to concur in the House amendment to
the Senate amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that there
now be 45 minutes of debate on the mo-
tion, and that following the use or
yielding back of time, the Senate vote
on the motion to concur.

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

Mr. INHOFE. For the information of
Senators, this will allow us to pass this
bill tonight by voice vote.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that for that 45 minutes of debate,
the Senator from California, Mrs.
BOXER, be recognized for 10 minutes;
followed by the Senator from Lou-
isiana, Mr. VITTER; and then go back
and forth in 5-minute increments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, I want to make a
little clarification.

Senator UDALL has asked for 10 min-
utes. If we could use our time, allowing
this Senator 10 minutes, and then after
Senator VITTER’s time, we would go to
Senator UDALL for 10 minutes and then
back to the other side. Then Senator
MARKEY wanted 5 minutes and Senator
WHITEHOUSE wanted 5 minutes as well—
if it would go in that order as stated,
with 10 for myself, 10 for Senator
UDALL, 5 for Senator MARKEY, and 5 for
Senator WHITEHOUSE.

Mr. INHOFE. I believe that adds up
to our 45 minutes, and I will just not
speak until after the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to modifying the request?

Mrs. BOXER. There would be 5 min-
utes left, if that is all right.

Mr. INHOFE. I will amend my unani-
mous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want
to start off by thanking my dear
friend, Senator INHOFE. We have had a
wonderful relationship when it comes
to the infrastructure issues. We have

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

not worked terribly well together on
environmental issues, but because of
both of our staffs and the Members of
our committee on both sides of the
aisle, we were able to tough it out and
come up with a bill that I absolutely
believe is better than current law.

I will be entering into the RECORD ad-
ditional views by four leading Demo-
cratic negotiators—myself, Senator
UDALL, Senator MERKLEY, and Senator
MARKEY.

I rise in support of H.R. 2576, the
Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical Safety
for the 21st Century Act. I spoke at
length about this before, so I won’t go
on for a long time. But I do want to re-
iterate that the journey to this mo-
ment has been the most complicated
journey I have ever had to take on any
piece of legislation, and I have been
around here for a long time.

It was a critical journey. When nam-
ing a bill after Senator Lautenberg,
who fought for the environment all his
life, the bill must be worthy of his
name, and, finally, this bill is.

It didn’t start out that way. I used
every prerogative I had, every tool in
my arsenal to bring it down until it got
better, and it is better. It is better than
current law.

Asbestos, for example, is one of the
most harmful chemicals known to hu-
mankind, and it takes 15,000 lives a
year. It is linked to a deadly form of
lung cancer called mesothelioma. Peo-
ple can breathe in these fibers deep
into their lungs where they cause seri-
ous damage. We have addressed asbes-
tos in this bill. We didn’t ban it on this
bill, which I support—and I have stand-
alone legislation to do that—but we
have made asbestos a priority in this
bill.

Flame retardants are another cat-
egory of dangerous chemicals. They
have been linked to a wide array of se-
rious health problems, including can-
cer, reduced IQ, developmental delays,
obesity, and reproductive difficulties.
These harmful chemicals have been
added to dozens of everyday items such
as furniture and baby products. So
when we are talking about TSCA re-
forming the toxic laws, we are not just
talking about a conversation, we are
not just talking about a theory, we are
not talking about something you would
address in a classroom. We are talking
about our families.

Now, the negotiations have been
challenging. Many organizations in
many States stood strong despite the
pressure to step back, and I am so
grateful to them for their persistence. I
especially want to thank the 450 orga-
nizations that were part of the Safer
Chemicals, Healthy Families coalition
that worked with me, as well as the As-
bestos Disease Awareness Organization
for their efforts. Without them, I would
not have had the ability to negotiate
important improvements.

Let me highlight briefly a few of the
most important changes in the final
bill. I can’t go one more minute with-
out thanking the two people who are
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sitting right behind me, Bettina
Poirier, who is my chief of staff on the
committee and chief counsel, and
Jason Albritton, who is my senior ad-
viser. They worked tirelessly—through
the night sometimes—with Senator
INHOFE’s staff. Without their work, we
never would have gotten to this point,
and we never would have gotten to a
bill worthy of Frank’s name, and it
means a great deal to me.

