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

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
November 29, 2012.

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

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

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a bill of the
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 1998. An act to obtain an unqualified
audit opinion, and improve financial ac-
countability and management at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

————
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 17, 2012, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

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

———
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from

North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
in the Republican Conference, I ac-
knowledged that five marines and one
soldier from my district, the Third Dis-
trict of North Carolina, had been killed
in Afghanistan by the Afghans they
were training. This, to me, just does
not make any sense at all as to why we
stay in Afghanistan.

I also shared with the Conference an
email I got from the former Com-
mandant of the United States Marine
Corps, who has actually been my ad-
viser on Afghanistan for 3 years. I said,
Mr. Commandant, why do we stand by
and see our American soldiers, Ma-
rines, killed by those people we’re
training? I said, Mr. Commandant, how
many more have to die, killed at the
hands of the people they’re trying to
help?

And I read this from the Com-
mandant:

At the end of the day, I am more convinced
than ever that we need to get out of Afghani-
stan. When our friends turn out to be our
enemy, it is time to pull the plug. The idea
that troops we have trained and equipped
now turn that training and equipment on us
is simply unconscionable. Whether we leave
tomorrow or 1,000 tomorrows from now,
nothing will really change. We are now noth-
ing more than a recruiting poster for every
malcontent in the Middle East. We need to
wake up.

I read that yesterday in the Con-
ference, Mr. Speaker. I want my party
and the Democratic party to wake up
and get our troops home.

Mr. Speaker, recently on CNN’s Reli-
able Sources with Howard Kurtz, a
well-known journalist, Tom Ricks,
made the following statement:

We, as a Nation, seem to care more about
the sex lives of our generals than the real
lives of our soldiers.

Mr. Ricks went on to say that prob-
ably no one knew who Sergeant Chan-
ning Hicks and Specialist Joseph Rich-
ardson were. They were two Americans
killed in Afghanistan the Friday before
Ricks was interviewed. The media will

not print those names, but almost ev-
eryone in the country knows Paula
Broadwell. That’s such a tragedy, Mr.
Speaker, that our troops are dying in
Afghanistan, and we’re writing about
generals having relationships outside
of a marriage. It makes no sense.

We lost 32 Americans in October and
November. I want to know, where is
the outrage here in Congress? Why are
we spending money we don’t have? Why
are our troops dying, and yet we just
seem to go on and on talking about the
fiscal cliff? Well, I know that’s impor-
tant.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for Congress
to realize that we are having young
men and women die in Afghanistan for
a failed policy that will not change one
thing.

Mr. Speaker, before closing, I make
reference to this poster of a young
American in a casket being carried by
his colleagues to be buried. Please,
American people, put pressure on Con-
gress to bring our troops home now and
not wait until December 2014.

I ask God to please bless our men and
women in uniform, to please bless the
families of those who’ve lost loved ones
in Afghanistan and Iraq. I ask God to
please bless the United States of Amer-
ica. And please, God, help us get our
troops home now and not later.

HOW BIG IS YOUR FEMA?

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
Mitt Romney weathered a storm of
criticism late in the campaign after
Hurricane Sandy for his earlier com-
ments about privatizing FEMA and
turning responsibility back to State
and local governments. But during an
era of fiscal restraint and global warm-
ing, it’s high time that we start this
conversation in earnest. How big do
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you want your FEMA to be, how gen-
erous your disaster relief payments,
and how much do you want to pay?

In today’s New York Times op-ed sec-
tion, there is an article that points out
the potential liability for flood insur-
ance alone is $1.25 trillion, second only
to the liability for Social Security.
Right now, we have arguably the worst
of both worlds. The Federal Govern-
ment responds to disaster, usually pay-
ing too much for the wrong people to
do the wrong things. We provide Fed-
eral money to put people back in
harm’s way and sometimes provide in-
frastructure to make future, risky de-
velopment worse. We often take reme-
dial action like fortifying beaches, a
temporary solution that can actually
accelerate erosion elsewhere, shift
storm damage down the coast to an-
other spot or more serious flooding
down river. By giving the illusion of
protection, more people locate in dan-
gerous areas, and the vicious cycle is
repeated with untold damage to fami-
lies, with loss of life, loss of property,
disruption of business.

Perhaps we’d be better off if we began
with a serious conversation about what
people expect from FEMA and heavily
subsidized flood insurance.

What if the balance of responsibility
between individuals, local, State, and
Federal governments were analyzed?

What if we required individual prop-
erty owners to assume more of the cost
of disaster mitigation and recovery by
paying the full cost of their flood in-
surance premiums and having recovery
benefits provided on a declining scale
after repetitive incidents?

What if local developers were re-
quired to insure their buildings with-
stood the cost of certain foreseeable
disaster events? Would they be less
likely to pressure local governments to
approve risky development proposals?

If individual homeowners absorbed
more of their cost with slightly higher
home prices, would it make it less like-
ly that they’re going to be buying
homes in dangerous locations?

Shouldn’t local governments be re-
quired to have stronger zoning and
building codes to make loss less likely
and recovery less expensive? What if
these local governments were put on
notice that when they invest in infra-
structure, that the Federal disaster re-
lief is only going to cover a portion of
the loss and that portion will decline
with increasing frequency of events?

While there appears to be little appe-
tite for overall Federal control, there
ought to be even less appetite for the
Federal Government to pay for the fail-
ure of local control to plan, zone,
enact, and enforce strong code provi-
sions and consumer protection. The no-
tion that this is all going to be a one-
way street for the Federal taxpayer to
pay for repetitive disaster costs is
something that needs to be challenged
and rejected out of hand.

Make no mistake; I think it would be
foolish to privatize FEMA because
there is a need for Federal response to
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true disasters. That’s precisely the
time that the local economy and tax-
payer are least able to pay the full cost
of recovery. They need money, per-
sonnel, and assistance, but that doesn’t
mean a permanent entitlement to
risky behavior. The Federal Govern-
ment should deal with what is truly
catastrophic and with the humani-
tarian costs. Families obviously should
not be left destitute, hungry, and
homeless in the aftermath of natural
disaster. There is, however, no reason
that we encourage the repetition of
these terrible events.

In a time of fiscal stress and budg-
etary realignment, we should include
government disaster spending, liability
and development policy as we address
the fiscal cliff. Done right, this will not
only save money, but countless lives,
as well.

————
0 1010

THE TRUE MEANING OF THE
FISCAL CLIFF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. HAYWORTH) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, our
work in Congress during these final
weeks of 2012 is focused on the fiscal
cliff. We’re worried—and rightly so—
about what it means to our economy,
to our future, to the daily lives right
now of hardworking Americans who
are, in all too many cases, already
struggling to make ends meet, like the
mother in Carmel, New York, who told
me her kids are going to have to limit
their sports activities because she’s
having trouble finding the money to
fill her gas tank a couple of times a
week.

I came to Congress 2 years ago to
help that mom who is doing all she can
just to get by. She cares for her family,
she has a job, and she is a taxpayer.
She is in the middle class, and she is
being squeezed from all sides. She
knows, even though she has to set and
keep a budget, the Federal Government
hasn’t been able to do that, and that’s
why we’re facing the fiscal cliff. The
Federal Government has been spending
her hard-earned tax dollars like water,
running trillion-dollar deficits year
after year. She is angry, and she has
every right to be angry.

So what are we going to do about it?

Lately, we’ve heard a lot of talk
about raising revenues but not nearly
enough talk about bringing the Federal
Government down to the right size,
about matching spending to the re-
sources we have, about balancing the
Federal budget. Oh, we hear about a
‘“‘balanced approach,” but that’s just a
way of saying we need to increase
taxes. Actually, we don’t need to in-
crease taxes. The best thing we could
do would be to not increase taxes.

The best thing we can do to raise rev-
enues is by making our economy as
healthy and strong as it can be. That
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means we need to help our businesses
grow and hire. That has become way
too hard to do in the past couple of
years. A businessman in Dutchess
County, New York, told me that he’s
going to have to limit the number of
employees he has to fewer than 50 so
that he won’t be subject to penalties
under the 2010 health law. So, right
now, the Federal Government is keep-
ing him from offering jobs. That hurts
the people who need jobs and who
would be happy to be on a payroll on
which they would be putting their own
contributions into Social Security and
Medicare.

Increasing taxes means less growth
and fewer jobs, and that’s not balanced.
Three years ago, I made a pledge to op-
pose tax increases. I made that pledge
to the citizens I serve and to no one
else, and I made it because tax in-
creases will hurt them. When Jen, the
owner of La Petite Cuisine in Warwick,
New York, tells me that the best thing
I can do for her small business is to
give her a break from high taxes, I be-
lieve her. I ran for Congress to help Jen
and all the small business people like
her, who are the engines of job cre-
ation. I ran for Congress to help all the
people who need employers like Jen to
hire them.

These good people deserve better
than temporary fixes that mean we
lurch from one crisis to the next. They
deserve a plan that solves our eco-
nomic problems for the long term.
They deserve a plan that goes beyond
politics and shows a commitment to
putting the Federal Government on a
budget and on track to eliminate our
crushing debt, that respects our citi-
zens’ rights to enjoy the fruits of their
labors and to spend and save and invest
as they see fit, which is the best way to
grow the economy and add jobs, and
that allows each of them, regardless of
their station in life or where they live
or their ethnic background or their
gender, to use their energy, talent, and
common sense as free people in a Na-
tion that must remain the strongest in
the world, which it simply cannot be if
it is drowning in debt.

I am here to fight for what is best for
my constituents—every one of them—
today and every day, in every single
way I can. I am here to serve them and
not any party or ideology. My con-
stituents’ future extends far beyond
any election. They deserve that future
to be as secure and prosperous as it can
be, and it surely can be if we in Con-
gress and the White House can have the
courage to move forward together in a
spirit of true cooperation. I stand
ready to do that, and I stand with the
people of the Hudson Valley.

———

TURNING THE CORNER ON REAL
IMMIGRATION REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes.
Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, let
me tell you how you know you've
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turned the corner on the immigration
debate.

When Sean Hannity and Senator
RAND PAUL and a group of others in the
Republican Party begin saying it’s
time to rethink the party’s approach to
immigration, we’ve probably reached a
milestone. When Donald Trump says
the Republican policy of asking 12 mil-
lion people to self-deport is a ‘‘crazy
policy” that likely cost the Repub-
licans the White House, you’ve turned
a corner. Any time I agree with Donald
Trump, hope for a bipartisan agree-
ment should be running high.

Most Americans believe that Elec-
tion Day demonstrated that it’s time
to move beyond the same old politics,
the same tired blame game on immi-
gration. So, when I saw a Republican-
sponsored STEM visa bill on the House
calendar this week, I thought, well,
maybe House Republicans are changing
their tune. On the campaign trail, we
heard Governor Romney say he sup-
ported stapling green cards to the di-
plomas of every math and science grad-
uate from our universities. Why should
we educate some of the best minds on
Earth and then say, ‘“‘Sorry, no room in
the U.S. economy for you”? It makes
no sense. They go away and compete
against us rather than innovating and
creating jobs here.

Then I took a closer look at what the
Republicans are actually proposing.
They haven’t turned a corner at all. In
fact, they haven’t even stepped out of
their houses. They certainly didn’t
learn anything from the last election.
The STEM visa bill on the House floor
this week was actually voted down in
September. It was introduced with a
few changes but with absolutely no
consultation with Democrats.

I want to find a bipartisan solution
on immigration. I am committed to it.
I know it won’t be easy. They say a
journey of a thousand miles begins
with just one step. The problem is my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
want to take one step and have the
Democrats travel the other 999.9 miles.
Certainly, this bill isn’t even a step—
it’s a shuffle; it’s a shell game. It has
exactly the same problem that the
STEM bill in September had. It moves
visas from a legal immigration pro-
gram, which works, over to a new visa
category where there may or may not
be sufficient demand to use those visas
each year.

Immigration is always a zero-sum
game for my colleagues on the other
side: we will only increase visas for im-
migrants we like if we can eliminate
immigration for immigrants we don’t
like. But it isn’t even a zero-sum trick
they’re pulling here. Best estimates are
that only 20,000 STEM visas would be
issued to graduates, meaning that the
other 35 visas would just disappear.

Which immigrants do they want to
exclude in order to play this game?

They’re people from around the world
who want a chance to make a new life
for themselves in the U.S., people like
the fathers and mothers and grand-
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parents of almost every Member of
Congress. In this case, half of the peo-
ple who come to America legally,
through the Diversity Visa program,
come from the continent of Africa,
over half of them. Yet they come from
all over. So the Republicans would
have us say to the good people of
Ghana or South Africa—but also to the
people of Sweden and Ireland and New
Zealand and Taiwan who apply to come
here legally—sorry, we have to with-
draw the chance you had at 50,000 visas
so we can divert them to, maybe, 20,000
STEM graduates. Maybe. Once again,
the Republicans’ math doesn’t add up.

Here is something I'll bet you didn’t
know about the Diversity Visa pro-
gram, which is that many of them
come to this country and join the
Armed Forces of the United States of
America. But these legal immigrants
are the target of the Republican bill.

I have news for my friends on the
other side of the aisle: you can’t fool
immigrants. You can’t pretend to be
pro-immigrant and then eliminate im-
migration from one group to allow an-
other group to come.

I woke up the day after the election
and I saw a new landscape for the im-
migration debate. It is one in which
Democrats and Republicans work to-
gether to solve tough problems facing
the United States. We should not treat
this as an opportunity for politicians
to score political points again, but
sadly, that is what is happening here. I
want Republicans to know that Demo-
crats support STEM visas. We don’t
need to kill other legal immigration
programs to create a STEM program,
but Republicans are more interested in
killing the Diversity Visa program
than in creating a program for STEM
graduates. For this bill, no matter
what happens on Friday, it will not
pass in the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we can turn
the corner on real immigration reform
but only if Republicans are willing to
put on their walking shoes and take a
few steps with Democrats, walking side
by side, for a greater, better America.

0 1020
HONORING LOUIS GIACOMELLI

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

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor the life of Louis
Giacomelli of New Britain in my home
of Bucks County, Pennsylvania. A de-
voted husband and a loving father,
Louis passed away earlier this week
after a long life of service to his com-
munity and to his country.

As a young man in the Army, Louis
answered his country’s call and honor-
ably served in the Korean War and was
awarded a Purple Heart for his service.
Upon returning home from the war,
Louis went on to serve his community
with the Philadelphia Police Depart-
ment for over 20 years.
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I had the opportunity to visit the Ko-
rean War Memorial here in our Na-
tion’s capital with Louis earlier this
year. I was fortunate to have been able
to spend that time with him and proud
to have called him my friend.

His life of service is an example to
each of us, and I wish his family all the
best in these difficult times.

————
PITS FOR PATRIOTS

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to highlight the exceptional
work of an organization operating in
my district called Pits for Patriots.
This innovative program strives to
save not just one life, but two.

The Chicagoland organization cur-
rently trains rescued pit bulls to be-
come service dogs for veterans in need.
In addition to helping our country’s pa-
triots, the program is committed to
educating the public about the loyalty,
devotion, and commitment of the pit
bull breed. Their service dogs are
trained to help improve a veteran’s
quality of life in their day-to-day ac-
tivities, such as opening and closing
doors, retrieving items, and assisting
with mobility problems.