The first major area of improvement
is the preemption of State restrictions
on toxic chemicals. In the final bill, we
were able to make important excep-
tions to the preemption provisions.

First, the States are free to take
whatever action they want on any
chemical until EPA has taken a series
of steps to study a particular chemical.
Second, when EPA announces the
chemicals they are studying, the
States still have up to a year and a half
to take action on these particular
chemicals to avoid preemption until
the EPA takes final action.

Third, even after EPA announces its
regulation, the States have the ability
to get a waiver so they can still regu-
late the chemical, and we have made
improvements to that waiver to make
it easier for States to act.

For chemicals that industry has
asked EPA to study, we made sure that
States are not preempted until EPA
issues a final restriction on the chem-
ical, and for that I really want to
thank our friends in the House. They
put a lot of effort into that.

The first 10 chemicals EPA evaluates
under the bill are also exempted from
preemption until the final rule is
issued. Also, State or local restrictions
on a chemical that were in place before
April 22, 2016, will not be preempted.

So I want to say, as someone who
comes from the great State of Cali-
fornia—home to almost 40 million peo-
ple and which has a good strong pro-
gram—we protected you. Would I rath-
er have written this provision myself?
Of course, and if I had written it myself
I would have set a floor in terms of this
standard and allowed the States to
take whatever action they wanted to
make it tougher. But this was not to
be. This was not to be. So because I
couldn’t get that done, what we were
able to get done were those four or five
improvements that I cited.

The States that may be watching
this debate can really gear up and
move forward right now. There is time.
You can continue the work on regula-
tions you passed before April. You can
also have a year and a half once EPA
announces the chemical, and if they
don’t announce anything, you can go
back to doing what you did before. An
EPA that is not funded right, I say to
my dearest friend on the floor today, is
not going to do anything. So the States
will have the ability to do it. I would
hope we would fund the EPA so we
have a strong Federal program and
strong State programs as well. But we
will have to make sure that the EPA
doesn’t continually get cut.
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The second area of improvement con-
cerns asbestos. I think I have talked
about that before. It is covered in this
bill.

The third area of improvement con-
cerns cancer clusters. This one is so
dear to my heart and to the heart of
my Republican colleague, Senator
CrAPO. We wrote a bill together called
the Community Disease Cluster Assist-
ance Act, or ‘‘Trevor’s Law.”” Trevor’s
Law provides localities that ask for it
a coordinated response to cancer clus-
ters in their communities.

What Trevor taught us from his expe-
rience with a horrible cancer is that
sometimes these outbreaks occur and
no one knows why. Yet it is considered
a local issue. Now, if the local commu-
nity requests it—if they request it—
they will get help.

Fourth, we have something called
persistent chemicals. Those are chemi-
cals that build up in your body. You
just don’t get rid of them. They are a
priority in this legislation.

Fifth, another one that is dear to my
heart and dear to the heart of Senator
MANCHIN and Senator CAPITO is this
provision that ensures that toxic
chemicals stored neared drinking
water are prioritized. This provision
was prompted by the serious spill that
contaminated the drinking water sup-
plies in West Virginia in 2014, causing
havoc and disruption. They didn’t
know what the chemical was. It got
into the water. They didn’t know what
to do. As we all remember, it was a
nightmare for the people there—no
more. Now we are going to make sure
that the EPA knows what is stored
near drinking water supplies.

The sixth is very important and is
something that got negotiated in the
dead of night. I want to thank Senator
INHOFE’s staff for working with my
staff on this. The bill enables EPA to
order independent testing if there are
safety concerns about a chemical, and
these tests will be paid for by the
chemical manufacturer. I also want to
thank Members of the House who real-
ly brought this to us.

Finally, even the standard for evalu-
ating whether a chemical is dangerous
is far better than in the old TSCA. The
bill requires EPA to evaluate chemi-
cals based on risks, not costs, and con-
siders the impact on vulnerable popu-
lations. This is really critical. The old
law was useless. So all of these fixes
make this bill better than current Fed-
eral law.