I had the honor of attending a train-
ing session and meeting a dedicated
veteran, Sergeant Danny Randall, and
his companion dog, Shiloh. After serv-
ing for 9 years in the Army, Danny felt
an emotional disconnect between mili-
tary and civilian life. Reentering the
civilian workforce had been a difficult
adjustment. Danny suffers from
posttraumatic stress disorder, making
it difficult for him to remain calm in
large crowds or tight spaces. He is not
comfortable sitting with his back to a
door or window and feels stress when
strangers enter his personal space. But
Danny has found a way to help battle
some of the aftereffects of war.
Danny’s medicine is in the form of a
four-legged pit bull dog that goes by
the name of Shiloh. Shiloh helps
Danny to remain calm when going out
in public and increases his comfort
level and socialization skills.

Shiloh and other pit bulls do more
than just facilitate the day-to-day lives
of the recipients; they provide a sense
of independence and unconditional
love. For the veterans, caring for a
companion animal can provide a sense
of purpose and fulfillment, while less-
ening feelings of loneliness, isolation,
and depression.

There are over 22 million veterans in
America today. And although the num-
ber of servicemembers being deployed
in today’s wars are fewer than in wars
of the past, those returning from war
are suffering from increasingly severe
disabilities, such as traumatic brain in-
jury, numerous amputations, and
posttraumatic stress disorder.

Over the past decade, the number of
vets in need of disability compensation
has more than doubled, from 600,000 in
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2000 to over 1.4 million in the year 2011.
As more vets return home from mul-
tiple tours in Iraq and Afghanistan, the
need for assistance will grow even
greater. We must do all we can to sup-
port inventive programs such as Pits
for Patriots that provide essential sup-
port and assistance to our veterans in
need.

I want to end with the words of Ser-
geant Danny Randall, who said about
his pit bull, Shiloh:

He truly gives me a reason to be success-
ful. Shiloh gives me a great sense of calm
and balance. He is an amazing dog, not just
where he has been and what he’s lived
through, but all that he has overcome. In
that sense we are a lot alike, and I believe
that is why we have such a strong bond. We
truly do everything together, and I could not
have asked for a better pittie partner.

Let’s make sure other veterans in
need have access to the same program
that has done so much to help Danny
and Shiloh.

———

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN RON
PAUL

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

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to
my friend, RON PAUL. I have now
served in Congress for 24 years, the last
16 of which I have served with Con-
gressman PAUL. During all of that
time, I have never once seen him waver
or stray from a commitment to liberty
and freedom and his promise to uphold
and defend our Constitution.

I can assure you that no one runs for
office wanting to make people mad. In
fact, it may be that people who run for
office have a stronger desire to be liked
than most people. Thus, I feel certain
that at times it has been hurtful to
Congressman PAUL to be the only
Member out of 435 to vote ‘‘no” on
some popular bill or seemingly harm-
less resolution. Yet, on many occa-
sions, he has been the only vote on
some issue. Yet, because of his courage
and sincerity and his steadfast belief in
free enterprise, private property, and
individual freedom, he has earned the
respect and admiration of almost ev-
eryone with whom he has served on
both sides of the aisle.

When there was tremendous pressure,
especially on the Republican side, to
vote to go to war in Iraq, only six Re-
publicans voted ‘‘no.” Three of those
were very liberal Republicans, and
three were very conservative. The
three conservative ‘‘no” votes came
from John Hostettler of Indiana, Con-
gressman PAUL, and myself.

It is probably accurate to say that,
during the 16 years Congressman PAUL
and I have served together, no two
Members have voted more alike than
we have. Most of that time we have ar-
rived at our decisions separately and
independently. But we also have dis-
cussed many votes over the years, and
I have attended most of the meetings
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of the Liberty Caucus Congressman
PAUL has hosted in his office with a
wide variety of speakers.

One national magazine about 4 years
ago gave just three Members 100 per-
cent ratings on a freedom index—Con-
gressman PAUL, Congressman JEFF
FLAKE of Arizona, and myself. Last
year I was very surprised when the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union ranked me as
the most fiscally conservative Member
on all 338 spending votes. But the only
reason Congressman PAUL was not first
was because he missed many votes dur-
ing his run for the White House.

There have been articles and com-
ments and questions about who would
be the next RON PAUL in Congress, but,
really, no one can replace RON PAUL or
fill his shoes or be the next RON PAUL.
He has achieved a fame and a following
and a position of influence that is al-
most miraculous considering his
unique independence.

He is such a kind, humble, almost
bashful person that I know he has been
amazed by the numbers that have
turned out to support him, and espe-
cially the following he has among
young people. After all, there is noth-
ing cool or hip about him, but several
million college students and 20-some-
things love the man. I think his appeal
lies in his principled stands on the
issues, the concern young people have
for their future and where this country
is headed, and the fact that Congress-
man PAUL is real. There is nothing
fake about him. He believes what he
says and says what he believes and
then sticks by it even when it is not
‘“‘politically correct.”

Financial columnist Charles Goyette
probably summed up Congressman
PAUL’s time in office best in a column
a few days ago. He wrote:

Politics has ways of bending such lesser
men and molding even the well-intentioned
to become servants of the State. The tools
are many: Congressional leadership bribes
and bestows its favors from plum committee
assignments to nicer Capitol offices. The
parties reward the lockstep marchers, too.
For those who stay in step, there are en-
dorsements and campaign funds. Meanwhile,
for those who march to a different drum-
mer—well. And then there is the simple so-
cial pressure to which men whose eyes are
not focused on a polestar of principle soon
succumb. The description you’ve heard of
Washington that you have to go along to get
along is all too true.

Mr. Goyette concluded by writing:

Ron Paul never succumbed. He never sold
out for a better assignment, a nicer office,
lobbyist largesse, or shallow conviviality.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I think words
written in a 1930 novel called ‘‘The
Lion’s Den” fit Congressman RON
PAUL. The words described a fictional
Congressman named Zimmer. The au-
thor, Janet Fairbank, wrote:

No matter how the espousal of a lost cause
might hurt his prestige in the House, Zim-
mer had never hesitated to identify himself
with it if it seemed to him to be right. He
knew only two ways; the right one and the
wrong, and if he sometimes made a mistake,
it was never one of honor. He voted as he be-
lieved he should, and although sometimes his
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voice was raised alone on one side of the
question, it was never stilled.

———
[ 1030
PROTECTING THE RIGHT TO VOTE

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

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, Americans turned out in
record numbers this past election day,
November 6, to exercise our most cher-
ished and fundamental right, the right
to vote.

No doubt my colleagues heard from
their constituents who endured, in
many cases, outrageously long lines. I
spoke with voters who reported having
to wait two or more hours, and in some
cases up to 5 hours, to cast that pre-
cious vote. In most cases, the absence
of early voting and the shortage of vot-
ing machines and well-trained election
volunteers were the primary culprits
leading to unacceptably long lines.

Whether one lived in a blue or red
State, or voted in an urban, suburban
or rural precinct, residents at polling
places in more than a dozen States, in-
cluding Florida, Pennsylvania, Colo-
rado, Ohio, New York, Massachusetts,
Wisconsin, South Carolina, Montana,
Tennessee, Hawaii, Arizona, Rhode Is-
land, and my own Commonwealth of
Virginia, encountered significant, yet
avoidable, barriers to casting their bal-
lots.

This is not a Republican or a Demo-
cratic problem. Voters from both par-
ties were affected. This is truly a na-
tional bipartisan challenge, if not a
crisis. And to quote President Obama:
“It’s one we have to fix.”

I think about the employee who
struggles to manage his commute or
her commute and work schedule on
election day, or the senior citizen who
may not have had the stamina to stand
in line for 5 hours, or the young work-
ing mom waiting to vote, worried
about the fact that she won’t get to the
front of the line in time to pick up her
kids at daycare.

The experience of our constituents on
election day amount to a modern-day
poll tax on all Americans that must be
eliminated. Twelve years after the 2000
Presidential election exposed the deep
structural problems that plague our de-
centralized voting system, our troubles
appear to have worsened, not improved.

Long waits in the cold or the heat,
confusing and conflicting instructions
from poorly trained election officials, a
paucity of voting machines or malfunc-
tioning machines showing their age, a
shortage of paper ballots, absentee bal-
lots that failed to reach civilian and
military voters in time were among the
litany of voting problems that came to
a head on election day.

I saw the problem firsthand at poll-
ing places in my district as I visited
with voters in one Prince William
County precinct who had been waiting
in line for more than 4 hours in the
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cold. That’s why I joined with Con-
gressman JIM LANGEVIN to introduce
the Fair, Accurate, Secure and Timely
Voting Act of 2012, the FAST Act. A
Senate companion bill was introduced
by Senators CHRIS COONS of Delaware,
MARK WARNER of Virginia and SHELDON
WHITEHOUSE of Rhode Island.

Representative LANGEVIN and I have
significant experience serving at the
State and local levels, and we strongly
believe that the Federal Government
often works best when it leverages
those laboratories of democracy at the
local and State levels to test innova-
tive solutions and governing reforms
and best practices that might have ap-
plicability at the Federal level.

Consistent with this principle, our
bill avoids overly prescriptive require-
ments and, instead, offers States a
menu of options and financial incen-
tives to adopt voting reforms.

Our FAST Voting Act recognizes that
modernizing the Nation’s voting sys-
tem will require collaborative and co-
ordinated efforts at the State, Federal,
and local levels. It creates a competi-
tive grant program, similar to the
President’s Race to the Top schools
initiative, and rewards those States
that aggressively implement the most
effective and promising reforms to ex-
pand the franchise.

The menu of reforms includes flexible
voter registration opportunities, in-
cluding same-day registration; early
voting, with a minimum of at least 9
days before the election; no-excuse ab-
sentee voting; assistance to voters who
do not speak English as a primary lan-
guage; assistance to voters with dis-
abilities, including the visually im-
paired; effective access to voting for
members of the Armed Services; formal
training of election officials, including
State and county administrators and
volunteers; auditing and reducing wait-
ing times at polling stations; creating
contingency plans for voting in the
event of a natural or other kind of dis-
aster.

To be clear, the FAST Act is the lat-
est in a series of proposals to reform
how our elections are administered.
Given the renewed interest among the
public, Members of Congress, and the
President, we ought to at least move
forward with hearings to debate the
merits of these proposals.

This is the world’s greatest and old-
est democracy. How can any of us be
satisfied with the scandalous oper-
ations that occurred in all too many
voting places that impaired the ability
of Americans, free Americans, to freely
cast their vote?

We ought to clean this up. It’s a solv-
able problem, and it ought to be solved
on a bipartisan basis.

——

HONORING SERGEANT FIRST
CLASS RILEY G. STEPHENS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FLORES) for 5 minutes.
Mr. FLORES. Mr. Speaker, America
recently lost another hero in the war
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on terror. On September 28, America
lost Army Sergeant First Class Riley
G. Stephens of Tolar, Texas.

Riley grew up in Tolar. He enlisted as
an infantryman in the Army in 1993. He
volunteered for the Special Forces As-
sessment and Selection Course. He also
went on to graduate from the Special
Forces Qualification Course in March
of 2005.

At the time of his tragic death, he
was assigned to Company B, 1st Bat-
talion, 3rd Special Forces Group (Air-
borne) as a Special Forces medical ser-
geant. He would go on five separate de-
ployments in support of Operation En-
during Freedom.

During his 19 years of service to our
country, Sergeant Stephens earned
many awards and decorations. He
earned the Bronze Star Medal with
Valor, two Bronze Star Medals, the
Purple Heart, the Army Achievement
Medal with Valor, four Army Com-
mendation Medals, four Army Achieve-
ment Medals, the National Defense
Service Medal, the Afghanistan Cam-
paign Medal with three campaign stars,
the Global War on Terrorism Service
Medal, the Noncommissioned Officer
Professional Development Ribbon Mili-
tary, the Army Service Ribbon, two
Overseas Service Ribbons, the NATO
Medal, the Air Assault Badge, the
Basic Parachutist Badge, the Expert
Infantryman Badge, the Combat Infan-
tryman Badge, the Ranger Tab and the
Special Forces Tab.

On October 7, Sergeant First Class
Riley G. Stephens was laid to rest at
the Dallas-Fort Worth National Ceme-
tery, not far from his hometown in
Tolar where, earlier that day, his life
was celebrated and his service to our
country was celebrated in a church full
of friends and family and fellow patri-
ots.

Our thoughts and prayers are with
the family and friends of Sergeant Ste-
phens. He will forever be remembered
as an outstanding soldier, a husband
and a father. We thank him and his
family for their service and sacrifice
for our country.

His sacrifice reflects the words of
Jesus in John 15:13 which say: Greater
love hath no man than this, that a man
lay down his life for his friends.

As I close, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask all Americans to continue pray-
ing for our country during these dif-
ficult times, for our military men and
women, and for our first responders
who keep us safe by their sacrifice each
day.

God bless our military men and
women, and God bless America.

———

COMMEMORATING THE CANON-
IZATION OF SAINT MARIANNE OF
MOLOKAI

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

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce a resolution com-
memorating the remarkable life of
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service of Mother Marianne Cope of
Molokai, and her canonization as a
saint of the Roman Catholic Church on
October 21, 2012. She joins Saint
Damien of Molokai among the 12 Amer-
ican saints.

I am joined in introducing this reso-
lution by Congresswoman ANN MARIE
BUERKLE, who represents Syracuse,
New York, where Mother Marianne’s
Order of the Sisters of Saint Francis is
based; by Congressman  RICHARD
HANNA, who represents Utica, New
York, where Mother Marianne grew up;
and by Congresswoman COLLEEN
HANABUSA, who represents Hawaii’s
First Congressional District. I am
proud to represent Hawaii’s Second
Congressional District, which includes
the island of Molokai.

It may seem surprising that one-
sixth of America’s saints are connected
to the tiny Kalaupapa Peninsula on the
Hawaiian island of Molokai. The story
of Kalaupapa is heartbreaking.

We have all heard of how isolated na-
tive populations are especially suscep-
tible to new diseases. Once Westerners
and other peoples came to Hawaii, dis-
eases like smallpox and measles caused
high mortality. It was no different
with leprosy. Native Hawaiians made
up the majority of those afflicted with
this disease.

To stem the spread of leprosy, the
Kingdom of Hawaii decided in 1866 to
forcibly relocate persons found to have
the disease to the Kalaupapa Penin-
sula. Those with the disease were out-
casts in every sense of the word.
Kalaupapa was chosen because it is
surrounded by the ocean and some of
the tallest sea cliffs in the world, effec-
tively cutting off escape.
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Mothers, fathers, and children who
contracted the disease were taken from
their families and brought to
Kalaupapa, where living conditions
were terrible and medical care almost
nonexistent. Father Damien, who ulti-
mately contracted and died from the
disease, is recognized throughout the
world for all he did to improve condi-
tions for the outcasts of Kalaupapa.
Mother Marianne carried on and ex-
panded on his work. This resolution
honors Mother Marianne for her legacy
of compassionate care and recognizes
her example of what it truly means to
dedicate one’s life in service to others.
One does not need to be Catholic to be
humbled and inspired by the life of
someone who devoted herself so self-
lessly to those whom almost everyone
else shunned and rejected.