Looking forward, I want to make a
point. This new TSCA law will only be
as good as the EPA is good. With a
good EPA, we can deliver a much safer
environment for the American people—
safer products, less exposure to harm-
ful toxics, and better health for our
people. With a bad EPA that does not
value these goals, not much will get
done. But, again, if a bad EPA takes no
action, States will be free to act.

Mr. President, I ask for 30 additional
seconds, and I will wrap this up.
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Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object, we do have this down with five
people.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 30 seconds. I am just going to
end with 30 seconds, and I will add 30
seconds to your side.

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

Mrs. BOXER. I say to the States: You
are free to act with a bad EPA. Com-
pared to where we started, we have a
much better balance between the
States and the Federal Government. It
is not perfect. The bills I worked on
with Frank did not do this. They did
not preempt the States. But because of
this challenging journey, we respected
each other on both sides, we listened to
each other on both sides, and today is
a day we can feel good about.

We have a decent bill, a Federal pro-
gram, and the States will have a lot of
latitude to act.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise
also to laud a really significant
achievement that we are going to final-
ize tonight with the final passage of
the Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical
Safety for the 21st Century Act.

This much needed bill will provide
updates that have been due literally for
decades to the Toxic Substances Con-
trol Act of 1976, known as TSCA for
short, which has been outdated and
overdue for updating since almost that
time. Now, getting to where we are to-
night, about to pass this by an over-
whelming vote, following the 403-to-12
vote in the House a few weeks ago, did
not happen overnight. In fact, it took
about 5-plus years.

In 2011 I started discussions with a
broad array of folks, certainly includ-
ing Senator Lautenberg. That is when I
first sat down with Frank and started
this process in a meaningful way and
when we agreed that we would try to
bridge the significant differences be-
tween our two viewpoints and come up
with a strong bipartisan bill.

That same year I also sat down with
JOHN SHIMKUS of Illinois to let him
know that Frank and I were going to
put in a lot of effort to come up with
this framework, and we wanted him to
be a full and equal and contributing
partner. Over the next year and a half,
we slogged through that process of try-
ing to come up with a strong bipartisan
bill. It wasn’t easy. Between Senator
Lautenberg and myself and our staffs
and other staffs, there was an often
brutal stretch of difficult negotiations
and challenging times, testing
everybody’s patience.

Several times we walked away to
come back together again. Finally, it
did come together. In early 2013, that
really started taking shape. Toward
the end of April 2013, we were far
enough along to lock a small group of
staff and experts in a room to finalize
that first bipartisan bill. There were
folks like Bryan Zumwalt, my chief
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counsel then; Dimitri Karakitsos, who
is my counsel and is now a key staffer
who continues on the EPW Committee;
Senator Lautenberg’s chief counsel,
Ben Dunham; and his chemical adviser,
Brendan Bell.

That led finally to this first bipar-
tisan bill that we introduced on May
23, 2013. Now, that wasn’t the end of
our TSCA journey. Unfortunately, in
many ways, the most difficult segment
of that journey was soon after that in-
troduction on May 23, because on June
3, just a few weeks later, Frank passed.
The single greatest champion of re-
forming how chemicals are regulated
died at 89 years of age.

That was heartbreaking. But it was a
moment when all of us who had been
involved only redoubled our commit-
ment to following this through to the
end. Soon after Frank’s unfortunate
passing, our colleague ToM UDALL real-
ly stepped up to the plate in a major
way to take Frank’s role as the Demo-
cratic lead in this effort. We had a
quiet dinner one night here on Capitol
Hill to talk about our commitment to
carry on this fight and get it done. We
formed a partnership and a friendship
that was really built around this work
with an absolute commitment to get
that done. I will always be so thankful
to ToM and his partnership and also to
his great staff, including their senior
policy adviser, Jonathan Black.