Mother Marianne, born Barbara
Koob, immigrated to this country from
Germany as a young girl. She and her
family settled in Utica, New York. At
the age of 24, she entered the religious
life as a Catholic nun and commenced a
life dedicated to children, education,
and the sick. Mother Marianne later fo-
cused her efforts on health care and
was influential in establishing St. Eliz-
abeth Hospital in Utica. She was also
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the founder and administrator of St.
Joseph’s Hospital in Syracuse, the
city’s first hospital.

In 1883, Mother Marianne received a
letter that would change her life. It
was from Father Leonor Fouesnel, a
missionary in Hawaii, who was des-
perately searching for volunteers to
take charge of the hospitals that
served people with Hansen’s disease.
More than 50 religious congregations
had already declined, but Mother
Marianne was different. She eagerly
accepted the mission. She wrote back
to Father Leonor:

I am hungry for the work and I wish with
all my heart to be one of the chosen ones. I
am not afraid of any disease.

Mother Marianne left for Hawaii,
along with six sisters from Syracuse, in
1883, where she began a 30-year mission
caring for those diagnosed with Han-
sen’s disease. Mother Marianne accept-
ed a government plea to start a new
home for women and girls with Han-
sen’s disease at the Kalaupapa settle-
ment. Mother Marianne arrived in
Kalaupapa just months before Father
Damien’s death. She oversaw the ex-
pansion of health services and pro-
grams to provide education and tend to
the spiritual needs of the patients.

Mother Marianne lived until the age
of 80. On August 9, 1918, she died in
Kalaupapa. She was deeply mourned
and is still revered. I have visited her
grave site, where I left ho-okupu, a tra-
ditional Hawaiian offering. I was deep-
ly moved by the devotion of this
woman from New York who left all
that was familiar to live on an isolated
peninsula 5,000 miles from home.
Kalaupapa became her home and its
people her family.

Mother Marianne recognized the
rights and inherent dignity of all peo-
ple. She dedicated her life to caring for
those who needed it the most. People of
all faiths can admire her spirit of
aloha—encompassing love, compassion,
mercy, and grace—and malama—to
care for others.

———————

ONE LESS PLACE SETTING AT THE
HOLIDAYS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s the
time of year when families reunite and
renew their very close connections—
connections that are actually, in most
instances, the most precious parts of
our lives. This Thanksgiving I know all
of us were grateful for the company of
those we love the most. But more than
2,000 American families sat at tables
where there was one less serving of the
Thanksgiving meal just a week ago.
Those families lost a loved one in the
deadly war in Afghanistan—mow more
than 11 years long and a tragically
reckless policy.

I'm personally grateful for the serv-
ice of all of our Afghanistan veterans
and for their sacrifice and for the sac-
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rifice of our military families. But
sometimes I don’t know how we as a
Congress and a Nation can look them
right straight in the face after every-
thing we’ve put them through. The
benefits of this war don’t come close to
justifying the devastating human
cost—not just fatalities, but dis-
figuring wounds, lost limbs, traumatic
brain injury, and demons of post-trau-
matic stress. They all add up to trag-
edy at the utmost.

For too many of our veterans, the
transition back to civilian life is a
daily struggle. Many face not just
health care challenges but joblessness,
housing and credit troubles, and over-
all economic anxiety and stress. We’ve
had enough of this. Why would we want
to extend a war that has given so much
misery and so much heartache and so
few actual national security benefits?

The American people have rendered
their verdict on the occupation of Af-
ghanistan. Poll after poll shows they
want it over. Who can blame them? In
fact, the public opinion was so clear
during the last Presidential election
that both candidates for President in
this year’s campaign were saying that
they would end the war. But the ques-
tion, Mr. Speaker, is, When? The cur-
rent 2014 timetable is not nearly ag-
gressive enough—not when we’re losing
brave servicemembers every single
week, not when our military presence
is sustaining the very extremists we’re
trying to defeat, and not when Amer-
ican taxpayers are paying the bill to
the tune of $10 billion a month, at
least.

And now it seems that our policy-
makers might be planning for a signifi-
cant military presence in Afghanistan
beyond 2014. According to a new New
York Times article last weekend, one
of the options on the table calls for
10,000 American troops and several
thousand more NATO troops to remain
on the ground after 2014. Sources say
that General John Allen, our top com-
mander in Afghanistan, prefers to keep
as many as 60,000 troops for another
year. As The Times editorial board
points out, this is not the ‘‘steady
pace’” of troop withdrawal that the
President has promised.

This is unacceptable. We ought to
have a role in Afghanistan, but it can-
not and must not be a military role.
We need more humanitarian aid, more
support for education, health care, de-
mocracy promotion, civil society, and
so much more. But we will not make
America safer and we will not make Af-
ghanistan stronger by continuing this
war. The only morally decent and stra-
tegically sensible approach is to bring
our troops home now—certainly before
2014.

INVESTING IN R&D AND STEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) for
5 minutes.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Today, I would like to empha-
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size the important role that Federal in-
vestments in research and develop-
ment, or R&D; and science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics, or
STEM, education play in stimulating
growth, creating new industries and
jobs, and delivering long-term benefits
to our citizens.

As a member of the House Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology, and
now as ranking member, I have had the
privilege of hearing countless witnesses
from industry, academia, and govern-
ment over the past several years tes-
tify that investments in R&D are es-
sential to keeping America competi-
tive in a challenging international
marketplace. In fact, according to a
paper by the National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research, changes in technology
are the only source of permanent in-
creases in productivity.

If we are to reverse the trend of the
last 20 years, where our country’s tech-
nology edge in the world has dimin-
ished, we must make the investments
necessary today. The statistics speak
for themselves. It is estimated that
more than 50 percent of our economic
growth since World War II can be at-
tributed to development and adoption
of new technologies. The path is sim-
ple: research and education lead to in-
novation. Innovation leads to economic
development and good-paying jobs and
the revenue to pay for more research.
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As private firms underinvest in re-
search and development because the re-
turns are too far off in the future,
there is a clear and necessary role of
government to help our Nation keep
pace with the rest of the world.

More than 50 years ago, when DARPA
was first created, no one had any idea
that the research that they would fund
would be responsible for the creation of
the Internet or the proliferation of
GPS technology, but it did. Those in-
ventions started with Federal dollars,
as did countless other game-changing
technologies.

It is clear that Federal investments
in R&D bring significant returns for
decades to come. In 1987, MIT Professor
Robert Solow was awarded the Nobel
Prize in Economics for his work prov-
ing that improved technology and im-
proved education in the workforce was
clearly and chiefly responsible for
long-term growth, much more than in-
creases in labor or capital. The current
best estimate for the return on aca-
demic research alone is 28 percent.
Federal efforts are underway now to
more vigorously and rigorously quan-
tify the return on Federal investments
in R&D.

Today we find ourselves at a cross-
roads. The United States remains a
leader in science, technology, and inno-
vation but no longer the unchallenged
leader. While our own world-class inno-
vation infrastructure is under stress,
our competitors in other countries,
even as they institute austerity meas-
ures in other parts of their budgets, are
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seizing the opportunity to make stra-
tegic investments in long-term basic
research and build and leverage public-
private partnerships to support the
shorter term R&D that will help create
jobs now and long into the future.

As we struggle with our own deficits,
we too can make the strategic choice
to continue to invest in our future—
both in our human capital and physical
infrastructure—or we can make the
strategic choice to permanently cede
our leadership, to fail our current gen-
eration of young people and to put our
economy in a state of stagnation for
years to come.

STEM education is another critical
component to the Nation’s economic
competitiveness. Yet according to the
Program for International Student As-
sessment, the U.S. currently ranks 17th
in science and 25th in math out of 34
countries. Though our best STEM stu-
dents have no trouble competing with
their international peers, on average,
our K-12 students continue to lag far
behind their international peers in
math and science aptitude. According
to the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP) 2009 science
assessment, 34 percent of the fourth-
graders, 30 percent of the eighth-grad-
ers, and 21 percent of the 12th-graders
performed at or above the proficient
level in science. When eighth-graders
were tested again in 2011, they achieved
a modest 2-point gain in the percentage
of students demonstrating proficiency.

When the results are broken down by de-
mographic groups, we see a 6—7 point gender
gap that begins somewhere between the 4th
and 8th grade and persists through 12th
grade. Even more troubling, there are huge
and persistent gaps across racial/ethnic
groups. Among African American students, in
2009 only 11 percent of fourth-graders, 8 per-
cent of eighth-graders, and 4 percent of
twelfth-graders performed at or above the pro-
ficient level in science. The number for His-
panic students—14, 12 and 8 percent, respec-
tively—are only slightly better. The one small
sign of improvement is a 4 point gain for His-
panic 8th graders from 2009 to 2011. But how
as a nation and as parents and grandparents
can we tolerate any of these numbers for any
of our students?

We must also do better at the college level.
Even among those minority students who
have access to high-performing schools or
who otherwise succeed against the odds and
enter college intending to major in a STEM
degree, fewer than 20 percent finish within five
years, compared to a 33 percent 5-year com-
pletion rate for White students and 42 percent
for Asian students.

We’ve been talking about “A Nation at Risk”
since the report by that name came out nearly
30 years ago, but in that time we’ve made lit-
tle to no improvement. Some suggest we may
even have gone backwards. As long as our
nation overall was still number one, it was
easier for our leaders to let year after year
pass without taking the hard steps to take on
an enormous set of challenges in a large and
diverse country where, rightly so, education is
controlled at the local level.

However, the world is changing, the de-
mand for STEM skills is steadily increasing,
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and our nation’s leadership is being chal-
lenged. At the same time, our demographics
are shifting in profound ways, making the ra-
cial/ethnic gaps that much more consequential
for our future. By the year 2050, minorities are
predicted to represent 55 percent of the na-
tional college population.

| am heartened by many of the initiatives
going on now at both the federal and state
levels, including the Obama Administration’s
Race to the Top, Initiative and the state-drive
common core standards in math and science.
Nevertheless, we have a long way to go to en-
sure that the U.S. continues to produce the
world’s best scientists, mathematicians, and
engineers and to make sure that every student
is prepared for the highly technical, high-pay-
ing jobs of the future. According to 2008 data
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the pro-
fessional information technology (IT) workforce
was projected to add a little under a million
new jobs between 2008 an 2018. This rep-
resents more than twice the rate of overall
workforce growth over that same period. Many
high-tech companies cite the availability of a
skilled STEM workforce as the number one
reason for determining where they locate their
facilities. Producing students with the STEM
skills needed to fill the jobs of the future is
necessary to maintaining our nation’s innova-
tion capacity and creating new high-skill, high-
paying jobs at home.

We need to take a step back and refrain
from making short-sighted, ill-advised cuts to
our R&D and education investments in pursuit
of illusory budgetary benefits. While we debate
turning the lights off on groundbreaking re-
search projects, shuttering world-class re-
search facilities, stopping emerging industries
in their tracks, and losing many of our best
and brightest scientists from the STEM pipe-
line for good, our competitors in China, India,
and elsewhere are surging ahead in their in-
vestments in R&D, STEM education, and
emerging industries.

| urge all of us, as we undertake our very
difficult task of trying to set us on a more sus-
tainable fiscal path, to do whatever it takes to
prioritize steady growth of our investments in
science, technology, and STEM education. It
is when our economy is hurting the most that
we should be redoubling our efforts to inno-
vate our way into a brighter future of new jobs,
new technologies, and untold societal benefits.

————
CORRUPTION IN AFGHANISTAN

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

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, this year I pushed for and re-
ceived a congressional investigation
into the Dawood National Military
Hospital in Afghanistan based on alle-
gations that senior Afghan medical
personnel sold U.S. military medical
supplies and that Afghan soldiers and
police were dying in the facility from
untreated wounds and malnutrition be-
cause their families couldn’t come up
with the necessary bribes to pay the
hospital staff for their care.

The Afghan surgeon general, General
Ahmad Zia Yaftali, was complicit in
the corruption. U.S. Army Lieutenant
General William Caldwell was instru-
mental in covering it up by not only
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delaying an investigation but by lim-
iting the scope of it when it did occur.
Neither General Caldwell nor General
Yaftali have been disciplined for their
conduct.

Last week I was in Afghanistan and I
visited the hospital. I left Afghanistan
confirming my belief that the greatest
threat to the future of Afghanistan is
not the Taliban but the pervasive cor-
ruption that permeates every level of
Afghan governance and the lack of
leadership by the United States in con-
fronting it.

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 55
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

————
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AFTER RECESS

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

—————

PRAYER

Reverend Dr. Leslie Callahan, St.
Paul’s Baptist Church, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, offered the following
prayer:

Gracious God, we offer thanks for the
joys and challenges of self-government,
which this House and the whole Con-
gress symbolize.

In a world ravaged by violence, polit-
ical and domestic, we enter gratefully
the sanctuary of these Chambers for
peaceful deliberation for this Nation’s
good. Even in the spaces of deep dis-
agreement may these debates be sea-
soned with mutual understanding. May
Your presence as liberty, love, and jus-
tice walk up and down and, yes, even
between these aisles. Remind everyone
of the sacredness of the trust of their
constituents and the hope of all our
citizens.

At day’s end, may all affected by
their decisions be confident of their
good faith. At the end of the term, may
the reelected redouble their efforts for
the common good and those retiring
find satisfaction in having done their
duty. In the name of all that is holy
and good.

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 New York (Mr. REED) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.
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Mr. REED led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

WELCOMING REVEREND DR.
LESLIE CALLAHAN

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
FUDGE) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to welcome Dr. Leslie D. Cal-
lahan to serve as our guest chaplain
today. I have known Dr. Callahan since
she was a toddler and am proud to say
that she is the dedicated senior pastor
of St. Paul’s Baptist Church in Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania, its first female
leader in 119 years.

Dr. Callahan is a religion scholar who
received her bachelor of arts in religion
from Harvard University/Radcliff Col-
lege, a master of divinity from Union
Theological Seminary in New York,
and doctor of philosophy in religion
from Princeton University.

A native of Gary, West Virginia, and
resident of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
Dr. Callahan has been publicly preach-
ing since the age of 19. She is noted for
her dynamic preaching and teaching
gifts and as a minister who plays a
major role in shaping the future of the
African American church. She is the
mother of 2-month-old Annabelle, or
Bella.

Reverend Callahan’s character is cap-
tured in her favorite scripture from
Psalm 27:4:

One thing I desired of the Lord, that I shall
seek; that I may dwell in the house of the
Lord all the days of my life, to behold the
beauty of the Lord and to seek God in God’s
temple.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BAss of New Hampshire). The Chair
will entertain up to 15 further requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———
MLR AND FRAUD

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

Mr. PITTS. Yesterday, we had an En-
ergy and Commerce Health Sub-
committee hearing on how we can com-
bat waste, fraud, and abuse in our
health care system. We heard from pri-
vate sector representatives about some
of the innovative ways that they pre-
vent fraud before it happens. At the
same time, Medicare loses billions of
dollars annually because most fraud is
only discovered after it has been per-
petrated.