As with most major undertakings, we
had a lot of other help all along the
way. Early on, at that stage of the
process, Senators CRAPO and ALEX-
ANDER were extremely helpful. Also, a
little 1later on, Senators BOOKER,
MERKLEY, and MARKEY did a lot to ad-
vance the ball and refine the product.
Of course, at every step of the way, 1
continued to meet and talk with Con-
gressman JOHN SHIMKUS. He was a per-
sistent and a reliable partner in this
process, as was his senior policy ad-
viser, Chris Sarley.

Throughout this process, staff was
absolutely essential and monumental.
They did yeoman’s work in very, very
difficult and trying circumstances. I
mentioned Bryan Zumwalt, my former
chief counsel. He was a driving force
behind this. I deeply appreciate and ac-
knowledge his work, as well as some-
one else I mentioned, Dimitri
Karakitsos, who continues to work as a
key staffer on the committee and who
is seeing this over the goal line.

Let me also thank Ben Dunham, the
former chief counsel to Senator Lau-
tenberg. I think in the beginning, par-
ticularly, Ben, Bryan, and Dimitri gave
each other plenty of help but worked
through very difficult negotiations to
get it done.

Also, I want to thank Jonathan
Black and Drew Wallace in Senator
UDALL’s office and Michal Freedhoff
and Adrian Deveny in Senator MAR-
KEY’s office.

On the outside, there are a lot of ex-
perts from all sorts of stakeholders
across the political spectrum, certainly
including industry representatives
with the American Chemistry Council.
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I want to thank Mike Walls, Dell
Perelman, Rudy Underwood, Amy
DuVall, Robert Flagg, and, of course
their leader, Cal Dooley.

Finally, there is one enormous figure
who is owed a great debt of gratitude
and a lot of credit for seeing this over
the goal line tonight; that is, Frank’s
better half—and I say that with deep
respect and admiration to Frank, but
surely his better half—Bonnie Lauten-
berg. She has been called the 101st Sen-
ator, particularly on this issue. She
was devoted to seeing Frank’s work
completed. I thank her for her relent-
less effort reaching out to Members in
the House and Senate and stakeholders
to make sure this happened.

As I mentioned at the beginning, this
is long overdue. All stakeholders across
the political spectrum agreed for dec-
ades that this aspect of the law needed
to be updated. We needed to fully pro-
tect public health and safety, which we
all want to do. We also needed to en-
sure that American companies, which
are world leaders today in science, re-
search, and innovation remain so and
do not get put behind a regulatory sys-
tem which is overly burdensome and
unworkable.

This TSCA reform bill, properly
named after Frank Lautenberg,
achieves those goals. It is a positive,
workable compromise in the best sense
of that term, so that we will achieve
public health and safety. It ensures
that our leading American companies,
great scientists, great innovators, and
great world leaders in this sector re-
main just that and that they remain
the world leaders we want and need
them to continue to be.

So I thank all of those who have con-
tributed to this long but ultimately
successful and worthwhile effort. With
that, I look forward to our vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, let me
just initially, while Senator VITTER is
still on the floor here, thank him so
much. He was a great partner in terms
of working on this piece of legislation
thoroughly through the process over 3
years. We met, I think, about 3 years
ago and had a dinner and decided, after
Frank Lautenberg had died—he did a
lot of work on the bill—that we would
pick it up and make it happen. He has
been a man of his word, and it has been
a real pleasure working with him.

Let me just say about Chairman
INHOFE that what they say in the Sen-
ate is that if you have a strong chair-
man, you can get a bill done. He has
been remarkable in terms of his
strength and his perseverance in terms
of moving this bill. So we are at a very,
very historic point today. I think I
would call it a historic moment. I
thank the Senator. It has been a pleas-
ure working with the Senator. I en-
joined working with the Senator when
I was on the committee, and I am going
to enjoy working with Chairman
INHOFE in the future in terms of many

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

other issues that come before us in the
Senate.

I don’t have any doubt that this is a
historic moment several years and
Congresses in the making. For the first
time in 40 years, the United States of
America will have a chemical safety
program that works and that protects
our families from dangerous chemicals
in their daily lives. This is significant.
Most Americans believe that when
they buy a product at the hardware
store or the grocery store, that product
has been tested and determined to be
safe. But that is not the case.