Now, under ObamaCare, we have a
new medical loss ratio rule, or MLR,
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that may actually create perverse in-
centives for private insurers to behave
like Medicare. Some have suggested
that the consumer protections provided
by the MLR rule are too important to
subject the rule to change in order to
prevent fraud. Setting aside whether
individuals or employers have received
the benefit of the MLR rule, clearly the
best way to save money is prevent it
from being stolen in the first place, not
chasing criminals after they have re-
ceived and spent their illicit gains.

The flawed MLR rule is just another
example of how ObamaCare’s sloppy
legislating and rulemaking has the po-
tential to cost the American people
dearly.

——
MORE MONEY FOR WAR?

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

Mr. KUCINICH. The same geniuses
who involved the U.S. in a war against
Libya, who knocked off the pro-U.S.
Libyan Government, who created in
Benghazi an extremist shooting gallery
which has claimed four American lives
including our Ambassador, who have
not been held accountable or respon-
sible for those events, who have opened
the door for radical fundamentalists to
run roughshod over Libya, these same
experts are working out of the same
playbook for Syria.

Assad was no angel, but he was not a
significant threat to the U.S. Appar-
ently, flush from success in Libya, the
administration is preparing to ratchet
up the war in Syria.

Why would Qatar, our partner in
Libya, be supplying surface-to-air mis-
siles to rebels in Syria without the sup-
port of this administration? NATO—
meaning the U.S.—discusses putting
missiles in Turkey, which would create
a de facto no-fly zone over northwest
Syria, expanding the war.

Is this why we need a tax increase?
More money for more war? Really?

———

CONGRATULATING RANDOLPH
HIGH SCHOOL CARDINALS

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

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to congratulate the Randolph High
School Cardinals on their victory in
the New York State Class D title game
on November 23, 2012, at the Carrier
Dome in Syracuse, New York. Led by
Head Coach Pat Slater and the game’s
Most Valuable Player, Cody Oldro, the
Cardinals won 28-7. It is with no small
amount of pride that we recognize all
of the players, cheerleaders, coaches,
advisers, administrators, and, most im-
portantly, the parents and the kids for
their achievements and congratulate
them on their third State champion-
ship since 2005.

The 2012 New York State Class D
title game was also Coach Slater’s
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final game as head coach of the Car-
dinals, capping a 33-year career at the
helm. His teams earned three State ti-
tles, eight Section Six championships,
and a career record of 213 wins and 99
losses. Today, we honor Coach Slater
for the positive impact he has had on
the young people at Randolph for so
many years.
——

CRUMBLING INFRASTRUCTURE

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, our na-
tional policy for transportation and
budgetary commitment is a disgrace
and an embarrassment. Our roads and
bridges are a mess. Transportation for
America says that we have 69,000 struc-
turally deficit bridges in this Nation.
We have over 2,000 structurally defi-
cient bridges in New York State, and
we have 99 structurally deficient
bridges in my home community of
western New York. Every second of
every day, seven cars carrying our fam-
ilies drive on a bridge that is struc-
turally deficient.

In the city of Buffalo, we are pre-
paring to make a decision about the fu-
ture of the elevated Skyway bridge, a
roadway classified by transportation
officials as being structurally defi-
cient, fracture-critical, and function-
ally obsolete.

Federal investments should help
communities make smart decisions and
become more self-sufficient. Investing
in smart infrastructure is not simply
about tearing down our crumbling
bridges; it’s about rebuilding our Na-
tion.

————

CONGRATULATING COLORADO
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
CHAIRMAN BOB SCHAFFER ON
HIS RETIREMENT

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

Mr. GARDNER. Today, I rise today
to honor Colorado State Board of Edu-
cation Chairman Bob Schaffer on his
recent retirement.

Chairman Schaffer proudly served
the State of Colorado and our country
in this Chamber, representing Colo-
rado’s Fourth Congressional District.
Throughout his career in Congress and
on the State Board of Education, he
has dedicated himself to improving the
education of Colorado and this Nation’s
youth. He’s a passionate advocate of
education policies that reach all stu-
dents in our Nation.

In addition to his work on the State
board, Bob serves as the principal at
Liberty Commons in Fort Collins, Col-
orado. Liberty is a public charter
school and 1is consistently ranked
among the State’s top-performing
schools.

Chairman Schaffer has been an advo-
cate for State and local control over
education. He promotes the value that
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all schools need to be competitive and
accountable, including faculty and ad-
ministration.

While the challenges of education
have been many over the past two dec-
ades, Bob knows they are worthy of our
time and our best efforts. Through his
leadership, we have seen education in
Colorado improve for our Kkids; they
have a brighter future ahead and the
tools to achieve success.

And today, I recognize Bob Schaffer’s
service in this Chamber and his service
to the people of Colorado.

———
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CONGRATULATING SHALER NORTH
HILLS LIBRARY

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

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, recently
I had the honor of attending a cere-
mony recognizing the Shaler North
Hills Library for receiving the National
Medal for Library and Museum Service.
This is the highest Federal honor any
museum or library can earn.

The Shaler North Hills Library
serves over 50,000 families, providing
assistance for everything from job
searching to computer training. The li-
brary also presents outstanding pro-
grams for all ages, including show-
casing local gardeners, art exhibits,
and a speaker series. Their interactive
science program, ‘‘Discovery Kids,”
won a Pennsylvania Library Associa-
tion Best Practices Award, recognizing
the program as the best of the best for
early learning. The Shaler North Hills
Library truly sets the standard for all
ages in library services. I congratulate
them on this well-deserved honor.

———

DEDICATED LEADERSHIP OF
SHERIFF MARK CURRAN

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

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor the work that Sheriff Mark
Curran and the Robert Crown Center
are doing in Illinois’ 10th Congressional
District.

Heroin and prescription drug abuse
are on the rise in our local commu-
nities. Families of all backgrounds are
being affected by this epidemic in the
Chicagoland region. As a result of the
increase in heroin deaths and prescrip-
tion drug overdoses, Sheriff Mark
Curran and the Robert Crown Center
and other individuals in the commu-
nity have come together to raise
awareness of the dangers of these
drugs.

Throughout the past 2 years I've had
the privilege of working with these
leaders so that we can help educate our
communities and to help get help for
those who are struggling with addic-
tion. From roundtables to awareness
events and a recent community
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forum—which we held in Vernon Hills,
Illinois—I'm proud of the work that’s
being done to end this epidemic. We do
have much more work ahead of us, but
I'm confident that Sheriff Mark Curran
and others will continue to champion
this cause and provide valuable re-
sources to our community. I look for-
ward to helping in any way possible.
———

WORLD AIDS DAY

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

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today on World AIDS Day to
highlight the remarkable progress that
has been made over the past 30 years in
the fight against HIV and AIDS.

I commend local leaders from my
Tampa Bay area district like the Rev-
erend Dr. James Favorite, who under-
stands the importance of speaking to
his congregation about HIV and AIDS.
Reverend Favorite has urged more
than 100 local churches and pastors
across the Tampa Bay area to put
AIDS and HIV awareness at the heart
of their sermons. Reverend Favorite’s
impact has garnered national acclaim
from the National Black Leadership
Commission on AIDS.

I also commend the Test Tampa Bay
campaign, which is an initiative de-
signed to intensify HIV education,
awareness, and prevention brought
along by local health departments and
other health advocates. Test Tampa
Bay aims to increase the number of
Tampa Bay residents who know their
HIV status by encouraging HIV testing.

Finally, I would like to voice my
strong support for H.R. 6138, Ending
the HIV/AIDS Epidemic Act, by Rep-
resentative BARBARA LEE and others, of
which I’'m a proud sponsor. We must re-
main committed to ending the HIV/
AIDS epidemic and improving the lives
of those infected with the disease.

We are at a tipping point in the fight
against AIDS, so let’s recommit to en-
sure that America continues to lead
the way to achieve an AIDS-free gen-
eration.

———

HONORING MARGARET OBRAY FOR
DEDICATION TO EDUCATION

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
schoolteachers are an overworked and
undercompensated group, but the good
ones are always appreciated for the
time and effort and commitment they
make to Kkids. So I stand today to
honor one of the best examples of a
dedicated teacher, Margaret Obray,
who was a government and history
teacher at Mountain Crest High School
in Hyrum, Utah. Mrs. Obray has dedi-
cated the past three decades of her life
to encouraging her students, both in
and out of the school. She has worked
tirelessly to open their minds to guide
them towards a productive and mean-
ingful life.

Mrs. Obray has decided to retire at
the end of this school year, having

H6515

changed the lives of literally thousands
of students who had the opportunity of
being taught by such an outstanding
educator. I have watched Mrs. Obray
for many years and can verify that she
is the epitome of what a good educator
should be, and she will be sorely
missed. So, Mrs. Obray, we want to
thank you for what you have done, for
the impact you’ve had on students you
have taught in the past, the ones you
are teaching currently, and we have
pity for all those Kkids in the future
who will never have that experience.

——
HIV/AIDS

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

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as
we celebrate World AIDS Day today,
we have reason to be proud of what
we’ve done to fight HIV/AIDS.

When I came to the Congress in 1989,
AIDS was a death sentence; now, with
the right medicine, it’s a manageable
chronic disease. And we’ve made real
progress toward a vaccine. That hap-
pened because the United States Con-
gress took action. It wasn’t magic.
People living with the disease fought
to make it happen, and leaders in the
Congress and the White House fought
to make it happen too.

As we recognize World AIDS Day
today, we cannot get complacent. We
can create an AIDS-free generation—it
is possible. But it will slip away if we
let these essential programs get cut.
Today, we should resolve to stay the
course, to keep the pressure on, and
win the fight, to honor all those who
died of AIDS and all those who are still
fighting for AIDS today. This Capital
has an epidemic of AIDS. We need to
deal with it.

———

CONGRATULATING TEACH ELE-
MENTARY SCHOOL IN SAN LUIS
OBISPO

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

Mrs. CAPPS. I rise today to con-
gratulate Teach Elementary School in
San Luis Obispo on becoming a Na-
tional Blue Ribbon School.

For 30 years, the Department of Edu-
cation has bestowed this coveted award
for outstanding academic achievement,
and I am delighted that one of our
local schools on the central coast of
California was awarded such a tremen-
dous honor.

This distinguished recognition high-
lights the hard work and dedication of
the entire staff at Teach Elementary,
and I would specifically like to note
the outstanding leadership of Principal
Dan Block.

For Teach Elementary to have such
remarkable results—particularly dur-
ing these tough budget times—is truly
commendable. At a time when we must
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invest in high-quality education in
order to strengthen our Nation’s eco-
nomic vitality, it is important that we
recognize and replicate the successes of
schools such as Teach Elementary.

Our students are our Nation’s great-
est resource, and it’s our responsibility
to provide them with high-quality
schools that put them on a solid path
towards success.

San Luis Obispo, California, is truly
fortunate to have a remarkable school
such as Teach Elementary.

————
OPPOSE ANTI-IMMIGRATION BILL

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to oppose the anti-immigra-
tion bill brought before us today.

The supporters of this legislation
would have you believe that immigra-
tion is a zero sum game—that for every
door you open for one person you have
to close it on another. That’s what this
bill aims to do by increasing the num-
ber of visas for STEM graduates while
eliminating them from the Diversity
Visa Program. This troubling prece-
dent of creating visa offsets will fore-
close the promise of the American
Dream for countless immigrants.

Our country remains the beacon of
opportunity and freedom. For many,
the only path to getting here is
through the diversity program. People
like Yulia, who is a constituent of
mine, that lucky draw in the lottery
was her best hope for coming to Amer-
ica from Kazakhstan.

It is irresponsible, Mr. Speaker, to
hold the much-needed—and I would say
we need it—STEM visa bill hostage
just to dismantle a program that has
helped new Americans like Yulia. It’s
bad policy, and I urge my colleagues to
reject the bill.

BUDGET CRISES

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, the con-
sequences of jumping off this so-called
“fiscal cliff”’ are serious but avoidable
if the sacrifice is shared. My concern is
that the domestic discretionary ac-
counts don’t seem to have a seat at the
negotiating table. If you don’t have a
seat at the table, you’re far more like-
ly to be on the menu.

Domestic discretionary funding is al-
ready projected to fall to historically
low levels at less than 3 percent of
GDP. This is less than what existed
during the Eisenhower administration
when our population was much smaller
and much younger. These are the pro-
grams that are the most critical to the
future of our country. They fund our
roads and rails and ports, they support
the most important scientific research
in health and technology and are nec-
essary to educate, feed, and house our
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most vulnerable children and families.
Yet they are the ones most likely to be
targeted for budget savings. If we allow
that to happen, we’ll condemn 16 mil-
lion children to living their lives on
the margins of our economy rather
than providing them with the means
necessary to escape the cycle of pov-
erty as adults.

A Nation such as ours cannot meet
the challenges of the 21st century with-
out making the necessary investments
in our human and our physical infra-
structure and in cutting-edge basic re-
search in health and technology. We
shouldn’t further diminish our future
in order to get ourselves through this
artificially created budget crisis.

——
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WORLD AIDS DAY

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

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Today, World
AIDS Day, provides the opportunity to
celebrate the gains made in the preven-
tion and treatment of HIV/AIDS.

People living with HIV can now expe-
rience long and productive lives. Ad-
vancements in prevention have led to a
turning point—the possibility, as Sec-
retary Clinton said—of an AIDS-free
generation.

However, cuts in funding to inter-
national and domestic programs could
very well turn back the clock. We must
take action now to avoid the looming
threat to more than 1 million Ameri-
cans, including more than 4,000 in my
own district in Illinois who are living
with HIV/AIDS. They cannot afford the
$5638 million in sequestration cuts that
would affect our HIV/AIDS programs;
15,708 people cannot afford to lose ac-
cess to crucial lifesaving drugs. So let’s
stop these cuts and move forward to-
wards an end to this epidemic.

————

WORLD AIDS DAY 2012

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

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker,
December 1 is World AIDS Day, al-
though every day is World AIDS Day
for the millions battling this epidemic
on the front lines. It’s an important
time, though, to reflect upon our loved
ones lost, to celebrate the progress we
are making, and to recommit ourselves
to achieving an AIDS-free generation
for all.

As this Congress comes to an end and
a new one begins in January, we have
been given the extraordinary oppor-
tunity to leave an astonishing legacy.
Our understanding of the spread of HIV
has changed dramatically in recent
years. Armed with the National AIDS
Strategy, the Affordable Care Act, and
the ongoing progress of PEPFAR and
the Global Fund, we are closer than
ever to stamping HIV and AIDS off the
face of the Earth.
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But while we have made tremendous
progress, we must not lose sight of the
long road ahead. In my own district,
for example, in Alameda County, we
declared a state of emergency in 1998.
My phenomenal local activists and pro-
viders have done a great job with mini-
mal resources to end the state of emer-
gency; but like all communities, we
need more resources and not budget
cuts. We have the tools we need. We
just need the political will and invest-
ments to make the end of AIDS the
legacy of our generation.

———

IN RECOGNITION OF WORLD AIDS
DAY

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

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleagues today in recognizing World
AIDS Day. While great progress has
been achieved nationally and globally,
our fight against HIV/AIDS should only
grow stronger. Globally, 6.8 million
people are eligible for HIV treatment
but don’t have access. In the U.S., ac-
cessibility of treatment has signifi-
cantly increased, but the rate of new
HIV infections has only stabilized.

So today, in recognition of World
AIDS Day, I come first to remember
the lives of the affected in my district,
the country, and the world but also to
reaffirm my commitment, on their be-
half, to stand with those who have re-
lentlessly forged progress, including
my late predecessor and father, Donald
M. Payne.

Today, I stand with the Nation and
the world in international solidarity,
committed to the fight against HIV/
AIDS and ‘“‘Getting to Zero.”

————

EQUAL RECOGNITION FOR DC AND
THE TERRITORIES

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor to thank the House for recog-
nizing that all veterans and members
of the military must be recognized
equally, not only some of them; and I
have asked the Senate to do the same.

Imagine you are a parent. You go to
a military ceremony, for example, the
graduation from Navy boot camp. Ap-
plause comes with each graduate as his
or her name is called, and the flag of
the home State is raised. But your flag
is not raised. Why? Because your son is
from the District of Columbia or one of
the Territories.

The House defense authorization bill
recognizes the injustice of the dis-
crimination against any of our vet-
erans or members of the military. The
Senate bill does not. We ask that the
Senate follow the lead of the House.

In our country, no American—and es-
pecially no veteran or member of the
military—is more equal than any
other. If the military flies the flags,
then fly them all.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6429, STEM JOBS ACT OF
2012

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 821 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 821

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 6429) to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act to promote
innovation, investment, and research in the
United States, to eliminate the diversity im-
migrant program, and for other purposes. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. An amendment in the nature
of a substitute consisting of the text of Rules
Committee Print 112-34, modified by the
amendment printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion, shall be considered as adopted. The bill,
as amended, shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill,
as amended, are waived. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, as amended, and on any amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) 90 minutes of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; and (2) one motion
to recommit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time on
the legislative day of December 6, 2012, for
the Speaker to entertain motions that the
House suspend the rules as though under
clause 1 of rule XV.

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

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this rule, which
will allow the House of Representatives
to consider H.R. 6429, the STEM Jobs
Act of 2012.

As I am sure my colleague from Colo-
rado will point out, H. Res. 821 is a
closed rule. The fact is that like Mr.
PoLis, I prefer an open-amendment
process. Open rules let us come to-
gether on both sides of the aisle and
contribute ideas to help make a bill
better.

Today’s rule will be closed, but that’s
because the crafting of the STEM Jobs
Act has been in a collaborative process
for the last few months. Chairman
SMITH, the author of this legislation,
has already worked with his com-
mittee, Republicans, Democrats, and
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even the Senate to come up with a bill
that, hopefully, everybody could sup-
port.

Unfortunately, we’ve since been in-
formed that our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle and in the other
Chamber are looking to play politics
with the STEM Jobs Act. However,
that doesn’t change the fact that
Chairman SMITH worked diligently to
make sure this legislation was filled
with bipartisan ideas.

The STEM Jobs Act would eliminate
the flawed Diversity Lottery Green
Card program and reallocate up to
55,000 green cards a year to new green
card programs for foreign graduates of
U.S. universities with advanced STEM
degrees.

According to a study by the National
Science Foundation and the National
Center for Science and Engineering
Statistics, in 1990 about 91,000 full-time
foreign graduate students were study-
ing in STEM fields in the United
States. That number had jumped to al-
most 149,000 by 2009. It was 149,000 in
2009. However, the vast majority of
these highly skilled, highly educated
innovators are leaving the United
States where they once received their
education.

We’re training hundreds of thousands
of highly skilled engineers, techni-
cians, and scientists at American uni-
versities and then sending them back
home to compete against us in other
countries.

0 1230

They aren’t moving to other coun-
tries because they want to leave the
United States. They’re moving because
the immigration system forces them
out.

Currently, we only select 5 percent of
our Nation’s legal immigrants based on
skills and education they bring to
America. So the vast majority of for-
eign students who come to America for
advanced degrees and get their edu-
cation find themselves on a years-long
green card waiting list and give up on
the idea of staying here in the United
States.

When they leave our country, they
take with them all their training and
all of their potential to go work for
America’s business competitors in Can-
ada, Europe, and Asia. The exodus of
U.S.-trained STEM professionals has
been referred to as reverse brain drain.

The STEM Act of 2012 would reverse
this trend. It would establish a pro-
gram to prioritize green cards for im-
migrants with graduate-level degrees
in the STEM fields. To offset the num-
ber of green cards that would be given
to the STEM Visa program, the bill
would eliminate the diversity lottery
green card program, a program that
has been repeatedly highlighted as a
threat to our national security.

The result is that there would be no
net increase in the number of green
cards we give out as a Nation. The dif-
ference is that we will get immigrants
who have the training and the skills
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that we need to keep American busi-
nesses competitive in a globalized and
increasingly technical age. In the proc-
ess, we will eliminate a visa lottery
system that’s rife with fraud and abuse
and the State Department stated con-
tains significant threats to our na-
tional security.

In the Rules Committee meeting last
night, some opponents to H.R. 6429 said
that fraud and security concerns are
old problems and that they’ve been
fixed. My colleagues were right in that
these are old problems, but the State
Department inspector general report
published in 2003 listed the widespread
abuse in the diversity lottery visa pro-
gram. The inspector general pointed to
identity fraud, forged documents, and
national security threats. That’s their
words.

However, my colleagues were abso-
lutely wrong to say that the problems
have been fixed. In fact, just 2 months
ago, the GAO released a study dis-
cussing the ways the State Department
could reduce fraud in our immigration
system, and it highlighted the diver-
sity lottery program. Moreover, the
STEM Jobs Act does this without put-
ting American jobs at risk.

This legislation includes provisions
that would require the petitioning of
an employer to submit a job order to
the appropriate State workforce agen-
cy. The job opening would then be post-
ed in the agency’s official Web site in
an effort to publicize available jobs for
Americans.

In addition to reforming the green
card process for foreign students with
advanced STEM degrees, H.R. 6429 also
includes provisions that would help re-
unite families waiting on the immigra-
tion process. As it currently stands,
family green cards can take 6 or 7
years to process and be approved. Dur-
ing these long years, families are sepa-
rated. A spouse or parent can be living
as a permanent resident in the United
States while their loved ones wait back
home hoping to be reunited somewhere
down the line. This pro-family legisla-
tion would help reduce the time these
families need to spend apart without
speeding up or preempting the actual
green card process.

Provisions contained within the
STEM Jobs Act would expand the V
nonimmigrant visa program to allow
spouses and minor children of perma-
nent U.S. residents to come to the
United States to live with their loved
ones once they have spent 1 year on the
green card waiting list. The bill ex-
pressly states that these folks would
not be allowed to work, taking jobs
away from American citizens, nor
would they inherently be entitled to
any government welfare programs be-
cause of the V visa in and of itself.

Similarly, the expanded V visa pro-
gram won’t speed up or expedite the
green card process in any way. All it
does is this: It ensures that families
don’t have to live separately and in un-
certainty as to when they can be re-
united at an unknown time down the
line. It brings families back together.
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The simple fact is that our current
immigration system is ineffective. We
educate the world’s best and brightest
and then send them away to be our
competitors. We only prioritize about 5
percent of our visas based upon what
they actually contribute to our econ-
omy. We have a diversity lottery sys-
tem that is subject to widespread abuse
and opens up our country to entry of
hostile intelligence officers, criminals,
and terrorists. We separate spouses,
parents, and minor children for un-
known years on end.

We can do better with the STEM
Jobs Act. It is an important step to-
wards doing better. It makes the Amer-
ican green card process smarter, safer,
and more family oriented. It protects
American jobs and workers while still
supporting the American innovation
industry, which is why over 100 major
companies and councils have supported
H.R. 6429.

I support this rule, and I hope all my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
will.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida for yielding
me the customary 30 minutes, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the rule for the underlying bill, H.R.
6429, the STEM Jobs Act of 2012. It is
important to talk about, in consider-
ation of this rule and this bill, what it
is and what it isn’t.

Here we are with a looming fiscal
cliff, and yet Congress has allowed no
issue to fester longer than immigra-
tion. Whether one is on the left or the
right or in the middle, I'm sure my col-
league from Florida would agree that
whatever we’re doing now in immigra-
tion is not working very well. We have
over 10 million people here illegally.
There is rampant violation of the law.
There is lackluster enforcement. Fami-
lies are torn apart.

What’s before us, regardless of the
merits, which we’ll get into in a mo-
ment, clearly does not address the
problems in our immigration system.
Whether this bill becomes law or not,
our immigration system will continue
to have problems, and there will con-
tinue to be over 10 million people here
in violation of the law, many working
illegally, in some cases taking jobs
away from American citizens.

So instead of a solution, we have a
bill before us that asks us to weigh two
goals of our immigration policy in
many ways against one another. There
might very well be room for a non-
controversial immigration bill that
catches up and includes some of the
less controversial provisions, including
a STEM program, and there could very
well be room for that short of com-
prehensive immigration reform.

I support and am a cosponsor of the
IDEA Act, which does that. I tried to
amend into this bill and allow for the
consideration of this body yesterday in
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the Rules Committee a bill that I have
for the permanent reauthorization of
the EB-5 visa program, a program that
is not very controversial and has
strong support from both sides but suf-
fers from temporary reauthorizations.
This is a critical program for creating
jobs for Americans because it allows
companies to attract capital from in-
vestors, and those investors are able to
be part of those companies and grow
those companies, creating jobs for
Americans.

This program could be much more
successful if the Rules Committee yes-
terday had, on a party-line vote, not
allowed that amendment to come to
the floor. I'm confident that that
amendment would have passed with
near universal support, and certainly
strong support from both sides.

Instead of trying to catch and move
forward on some of the less controver-
sial aspects of immigration which in no
way, shape, or form, again, prevent the
need for a comprehensive solution, but
instead of even moving forward on the
noncontroversial aspects, we have a
bill before us that is controversial be-
cause it weighs two important goals of
immigration against one another. So
rather than create a STEM Visa pro-
gram as the IDEA Act does, as the
STAPLE Act, which I'm a cosponsor of
with my colleague Congressman FLAKE
from Arizona who has introduced it in
past sessions, rather than do that, it
asks the question of this body: Would
we rather have a Diversity Visa con-
cept or would we rather have a STEM
Visa concept? In reality, I think many
in this body would agree that both are
desirable.
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Diversity Visas essentially go to im-
migrants that are from countries other
than the main countries that send us
immigrants. What are the main coun-
tries that send us immigrants? Obvi-
ously, Mexico. In addition to that,
there are China, Brazil, Bangladesh,
Pakistan, Peru, and several others. We
have a lot of immigrants from Mexico
and these other countries. What the Di-
versity Visa says is, shouldn’t we also
give opportunities to some residents of
countries, like the Ukraine or Albania
or Ethiopia, and have them also come
so that they’re not just crowded out by
applicants from Mexico, India, and
China?

If we don’t have a Diversity Visa, a
higher percentage of our immigrants
will be from Mexico, India, and China.
Now, that’s okay—it’s certainly not
the end of the world—but there is value
in having immigrants from across the
world. There is value in having Ukrain-
ians come to this country. There is
value in having Ethiopians. In addi-
tion, there is value in people having di-
verse social backgrounds and ethnic
backgrounds coming to this country to
facilitate assimilation into this coun-
try and integration into this country.
So I think that it was well thought out
in having a concept whereby people
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who don’t happen to be from Mexico,
India, China or the other main coun-
tries have a way of getting here. It’s a
good program.

So, too, having a STEM visa program
is absolutely critical as it is important
to our country to make sure that we
can retain the talent that we attract to
our universities. There is something
that is so frustrating to me as an
American and to many of our constitu-
ents, and I talk about it frequently
back home with my representing both
of our major State universities in Colo-
rado as well as private universities in
my district:

Here we are educating people from
across the world, and if you look at our
engineering grad schools, we see a high
number of foreign nationals on student
visas. We are educating computer pro-
grammers and aerospace engineers
with the skills they need to compete in
a 2lst-century workforce. Upon giving
them their master’s degrees or Ph.D.s,
we tell them, do you know what, you're
not allowed to work here in this coun-
try. You have to move back to another
country and compete against us. Guess
what? The jobs follow them. In the dig-
ital age, employers care less where an
employee is based. They care where the
talent is. If the best computer pro-
grammer is only available for hire or if
an aerospace engineer is only available
for hire in India or in Mexico or in the
U.K., the companies will—and increas-
ingly are—setting up divisions in those
countries to hire them rather than hir-
ing here. So the lack of having a STEM
job pathway is actively destroying
American jobs every day.

Here we are as a body being asked to
say under a closed rule, Is it more im-
portant to have immigrants from coun-
tries other than Mexico, India, and
China? Is it more important to have
some Ukrainians and Ethiopians and
Albanians? I use those examples be-
cause those are some of the leading
countries that have used the Diversity
Visa, but there are a broad number of
countries that do. Is that something
that’s important? How does its impor-
tance compare to making sure that
those we train here are able to deploy
their talents here and create jobs in
America rather than overseas?

Again, it’s a very frustrating propo-
sition in the way the Republicans have
chosen to bring this to the floor: a, it
obviously doesn’t address the under-
lying issues of our immigration crisis
in this country. It doesn’t change the
fact that there are 10 million people
here illegally, and it doesn’t prevent
people from coming here illegally; b, it
asks us to choose between two valuable
programs. Rather than simply passing
the Staples Act, rather than passing
the IDEA Act, it says that we’re going
to have to choose as a country to ben-
efit either from STEM graduates or
from people from other countries other
than Mexico, India, and China. It’s a
false dilemma.

There were amendments that were
offered by ZOE LOFGREN that would
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have addressed that which were turned
down by the Rules Committee. Again,
there were strong bipartisan concepts
like EB-5 permanent authorization
that I offered, put forward, that were
also shut down in committee. In addi-
tion, at a time of budget deficits and
the looming fiscal crisis, this bill
would increase the budget deficit by
over $1 billion over the next b years;
and that is unpaid for as well.

There are many ways that immigra-
tion can be looked at to reduce our
budget deficit, and there are many con-
cepts of comprehensive immigration
reform either through fees paid by
those who violate the law, penalties
paid. Increased taxes going forward for
those who would have to pay taxes
under immigration reform would actu-
ally reduce our deficit; but here we are
with a solitary idea around immigra-
tion that forces all Members of this
body to weigh two valuable programs
against one another, and at the same
time it costs taxpayers over $1 billion
over the next 5 years. It’s a choice that
Congress shouldn’t face.

There are also very legitimate con-
cerns that, not only does this bill
weigh two valuable programs and asks
us to choose, but, in effect, it’s a back-
door way to reduce the number of legal
immigrants. There should be no hesi-
tation in saying that, by reducing the
number of legal immigrants, we will
increase the number of illegal immi-
grants. This bill will likely increase
the number of illegal immigrants to
this country because the math doesn’t
work.