Americans are exposed to hundreds of
chemicals from household items. We
carry them around with us in our bod-
ies and even before we are born. Some
are known as carcinogens, others as
highly toxic. But we don’t know the
full extent of how they affect us be-
cause they have never been tested.
When this bill becomes law, there will
finally be a cop on the beat.

Today, under the old TSCA, review-
ing chemicals is discretionary. When
this bill is law, the EPA will be re-
quired to methodically review all exist-
ing chemicals for safety, starting with
the worst offenders. Today, the old law
requires that the EPA consider the
costs and benefits of regulation when
studying the safety of chemicals. Very
soon, EPA will have to consider only
the health and environmental impacts
of a chemical. If they demonstrate a
risk, EPA will have to regulate.

Very soon, it will be enshrined in the
law that the EPA most protect the
most vulnerable people—pregnant
women, infants, the elderly, and chem-
ical workers. Today, the old TSCA puts
burdensome testing requirements on
the EPA. To test a chemical, the EPA
has to show a chemical possesses a po-
tential risk, and then it has to go
through a long rulemaking process.

Very soon, EPA will have authority
to order testing without those hurdles.
Today, the old TSCA allows new
chemicals to go to market without any
real review, an average of 750 a year.
Very soon, the EPA will be required to
determine that all chemicals are safe
before they go to the market.

Today, the old TSCA allows compa-
nies to hide information about their
products, claiming it is confidential
business information, even in an emer-
gency. Very soon, we will ensure that
companies can no longer hide this vital
information.

States, medical professionals and the
public will have access to the informa-
tion they need to keep communities
safe. Businesses will have to justify
when they keep information confiden-
tial. That right will expire after 10
years. Today, the old TSCA underfunds
the EPA so it doesn’t have the re-
sources to do its job.

Very soon, there will be a dedicated
funding stream for TSCA. It will re-
quire industry to pay its share, $25 mil-
lion a year. In addition, this new law
will ensure victims can get access to
the courts if they are hurt. It will revo-
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lutionize unnecessary testing on ani-
mals, and it will ensure that States can
continue to take strong action on dan-
gerous chemicals.

The Senate is about to pass this leg-
islation. It is going to the President,
and he will sign it. Over the past sev-
eral days, I have gotten the same ques-
tion over and over: What made this leg-
islation different? Why was the agree-
ment possible when other bills stalled?
I thought about it quite a bit. It wasn’t
that the bill was simple. This was one
of the most complex environmental
pieces of legislation around. It cer-
tainly wasn’t a lack of controversy.
This process almost fell apart many
times. It certainly wasn’t a lack of in-
terest from stakeholders. Many groups
were involved, all with strong and pas-
sionate views and some with deep dis-
trust. We faced countless obstacles, but
I think what made this possible was
the commitment and the willpower by
everyone involved to see good legisla-
tion through and endure the slings and
the arrows. I say a heartfelt thank-you
to everyone involved.

I remember having dinner with Sen-
ator VITTER one evening early on when
I was trying to decide whether I would
take up Frank Lautenberg’s work on
this bill. There was already plenty of
controversy and concern about the bill.
Senator VITTER and I were not used to
working with each other. In fact, we
have almost always been on opposite
sides. But I left that dinner with the
feeling that Senator VITTER was com-
mitted, that he wanted to see this
process through and was willing to do
what it would take. For 3 years, I never
doubted that. Both of us took more
than a little heat. We both had to push
hard and get important groups to the
table and make sure they stayed at the
table. I thank Senator VITTER. He has
been a true partner in this process.

There are many others to thank, and
I will, but before I do that, I want to
say a few words about this bill’s name-
sake. Frank Lautenberg was a cham-
pion for public health and a dogged, de-
termined leader for TSCA reform. He
cared so much for his children and
grandchildren that he wanted to leave
a better, healthier, safer environment
for them. He always said that TSCA re-
form would save more lives than any-
thing he ever worked on.