Now, why doesn’t the math work?
The bill purports to offset 55,000 STEM
green cards by eliminating 55,000 green
cards in the Diversity program. Now, if
that were a one-on-one trade, that
would be the same net number of immi-
grants. The issue is, as to our institu-
tions of higher education that give
master’s degrees and Ph.D.s in the eli-
gible areas to students on foreign visas,
there are not 55,000 foreign students
who receive them every year. There
were, in fact, 29,904 last year, so about
30,000. There is a backlog so that, after
several years, the 55,000 would no
longer be able to be met; but then after
3 or 4 years and after the backlog was
met, this would likely lead to a reduc-
tion in legal immigration and to an in-
crease in illegal immigration because
only 29,000 foreign nationals are ma-
triculating with master’s and Ph.D.s in
the included areas; yet 55,000 visas
would be removed from the program
that allows Ukrainians, Ethiopians,
and people from countries that are not
Mexico, India, China, and the other 12
from coming to this country legally.

So I have very sincere concerns that,
rather than addressing the issue of ille-
gal immigration, this bill because of
the math and because of the numbers
that have been brought to my atten-
tion could actually increase illegal im-
migration by reducing legal immigra-
tion, which is the last thing that we
need to do with regard to solving in a
bipartisan way our immigration crisis.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

As a former Internet entrepreneur
myself and in representing our univer-
sities, I know firsthand about the crit-
ical need to pass a STEM visa program.
Not only would it create more high-
paying, high-tech jobs for Americans,
but it would produce tax revenues. It
would make our country stronger and
our economy stronger. Yet rather than
take up the IDEA Act or the Staples
Act, we’re here with a backdoor at-
tempt by the Republicans to increase
the number of illegal immigrants in
our country, which I would argue is not
the right direction for immigration re-
form. Immigration reform should be
predicated around solving the crisis of
illegal immigration. Rather than in-
creasing the number of illegal immi-
grants from 10 million to 12 million to
14 million, we need to find a way to re-
duce that number to as close to zero as
is feasible, and that should be the goal
of immigration reform.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 3
minutes to a leader on immigration
issues, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I thank the gen-
tleman from Colorado and distin-
guished member of the Rules Com-
mittee for yielding time to me.

Despite bipartisan support for a clean
STEM visa bill, this is a partisan bill
that picks winners and losers in our
immigration system and requires the
elimination of the Diversity Visa pro-
gram before a single STEM visa can be
issued. In other words, we want to pick
immigrants we like and then eliminate
immigrants we don’t like as though
some are better than others. The inter-
esting thing is that most of the Mem-
bers of the House can look back into
their own personal histories and find
their own family members and ances-
tors who come from the countries that
are being eliminated.
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After the historic elections we’ve
just witnessed, it flies in the face of
our diverse American electorate to pre-
condition STEM visas on the elimi-
nation of Diversity Visa immigrants, 50
percent of whom come from the con-
tinent of Africa. Like STEM graduates,
they have much to contribute to the
United States.

We’ve seen this poison pill before—
pitting immigrant against immigrant—
when the House voted down H.R. 6429
under suspension. But it gets worse. In-
serted in the new version of the bill is
an amendment to the V Visa program
that the majority claims helps families
and makes the bill balanced and bipar-
tisan.

Let me be clear: this was not a provi-
sion negotiated with us on the Demo-
cratic side. It was negotiated with
anti-immigrant groups and extremists
in the Republican Party.

H.R. 6429 takes the V visa, a bipar-
tisan visa created more than 10 years
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ago, and amends it to deny V visa hold-
ers eligibility to work and cuts out of
the program spouses and minor chil-
dren already living in the U.S. This
backhanded, so-called family fix should
offend anyone who truly cares about
families.

But the family provisions are even
worse than that. Families of STEM
visa holders are treated fairly, but the
families of ‘‘ordinary” green card hold-
ers are treated as second class. If you
are a STEM degree holder, your spouse
and minor children can immediately
come to the United States and your
spouse is granted a work permit. My
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
know this. However, if you’re an ‘‘ordi-
nary’’ green card holder who applies to
bring your spouse and children to the
United States through our regular fam-
ily immigration channels, you will
make your spouse and children wait at
least a year before joining you in the
U.S., and we will not allow your spouse
to work once he or she gets here.

I agree that STEM holders should be
able to bring their families—their chil-
dren and their wives or their hus-
bands—and that their spouses should
be able to work legally in the United
States. However, I resent that the
spouses and children of other family-
based immigrants are treated dif-
ferently and unfairly. Apparently Re-
publicans’ devotion to family extends
only to families where the principal
immigrant is smart enough to earn a
Ph.D. or master’s degree in a STEM
field, and that is something that I re-
sent. And that is something that all
Americans should abhor. It goes
against the immigration diversity that
we have, as a Nation, created.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CURSON), a new
Member of our body.

Mr. CURSON of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in opposition to H.R.
6429 because I have grave concerns with
the bill’s elimination of the Diversity
Visa program. The Diversity Visa pro-
gram has given people from around the
world the opportunity to win the most
precious lottery: the chance to come to
the United States, to work hard, and to
earn the right to be an American. The
program increases our Nation’s ethnic
diversity and provides one of the few
legal pathways for immigration from
countries that are impoverished, per-
secuted, or unfree.

I do support increasing STEM visas
to foreign graduates. That will increase
our pool of high-skilled workers that
will promote new ideas, new tech-
nologies, and help our businesses stay
on the cutting edge of new things to
come. But we should not reward one
class of individuals and deny another
class that’s not so blessed with the op-
portunity to prove themselves.

H.R. 6429 would actually reduce legal
immigration levels by not allowing the
rollover of unused visas. It’s dis-
appointing that there’s no opportunity
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to craft sensible, bipartisan legislation
on an issue that so many Democrats
and Republicans agree on.

H.R. 6412, the Democratic version, re-
quires that employers offer wages to
STEM graduates that do not undercut
actual wages paid to U.S. workers with
similar levels of experience. I have wit-
nessed over the last decade unscrupu-
lous employers who dramatically erod-
ed wages, not for competitive reasons,
but solely to transfer wealth from
workers to executives. They were suc-
cessful only because workers were hun-
gry for jobs and willing to work for
nearly any wage. The median house-
hold income dropped by $3,700 in that
time while executive pay skyrocketed,
even as our economy tanked. By con-
trast, the bill we are debating today
does not include wage protections and
does not adequately ensure that Amer-
ican workers are protected.

Equally important is that H.R. 6412
preserves the Diversity Visa program,
ensuring equal opportunity to work in
our great land. Democrats and Repub-
licans alike have forwarded great wis-
dom towards this issue. Now is the
time to cooperate with one another and
craft a truly bipartisan approach to
immigration reform that provides for
equality of opportunity for all those
who seek the benefit of U.S. citizen-
ship.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield
215 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy
for yielding me this time, and I iden-
tify with a number of the reservations
that he mentioned about this legisla-
tion.

A costly, inhumane, and broken im-
migration system is a shadow over the
American landscape. The current sys-
tem denies the reality of nearly 12 mil-
lion immigrants, who, for the most
part, are already part of the fabric of
American life. They work in American
business and are often already inte-
grated into existing families.

A consequence of this recent election
may well be a new reality on the Amer-
ican political scene when it comes to
immigration, a willingness to soften
hard-edged positions and move us in a
more thoughtful direction. We are al-
ready hearing some of these signals
from the Senate this week. In a small
way, the legislation before us today
may provide an additional opportunity
to move forward.

I voted against its earlier incarna-
tion—reluctantly—because it was de-
signed to fail. While I will vote today
against the rule, tomorrow I will be
voting for the legislation which would
create the STEM Visa program and
give 55,000 green cards a year to doc-
toral and masters graduates in the
science, technology, engineering, and
mathematical fields. Dealing with this
in regular order is encouraging. The
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bill was also made marginally better. I
think we have an opportunity here for
us all to help break this logjam. Cre-
ating a STEM Visa program should be
a no-brainer.

This legislation is certainly not per-
fect, and I agree, as I mentioned, with
some of the reservations that have
been advanced. Frankly, unless our ob-
jections are addressed, it will not pass
the Senate. We don’t support the phi-
losophy that immigration needs to be
zero sum. We need not eliminate the
Diversity Visa program in order to add
this program. The Senate, as I said,
will fix these provisions, if they take it
up at all. Frankly, I hope they do take
it up and they do fix it. This would be
an important signal to the next Con-
gress that we can and must move for-
ward on broader immigration reform,
like the comprehensive immigration
reform, that Senator MCCAIN pre-
viously supported with the late-Sen-
ator Kennedy.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 30 seconds.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. America needs
to unite families, to protect and give
justice to young people, strengthen
business from high tech to agriculture
and help us live up to our ideals as a
Nation of immigrants.

A costly, inhumane, and broken immigration
system is a shadow over the American land-
scape. The current system denies the reality
of nearly 12 million immigrants, who for the
most part are already part of the fabric of
American life. They work in American busi-
ness and are often already integrated into ex-
isting families. Strengthening and expanding
legal immigration even helps grow our econ-
omy. Conservative economists for the Cato In-
stitute project that a comprehensive imigration
reform with a pathway to citizenship would
add $1.5 trillion to the U.S. economy over 10
years. Unfortunately, rational immigration pol-
icy has fallen victim to some of the most ex-
treme political cross currents in our country
which not only deny our roots, but violate fun-
damental fairness and reality.

Recent immigration legislation is costly, inef-
ficient, and cruel as it relates to families al-
ready here. Young people brought here as
children who know no other life and are Amer-
ican in every sense, but are still denied the
American dream.

A consequence of the election may well be
a new reality on the American political scene
when it comes to immigration and a willing-
ness to soften hard-edged positions and move
us in a more thoughtful direction.

There have been shifts in public attitude
embracing comprehensive solutions for some
time, but in the political arena this is a more
recent phenomenon. It will take time to do this
right, but a willingness by some on the other
side of the aisle to offer their own version of
the DREAM Act in the Senate, for example, is
reason for optimism.

While | strongly support a comprehensive
solution that provides a path to citizenship for
people who are willing to play by the rules,
work hard, pay their taxes, and demonstrate
citizenship skills, there are two intermediate
steps that should get us moving in the right di-

The
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rection. The DREAM Act and the creation of a
STEM visa program should be low-hanging
fruit that almost everyone can embrace.

The deferred action announced by the ad-
ministration to give a sliver of hope to these
bright young people who study hard and play
by the rules and who are good citizens was a
good step but should be followed by early ac-
tion on the DREAM Act. | am proud this was
passed by the previous Congress and | hope
it will be the first order of business in the new
Congress. These young people are the life-
blood of America’s future and we should wel-
come them and do everything possible to en-
sure their success.

| will vote for H.R. 6429, the STEM Jobs
Act, which creates a STEM visa program and
would give 55,000 green cards a year to doc-
toral and master’'s graduates in science, tech-
nology, engineering and mathematical fields. |
reluctantly voted against this in September be-
cause it was brought forward as a last minute
suspension bill designed to fail and create un-
necessary political divisions. This time, dealing
with this in regular order is encouraging. It
was also made marginally better. For exam-
ple, the new version of the legislation de-
creases the wait time for certain spouses and
children who are planning to join their loved
ones with permanent residency in the United
States. It also removed a concerning provision
that forced STEM visa applicants to commit to
working in the United States for five years.
While prospects in the Senate are still dim, the
most important change has been the willing-
ness of my friends on the other side of the
aisle to take another look at immigration and
maybe dial down the political rhetoric. | was
personally willing to meet them halfway.

Creating a STEM visa program should be a
no-brainer. It will make a huge difference in
keeping the best and brightest from around
the world in the United States. These students
come to our colleges and universities to re-
ceive the best education available and it is in-
sane to send them back home or to other
countries if they want to stay here. It has been
said that we should staple a green card to
every diploma for an advanced degree. We
should certainly do whatever is necessary for
appropriate verification to ensure national se-
curity, but the overwhelming majority should
be welcome to reside, be productive, create
families, and support businesses right here.

The legislation is certainly not perfect and
unless our objection is addressed will not pass
the Senate. We need comprehensive immigra-
tion overhaul, not a piecemeal approach. |
also do not support the philosophy that immi-
gration needs to remain zero-sum: we should
not need to eliminate the diversity visa in
order to add this program. | am confident the
Senate will fix these provisions.

This would be an important signal to the
next Congress that we can and must move
forward on broader immigration reform. Amer-
ica needs to unite families, to protect and give
justice to young people, strengthen business
from high-tech to agriculture, and help us live
up to our ideals as a Nation of immigrants.

Mr. POLIS. I would like to inquire if
the gentleman from Florida has any re-
maining speakers he’s expecting.

Mr. NUGENT. I do not.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, seeing as I
am the last speaker from my side, I
yield myself the balance of my time.
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As articulated by the gentleman
from Oregon, this bill presents a dif-
ficult decision for Members of this
body, and I certainly have great re-
spect for people on both sides of the
issue.
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I want to go over, again, some of the
pros and cons. The program that allows
Ukrainians, Ethiopians, and Albanians
to come in to make sure that a dis-
proportionate number of our immi-
grants are not just from a small num-
ber of countries is important. Absent
that, a higher percentage of our immi-
grants will be from Mexico, India, and
China. So again, if this bill passes, a
higher percentage of our immigrants
will be from the major countries that
send people here.

Now, it’s not the end of the world,
but there’s added value in having peo-
ple from all corners of the world come
here to become part of our great coun-
try and, in many cases, this is the only
way that people from Nepal or Albania
or Ethiopia have a shot at coming to
this country and succeeding.

We also need people in this country
across all different skill levels in our
labor market. And whether that labor
includes toiling in the field or toiling
in downtown buildings at night or pro-
gramming computers or designing air-
craft, we have needs across all sectors
of our economy—yes, in STEM, but not
just in STEM.

So we are asked to choose, asked to
choose between people with graduate
degrees whom we want to keep here in
science, technology, engineering, and
math. In many cases, if they’re not al-
lowed to stay, they will have to return
to other countries, and the jobs will
follow them, costing our country jobs.

Choose between them and allowing
people here from countries other than
Mexico, India, and China, some of
whom are high-skilled, some of whom
are low-skilled, a diverse group across
the board. Looking back at many of
our own forebears, certainly mine, my
family came to this country in the late
19th century, and early 20th century,
1890s, 1905. They didn’t have master’s
degrees. They didn’t have Ph.D.s. They
didn’t have college degrees. And that’s
the case for many of our forebears.

Here today their great-grandson sits
as a Member of Congress, and had a
program not existed whereby they
could arrive at Ellis Island and be here,
I wouldn’t be here today.

Now, my father has a Ph.D., but
that’s the legacy of his hard-working
immigrant grandparents that came to
this country without a college degree
and, in many cases, without something
that’s the equivalent of even a high
school degree today. To work hard, to
live the American Dream, and for their
descendents, to be able to serve in this
august body.

So it’s a cause for reflection. Both
are important. And again, the closed
process of the bill doesn’t allow for a
discussion of the IDEA Act or the STA-
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PLE Act, which would simply create a
new STEM immigrant visa program.

My other concern with this bill, as I
mentioned, is that it would increase
the number of illegal immigrants here
in this country. Simply by the way
that the math works, the number of
STEM graduates is lower than the
number of STEM visas that are avail-
able each year.