This is a bittersweet moment for all
of us because Frank isn’t here to see
this happen, but I have faith that he is
watching us and he is cheering us on.
His wife Bonnie has been here working
as the 101st Senator. She has been a
force and inspiration, keeping us going,
pushing us when we needed it. She
helped us fulfill Frank’s vision.

In the beginning, we thought the bill
might not ever get introduced in the
Senate. We entered this Congress after
the Republicans took the majority.
Many felt that strong environmental
legislation was impossible. They urged
us to wait. But many of us felt that 40
years was already too long to wait. We
knew we could do it, make it better,
and get it passed.
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Senator CARPER was one of those key
members on the Environment Com-
mittee. He gave us legs to get out of
the gate. He and Senators MANCHIN and
COONS were among our original cospon-
sors. They recognized that we had a
great opportunity before us, and I
thank them all.

They say that in order to get things
done in Washington, you need a good,
strong chairman, and Chairman INHOFE
fits that description. I thank Chairman
INHOFE and especially his staff, Ryan
Jackson and Dimitri Karakitsos.
Chairman INHOFE’s team was instru-
mental in moving things forward and
working with me to ensure that we
built the broadest possible support.
They knew that with broad support, we
could do better than get it out of com-
mittee, we could get it across the fin-
ish line.

There are days when we all feel dis-
couraged by gridlock here in Wash-
ington, but Chairman INHOFE and Sen-
ator VITTER rose above that. They saw
the value of working together across
party and across House and Senate.

Senators BOOKER, MERKLEY, and
WHITEHOUSE all understood that we
could work together. I thank them,
too, for sticking with this bill and
working through differences. As a re-
sult of their efforts, the bill gives
States stronger protections, it helps re-
duce unnecessary testing on animals,
and it includes a number of other im-
provements. Their staff—Adam ZipKkin,
Adrian Deveny, and Emily Enderle,
among others—were key.

A strong bipartisan vote of 15 to 5 out
of the committee set us up for action
on floor. As many of you know, floor
time is valuable and hard to come by
and subject to nonpertinent issues. We
needed to work to ensure the broadest
possible support. We did that with Sen-
ators DURBIN and MARKEY, our 59th and
60th cosponsors of our legislation. I
thank them and their staff members,
Jasmine Hunt and Michal Freedhoff,
for their important work to improve
key aspects of the Federal program,
such as fees and implementation dates,
and to ensure that we could pass this
bill through the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoOUNDS). The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, has my
time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it
has.

Mr. UDALL. Thank you very much.

Let me just say that I am going to
stay over. I thank the two Senators. I
am going to stay with Senator INHOFE
and thank additional people because 1
think it is that important, but we have
this time agreement, and we need to
move on.

I yield to Senator MARKEY for 5 min-
utes, and then we are going to Senator
WHITEHOUSE for 5 minutes unless there
is a Republican to intervene. Chairman
INHOFE, is that correct?

Mr. INHOFE. That is right.

I would also say that I will forgo my
remarks in order to give them more
time until after the vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. UDALL. I yield time to—the
agreement, as I understand it, is that
Senator MARKEY will speak for 5 min-
utes and Senator WHITEHOUSE for 5
minutes and then back to the Chair.

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, that is already a
unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, today
Congress stands ready to reform the
last of the core four environmental
statutes. It may do so with a stronger
bipartisan vote than any other major
environmental statute in recent Amer-
ican history.

For a generation, the American peo-
ple have been guinea pigs in a terrible
chemical experiment. Told that all the
advances in our chemistry labs would
make us healthier, happier, and safer,
American families have had to suffer
with decades of a law that did nothing
to ensure that was true. That is be-
cause when the industry successfully
overturned the EPA’s proposed ban on
asbestos, it also rendered the Toxic
Substance Control Act all but unus-
able. Children shouldn’t be unwitting
scientific subjects. Today we have a
chance to protect them by reforming
this failed law.

As ranking Democrat on the Senate
subcommittee of jurisdiction, I was one
of a handful of Members who partici-
pated in an informal conference with
the House. With Senators TUDALL,
BOXER, and MERKLEY, I have prepared a
document that is int