Now, it would be one thing if that
was allowed to trickle down to other
categories, or, for instance, the over-
flow was allowed to be used for diver-
sity visas. There might be room for
compromise. But instead, those excess
visas disappear. So after the backlog of
three or 4 years is dealt with, these
55,000 visas that are being taken away
from Albania and the Ukraine and
Ethiopia and Africa and Asia, the back
of those 55,000 visas will only result in
20,000 or so net immigrants.

Now 29,000 graduates graduating from
institutions of higher education. Now,
keep in mind, not everybody wants to
stay here. As attractive as our country
is, some people do want to learn here
and go back to their other countries,
and that’s certainly fine as well. But
many will want to stay here.

But in losing some of those visas,
again, we are only increasing the im-
migration problem, the illegal immi-
gration problem, and moving in the op-
posite direction of addressing immigra-
tion in this country. There is little to
be proud of with regard to the current
state of affairs in immigration.

It’s very different than when my
great-grandparents came here and got
off at Ellis Island and registered and,
albeit with a misspelled name, were
able to go to work the next day. It’s be-
coming harder and harder.

The absence of a legal way of immi-
grating that is in touch with our labor
market in this country, the lack of
having an operative immigration sys-
tem has led to over 10 million people
being here illegally, working illegally,
as my colleague from Oregon said, in
many cases, integrated into our com-
munities. Many of them have American
children, are parents of American kids,
and yet, without any way, currently, of
getting right with the law.

What we need to do in immigration
reform is require that people who are
here illegally get right with the law,
rather than prevent them from getting
right with the law, which is what we do
currently.

So, again, while STEM immigration
is very important, my colleagues are
being asked, in a closed process, to
weigh that with the issue of immi-
grants from countries like the Ukraine
and Albania. At the same time, again,
this bill will increase the number of il-
legal immigrants in this country. Per-
haps increasing the number of illegal
immigrants will redouble the efforts of
this Congress to address this issue.

But, given the enormous dimension
of the problem already and the com-
plete lack of consideration of any
meaningful immigration bill by this
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Congress to solve a broken immigra-
tion system, I'm certainly not holding
my breath.

The zero-sum bill on the floor asks us
to weigh one class of immigrants at the
expense of another, in effect, trying to
play politics and avoid solving our im-
migration crisis.

I think it’s time for a transparent
and open debate. It’s time for com-
promise. It’s time to work in a bipar-
tisan fashion to actually replace our
broken immigration system with one
that works for our country, one that
strengthens our economy, one that cre-
ates jobs for Americans, one that
makes our Nation’s immigration sys-
tem more humane and makes it work-
able and enforceable.

This bill, for all its merits, for all its
problems, I think, we, both proponents
and opponents can agree it falls short
on that account of fixing our broken
immigration system and replacing it
with one that works. It has no addi-
tional enforcement provisions, no bor-
der security provisions. It provides no
requirement for people who are here il-
legally to get right with the law.

Rather, it does create an excellent
program to keep high-tech graduates
here. It destroys another valuable pro-
gram to Kkeep people from countries
other than Mexico and India and China
and the UK here. It likely will increase
illegal immigration by 10 or 20,000 a
year, and provides no solution.

So a difficult decision for all Mem-
bers of this body. And I'd like to think
that Members on both sides, hopefully,
would agree that we can do better. We
need to do better. We’ve been called
upon by the voters of this country to
do better.

And I encourage, whether it’s in this
Congress or the next Congress, to take
up the difficult but critical issue of re-
placing our broken immigration sys-
tem with one that works for our coun-
try, creates prosperity for America,
helps reduce our budget deficit, is hu-
mane, is enforceable. No one said it
would be easy, but that’s what the peo-
ple send us here to do.

And regardless of the outcome of this
particular bill, we are simply taking
another week in avoiding addressing
the real issues of the immigration cri-
sis in this country.

I encourage my colleagues to vote
against the rule, which was a closed
process and doesn’t allow for consider-
ation of even noncontroversial amend-
ments such as my EB-5 amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

To my good friend from Colorado, we
agree on so many issues, particularly
as it relates to immigration reform. We
agree. I think this is the first step in
regards to where we need to go. You
have sold a very persuasive argument
in regards to why it is so important, so
important, that we have a STEM visa
program; why it’s important to us to
keep that brain power that we edu-
cated in the United States, keep them
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here in this country to support our
businesses and our manufacturing so
we can be more competitive on a global
market. You have made my case on
that argument.

I'll agree with you that this immi-
gration system that we have is broken.
I wasn’t here 2 years ago or 4 years ago
when the Democrats were in power in
both the House and the Senate and the

Presidency, and they moved nothing
forward that we’re talking about
today.
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It’s disappointing when you have all
the levels of government and you don’t
accomplish anything as it relates to
this. And now we want to turn it
around and say that this is a flawed
bill. At the end of the day, this meets
the needs of our corporations of cre-
ating more jobs here in America, about
putting more people to work, and it
also rectifies an issue on the V-Visa
program in regards to instead of having
families split because someone has a
legitimate green card as a resident
here, that he has to be split or she has
to be split from their family. The
mother of their children or their chil-
dren are Kkept from coming in the
United States. Because today, the way
the program is, they are kept from
coming to the United States. So they
don’t have an opportunity to get a job,
anyhow.

But what this does do is it rectifies a
problem that allows parents to be re-
united with their children. I don’t
know, but that’s important to me as a
father of three. I would much rather
have had my family here if I was a resi-
dent alien here. I would rather have my
family here so I could reach out and
touch them and help encourage them
and move them forward in the Amer-
ican principles—that’s what I would
want to do—versus trying to talk
across great distances to try to bring a
family together. That’s no way to raise
a family. But they do it because they
have to. This rectifies that problem.
While it doesn’t allow them to go out
and get a job, it does bring the family
unit back together again. I know, Mr.
PoLis, you have a son. You would rath-
er have your son with you than a thou-
sand miles away, as I would.

So this is a step in the right direc-
tion. This is moving us forward, not
moving us backwards. This is actually
taking an approach that should have
been taken 4 years ago, and the Demo-
crats punted it down the field. In Sep-
tember, we voted on this initial STEM
bill and we had 30 Democrats across
the aisle vote with us. We didn’t meet
the threshold of two-thirds because it
was under suspension.

I truly believe that this bill has the
ability to cut across the aisle. And we
heard our good friend from Oregon talk
about it—for the right reasons. Just be-
cause it’s not perfect doesn’t mean we
should just throw it in the scrap heap.
And I agree that we can pass this bill
and send it to the Senate. The Senate
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has the option to bring it up, debate it,
vote on it, amend it, and send it back
to the House. Do your job. I agree that
that’s what they should do. At least
have the discussion. When the Senate
comes out and says, We're going to ig-
nore it, we’re not going to do anything
with it, that’s a disservice to the
American public, it’s a disservice to
those that create jobs, and those Amer-
icans that need jobs.

You talk about a zero sum game.
This is not a way to reduce immigra-
tion. I don’t know where my good
friend got the numbers about how this
is going to increase the number of ille-
gal immigrants to this country. I've
never heard that before. I've never seen
anything in writing as relates to that.
I'm not saying it’s not true, but I don’t
know that. I think it just sounds like a
good number. What we don’t want to do
is scare people to be opposed to some-
thing that is good for America.

We made an investment as a Nation
in these foreign students when they
came here, when we allowed them here
in the STEM fields. Why let that in-
vestment leave? Why would we ignore
that investment and say, you know
what? we don’t care, when it has a di-
rect negative impact on this country—
not on any other country—on this
country it has a direct negative im-
pact. It’s just common sense. And I
guess that’s the problem. Sometimes
common sense and Washington, D.C.,
are vast worlds apart.

While looking at this, it’s just a
small, commonsense reform to our im-
migration policy. But what it does do
is addresses a dangerous Diversity Visa
problem. Even the former Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State for Visa
Services testified in front of the Judi-
ciary Committee that visa lottery
fraud includes multiple entries, fraudu-
lent claims to education and work ex-
perience, pop-up spouses or family
members, and false claims of employ-
ment or financial support in the United
States. His words, not mine.

For example, one third-party agent
in Bangladesh entered every single
name from a phone book in Bangladesh
into the lottery system in order to ex-
tort money. If your name got pulled he
would go to you and extort money so
you can come to the United States. Or,
guess what? Sell that winning slot to
someone else.

That’s not what the whole program
was designed for. I would suggest to
you that students that are coming
from foreign countries come across-
the-board. We have them from China,
we have them from the Ukraine, as you
like to keep pointing out, and from all
over the world to come to our univer-
sities, particularly for those STEM de-
grees, advanced degrees. So I would
suggest to you that you’re going to
continue that diversity by getting peo-
ple that have gone to the max that are
going to be so productive here in Amer-
ica to help us. It’s not a sum game. It’s
just a rational game.

I really wish that I knew that if we
passed this today, that it would be-
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come law. The President has already
kind of said he wouldn’t sign it. I don’t
know how you can have it both ways,
Mr. Speaker. When we talk about
STEM, those individuals who have
come to our universities and graduate
with a degree in those STEM sciences,
how we can just ignore them and say,
Listen, this is good for America.

Instead of making this a Republican
or Democratic idea, why don’t we just
pass it because it’s the right idea?
Let’s do something for once that’s good
for America. Let’s do something once
that’s good for those green card holders
that are currently here in the United
States, bringing their families together
so they can become productive in what-
ever sense their family decides.
Wouldn’t we want to do that? I would
want to do that. I want to see families
reunited, not split apart, not kept be-
cause of some arcane rule that’s going
to take them 6 or 7 years, maybe, to
get a green card so they can bring their
family here in the United States, where
this would allow them to come 1 year
after being on the waiting list, they get
the opportunity to come here and be
reunited with their family.

For all that we hear about Demo-
crats are always for families, this time
I guess they’re not. This time I guess
because they’re from some other coun-
try, maybe they’re just not that impor-
tant. They are to me. I think it’s im-
portant. Here’s once where the Repub-
licans are stepping forward on an im-
migration issue that’s good for Amer-
ica, it’s good for the people that are
currently here on green cards legally.
It allows them to reinvest. How can
this be bad for America? Is it because
it’s a Republican idea? Is that the rea-
son why this is a bad piece of politics?
I would hope not. I would hope that my
colleagues across the aisle will be like
Mr. BLUMENAUER from Oregon and look
at the real merits of it.

While not perfect in any sense of the
word, as is any legislation that comes
out of this place, at least it’s a move
and a step in the right direction. And
let the Senate do their job. Let the
Senate bring it up. Let the Senate vote
on it and amend it and send it back to
the House. Let the Senate for once do
their job. And then, Mr. President, you
can make a decision whether you're
going to veto it or not. But let’s quit
playing politics with immigration.

Mr. Speaker, I do want to thank my
good friend from Colorado because we
agree on so many issues as it relates to
this. We just don’t agree on everything.

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

The previous question was ordered.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today to oppose H. Res. 821, the Rule
providing for the consideration of H.R. 6429
“STEM Jobs Act,” a bill which eliminates the
Diversity Visa Program.

Nearly 15 million people, representing about
20 million with family members included, reg-
istered late last year for the 2012 Diversity
Visa Program under which only 50,000 visa
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winners were to be selected via random selec-
tion process.

Each year, diversity visa winners make up
about 4% of all Legal Permanent Resident
(LPR) admissions.

SEEDS OF DIVERSITY

Unlike every other visa program, its express
purpose is to help us develop a racially, eth-
nically, and culturally-diverse population. It
serves a unique purpose and it works. In re-
cent years, African immigrants have com-
prised about 50% of the DV program’s bene-
ficiaries.

Diversity Visa immigrants succeed and con-
tribute to the U.S. economy. According to the
Congressional Research Service, in FY 2009
Diversity Visa immigrants were 2.5 times more
likely to report managerial and professional
occupations than all other lawful permanent
residents.

The Diversity Visa program promotes re-
spect for U.S. immigration laws. It reduces in-
centives for illegal immigration by encouraging
prospective immigrants to wait until they win a
visa, as opposed to attempting to enter with-
out permission.

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY INTERESTS

The Diversity Visa sustains the American
Dream in parts of the world where it rep-
resents the only realistic opportunity for immi-
grating to the U.S.

Former Rep. Bruce Morrison—one of the ar-
chitects of the Diversity Visa—testified in 2005
that the program advances a principle that is
“at the heart of the definition of America”; the
principle that “all nationalities are welcome.”

Ambassador Johnny Young, Executive Di-
rector of Migration and Refugee Services, U.S.
Conference of Catholic Bishops, testified at a
2011 Judiciary Committee hearing: “The Pro-
gram engenders hope abroad for those that
are all too often without it—hope for a better
life, hope for reunification with family in the
United States, and hope for a chance to use
their God-given skills and talents.”

AMENDMENTS OFFERED IN JUDICIARY AND RULES

During the Judiciary Committee’s markup of
a bill earlier this year to kill the Diversity Visa
program, | offered an amendment directing the
Secretaries of Homeland Security and State to
report to Congress on steps that could be
taken to further eliminate fraud and security
risks in the Diversity Visa program. Rather
than vote to fix the program and defend legal
immigration and diversity in our immigrant
pool, every Republican on the Committee who
was present voted down the amendment.

Once again | offered 2 amendments in
Rules Committee to protect the Diversity Visa
Program, and once again the Republican ma-
jority on the Committee voted against it.

NO SIGNIFCANT EVIDENCE OF A SECURITY RISK

No substantive evidence has been given
that the Diversity Program poses a significant
risk to our national security. There are organi-
zations like Numbers USA who are not just
advocating against illegal immigration but also
wish to place caps on or decrease legal immi-
gration as well.

As former Congressman Bruce Morrison
testified in 2005: “[I]t is absurd to think that a
lottery would be the vehicle of choice for ter-
rorists.” 12 to 20 million people enter the Di-
versity Visa lottery each year and no more
than 50,000 visas are available.

In 2007, GAO “found no documented evi-
dence that DV immigrants . . . posed a ter-
rorist or other threat.”

Diversity Visa recipients go through the
same immigration, criminal, and national secu-
rity background checks that all people apply-
ing for Lawful Permanent Residence undergo.
They also are interviewed by State Depart-
ment and Department of Homeland Security
personnel.

FRAUD

Since the State Department OIG first raised
concerns about fraud in 1993, significant
changes have been made. In 2004, State im-
plemented an electronic registration system.
This allows State to use facial and name rec-
ognition software to identify duplicate applica-
tions and to share date with intelligence and
law enforcement agencies for necessary immi-
gration and security checks.

In 2012 there was an incident where 20,000
people were erroneously notified that they
were finalists in the Diversity program. They
would have the opportunity to enter the lottery.
The OIG investigated and found this was due
to a computer error. There was no evidence of
intentional fraud, as a safety precaution and
because of the principle of fairness the State
Department did the lottery again.

The Diversity Visa program has led the way
in applying cutting edge technology to reduce
fraud and increase security. The program was
one of the first in the government to use facial
recognition software to analyze digital photo-
graphs.

| join the vast majority of my Democratic
colleagues in supporting an expansion of the
STEM program. H.R. 6429 attempt to increase
the STEM Visa program is an admirable one;
however, | firmly believe it should not come at
the expense of the Diversity Immigration Visa
Program and should include a broader range
of institutions.

| firmly support Rep. LOFGREN’s bill, H.R.
6412 which is a clean STEM Visa bill and cre-
ates a visa program for students graduating
with advanced STEM degrees from U.S. re-
search universities, without eliminating the Di-
versity Visa Program.

Frankly, it appears there are Republicans
who have been needlessly targeting this pro-
gram, as a means to decrease legal immigra-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays
170, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 611]

The

YEAS—243
Adams Bishop (UT) Camp
Aderholt Black Campbell
Akin Blackburn Canseco
Alexander Bonner Cantor
Amash Bono Mack Capito
Amodei Boren Carter
Bachmann Boswell Cassidy
Bachus Boustany Chabot
Barletta Brady (TX) Chaffetz
Bartlett Brooks Coble
Barton (TX) Broun (GA) Coffman (CO)
Bass (NH) Buchanan Cole
Benishek Bucshon Conaway
Berg Buerkle Cravaack
Biggert Burgess Crawford
Bilbray Burton (IN) Crenshaw
Bilirakis Calvert Culberson
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Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen

Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle

NAYS—170

Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Curson (MI)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
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Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
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Loebsack Perlmutter Sewell
Lofgren, Zoe Peters Sherman
Lowey Pingree (ME) Sires
Lujan Polis Slaughter
Lynch Price (NC) Smith (WA)
Maloney Quigley Speier
Markey Rahall Sutton
Matsui Rangel Thompson (CA)
McCarthy (NY) nges Thompson (MS)
McCollum Richardson Tierney
McDermott Richmond Tonko
McGovern Rothman (NJ)
McNerney Ruppersberger Tsongas
Meeks Rush Vaq Hollen
Michaud Ryan (OH) Velazquez
Miller (NC) Sanchez, Linda ~ V1SCIOSKY
Miller, George T. Walz (MN)
Moore Sanchez, Loretta Wasserman
Nadler Sarbanes Schultz
Napolitano Schakowsky Waters
Neal Schiff Watt
Olver Schrader Waxman
Pallone Schwartz Welch
Pascrell Scott (VA) Wilson (FL)
Pastor (AZ) Scott, David Woolsey
Pelosi Serrano Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—19
Ackerman Lee (CA) Schmidt
Austria Manzullo Stark
Barber Murphy (CT) Sullivan
Costello Owens Towns
Filner Payne Turner (OH)
Frank (MA) Pence
Gallegly Roybal-Allard
0O 1342
Messrs. HONDA, ELLISON, CARNEY,
CLEAVER, and Ms. LINDA T.

SANCHEZ of California changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’” to ‘‘nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 611, |
was away from the Capitol due to prior com-
mitments to my constituents. Had | been
present, | would have voted “nay.”

———

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, I offer a privileged reso-
lution and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 822

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE
Garamendi.

(2) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY.—Mr. Curson.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ON  AGRICULTURE.—MTr.

SPACE, AND

——————

HAMAS IS THE PUPPET AND IRAN
IS THE PUPPETEER

(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, the
eyes of the world were on the Gaza
Strip for 8 days as sirens wailed and
Hamas rained rockets down on Israel.
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Iran’s mullahs shipped long-range
rockets into Sudan, sent them up into
Egypt before smuggling them through
tunnels and assembling them in Gaza.
Israel responded by doing the only
thing a responsible nation should do: it
defended itself. Now the United States
needs to show there are consequences
for attacking this sovereign nation,
consequences for Hamas and Iran, as
well.

We should have stricter enforcement
of sanctions against Iran. Iran and
Hamas both need to be held account-
able for these attacks. Israel had the
moral right and legal duty to defend
itself from attacks by the barbarians,
Hamas. There is a ceasefire, but only
until Hamas obtains more Iranian mis-
siles.

Hamas is the puppet, and Iran is the
puppeteer. The Iranian regime needs to
go. The Iranian people need to rid
themselves of the little fellow from the
desert, Ahmadinejad, and his ways of
war.

And that’s just the way it is.
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NATIONAL FAMILY CAREGIVERS
MONTH

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the more than 65
million family caregivers across the
Nation who work tirelessly and self-
lessly to care for loved ones who are
chronically ill, disabled or aging. So
this month, we celebrate National
Family Caregivers Month, which is a
time to thank all those heroes who sac-
rifice their time and effort in looking
after others.

It is estimated that family caregivers
provide 80 percent of our Nation’s long-
term care, saving families about $375
billion annually. Caregivers are the si-
lent heroes of the family. They work
day in and day out to ensure that those
in need of care receive that support.
Taking care of sick family members is,
no doubt, a difficult job; and I encour-
age caregivers to continue to utilize
the resources they have in their com-
munities for support.

I would like to acknowledge the hard
work of the family caregivers in Min-
nesota and of those helping families in
America. Your work to support your
families exemplifies the true meaning
of putting someone else’s needs first.

————

COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION
REFORM

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, just about 40 minutes or so
ago, we were in the midst of a debate
concerning STEM, which is something
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that most Americans have come to now
understand as the acronym for science,
technology, engineering, and math.

As a longstanding member on the
Subcommittee on Immigration and on
Homeland Security, STEM is now a
basis for expanding visas to ensure or
to give opportunities to young people
who are graduating from our research
institutions of higher learning who
have been born in other countries and
to give them the ability to be able to
stay here in order to help create jobs
and to build this economy. That’s a
good thing. Yet on November 6, 2012, I
think America spoke and said, We’re
ready to do more and go further.

I voted ‘“no”’ on the rule because I be-
lieve we are ready for comprehensive
immigration reform, not something
that will hurt us, but something that
will help us. For those who appreciated
the Statue of Liberty that welcomed
the poor and the downtrodden, that
welcomed the Irish and the Germans
and the Italians, we know that com-
prehensive immigration reform is the
right way. This rule, H. Res. 821, is not
the right way. So I ask my colleagues
to look to comprehensive immigration
reform, and I will speak about this bill
tomorrow.

———

UPHOLDING THE SECOND AMEND-
MENT RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Twelve
years ago, I took an oath to defend the
Constitution of the United States. I am
here today to urge my colleagues to
uphold our Second Amendment right to
bear arms.

Congress has to put aside partisan
differences and act to uphold a citizen’s
right to bear arms in every State in
the Union. Unfortunately, in my home
State, residents are denied the ability
to carry firearms even though the resi-
dents of every other State in the Union
are allowed to protect themselves and
their property. The Second Amend-
ment is clear and concise, and it was
meant to protect all residents no mat-
ter where they live.

I urge Congress and the States to up-
hold this fundamental and basic right.

——

THANK YOU, NOT GOODBYE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentlewoman from  Illinois (Mrs.
BIGGERT) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

I begin this Special Order for those
Members on this side of the aisle who
are retiring or who are leaving at the
end of 2012, so I rise today not to say
goodbye, but to say thank you.

After 14 wonderful and productive
years, I will be stepping away from this
podium for the last time at the end of
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the 112th Congress. Representing the
people of the 13th District of Illinois
has been the great honor of my life-
time. Words cannot express the depth
of gratitude I feel to my friends, col-
leagues, supporters, and staff who have
made this time in Washington so cheer-
ful and fulfilling. I can recall the first
time that I stepped out onto the House
floor as a Member of this great body
and said to myself, How did I end up in
the U.S. Congress, surrounded by the
legacies of so many great leaders?

Growing up on the south side of Chi-
cago, I never expected to become a law-
yer or a school board president, much
less a Member of Congress. At the
time, few women went to college, let
alone law school. Today, I know the
path here was often the same for all
who have walked these Halls. We are
just Americans who love our commu-
nities and our country and who found
ourselves pursuing that love through
service to others. Even among those
who rarely see eye to eye, I know that
we share a passion for creating a better
future for the next generation and that
there has always been enough to bridge
any gap that divides us. Maybe that’s
why I've always been known as a mod-
erate. I like to assume the best about
people with whom I disagree, at least
until they prove me wrong. Thank-
fully, I can say without question that
I've rarely been wrong, which is why
my faith in this country and its future
has never been stronger.

But listening is the key. Lawmakers
must listen to those around them as
one American to another, as neighbors
with shared values and without assum-
ing that any difference of opinion is
evidence of greed, ignorance, or malice.
I was fortunate. I learned that lesson
early. Maybe it was because I was the
only female Republican in my fresh-
man class here. All of my colleagues,
chairmen and ranking members seemed
eager to come and say hello, to wel-
come me with a smile and sage advice.
Their advice served me well, and, in
turn, it allowed me to serve my con-
stituents better. My hope is that our
incoming class of lawmakers follows a
similar path and that they come to
Washington ready to learn from those
around them and to benefit from the
diversity of backgrounds and experi-
ences that can be found here in the
Capitol.

Because we face great challenges—
the economy, immigration, the debt,
Social Security, and Medicare—on
these items and more we must find the
answers soon if we hope to keep our
country on a path to prosperity. Those
solutions will only materialize if the
Members of Congress take a chance,
work together, and care more about re-
sults than sound bites or the next elec-
tion. Equally important, they must be
willing to take a walk a few hundred
feet to the other side of the rotunda.

The House and the Senate are two
sides of the same coin, and yet they
have never seemed further apart. My
proudest moments as a Member of Con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

gress have all been as the result of col-
laboration. My work to keep homeless
kids in school, to bar genetic discrimi-
nation, or to reform the Nation’s Flood
Insurance Program were all signed into
law after extensive personal conversa-
tions with Members of the upper Cham-
ber. We have great leaders here in the
House, but they alone cannot maintain
communications between the two
greatest deliberative bodies in the
world. It’s up to all of us, and it will be
to all of you.

So, Mr. Speaker, my advice is to
work together across the aisle and
across the Capitol. I urge my col-
leagues to stay close to their voters
and true to their principles, but to
never let ‘‘compromise’ become a dirty
word. That’s what our constituents
want; that’s what America needs; and
that’s what has made these last 14
years the source of great joy in my life,
none of which, I should add, would have
been possible without my wonderful
staff.

Before I close, I must give thanks to
these individuals who have been with
me for months or years and who have
never let up in their service to the resi-
dents of the 13th Congressional District
of Illinois. From casework, to flag re-
quests, to building roads or to passing
laws, my staff has taken every chal-
lenge in stride, has brought out the
best in me, and has done it all without
ever seeking recognition, praise, or a
raise.

I also want to thank the great com-
mittee staff with Financial Services,
with Education and the Workforce, and
with Science, Space, and Technology,
as well as the team at Ethics, with
whom I worked for several years. Also,
thank you to the unappreciated staff
here on the House floor, who always
keeps the debate moving forward.

Most of all, I would like to thank
Kathy Lyndon, the best chief of staff
and friend that a Member of Congress
ever asked for. Without her, I would
not be here; and without her, I would
not have been able to assemble one of
the smartest and most capable staffs in
Washington.
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So, thank you. Thank you to my col-
leagues, my staff, my friends, my fam-
ily, my supporters, and even my critics
who have helped me to grow, to learn,
and to serve the people of Illinois. I
have always viewed public service as a
privilege, not a career, and you have
all made this the fondest privilege of
my life.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentlelady
yield?

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

I was in the cloakroom having some
lunch, and I heard the gentlelady’s
comments. Most of us—a lot of us—
went around this country listening to
people as well as speaking on behalf of
our respective candidacies and parties.
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What I heard around America was that
they want people who will sit down to-
gether and try to solve the problems
that confront America’s families and
America’s workers.

I want to say to the gentlelady from
Illinois, my experience with her,
throughout her career, has been that
she is one of those types of people. And
I want to thank her. I want to thank
her for her decency. I want to thank
her for her hard work. I want to thank
her for her commitment to country
first. It’s been a privilege to serve with
you, Judy, and I look forward to being
your friend for many years to come. I
wish you great success in the future.

I wanted to say that because too
often the public sees us confronting
one another and sometimes being
angry with one another, but you and I
have had the opportunity to work to-
gether and I know the good heart that
you have and the openness that you
have displayed, and I thank you for
that.

Mrs. BIGGERT. And I thank you, the
minority whip, so much for those com-
ments. That really is very kind of you,
and I appreciate it.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Would the gen-
tlelady yield for one more comment?

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. PERL-
MUTTER).

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I just wanted to
echo Mr. HOYER’s comments. You and I
have served together on the Financial
Services Committee. We have worked
together on legislation that I was pro-
posing and that you were proposing,
and working with you was always a
pleasure and an honor. I always appre-
ciated the knowledge you would bring
to all of these different discussions;
and the fact that you were willing to
work with me in such a fashion, that
helped bring me along as a Member of
Congress. I think you definitely
brought legislation to the country that
was of value, and I just want to thank
the gentlelady from Illinois.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman. I will always think of you as
the green man from Colorado.

Now I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. TODD
PLATTS, who is also retiring.

Mr. PLATTS. I thank the gentlelady.

Before commenting on my own re-
tirement, I want to echo the gentlemen
from Colorado and Maryland, Mr.
PERLMUTTER and Mr. HOYER, and their
right-on-point remarks, Judy, about
you and your service.

We have sat together for the last 12
years on the Ed Committee working on
education issues and children’s issues.
You’ve been such a great leader on the
issue of homeless children and the im-
portance of us doing right by them in
the education arena even though they
were homeless—and maybe all the
more important that we do right by
them.

When we hear the terms ‘‘statesman’
or ‘‘public servant,” you epitomize
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both. Judy, it has been a great privi-
lege to work with you.

As I think back to arriving 12 years
ago, one, it is hard to believe it has
been 12 years since first coming here.
My decision about a year ago, January
of this year, to step down was not an
easy one, but it’s one that I felt was
the right decision for me. I've always
been one who believed in 12-year term
limits and thought I've got to live
what I preach as a servant, as a public
official, but maybe most importantly
as a dad, that I needed to set a good ex-
ample to my sons, Tom and TJ, that
they saw me living up to my word and
that my actions backed up my words.
So while it wasn’t an easy decision to
decide to leave this great Chamber, I
believe it was the right one.

But it has been such a privilege to
represent the people of Pennsylvania’s
19th Congressional District—Adams,
Cumberland, and York counties; Get-
tysburg, Carlisle, and York, the county
seats in the three counties in my dis-
trict—and the fact that 12 years ago
the citizens of this district said, Todd,
we trust you to represent our interests
in Washington. And to allow me to re-
turn for five more terms after that
first one has been pretty remarkable.

And it speaks volumes to me about
what truly a land of opportunity we
are. As a kid growing up, that I would
be given this opportunity, it only hap-
pens in America. I'm one who’s known
that I wanted to do this since I was 14.
I've often been asked, What made you
want to serve in Congress at such an
early age?

I point first to my mom and dad,
Babs and Dutch Platts, just average
citizens, middle class family. Dad was
a mechanical engineer; Mom was a
stay-at-home mom, park director, a lot
of odd jobs that were part time to
make sure that she could be hands on
with all five of us kids. They were not
active politically other than always
voting and taking us with them to vote
when they would go, but they were so
active in the community. They were
community servants, teaching Sunday
school, coaching Little League base-
ball. In fact, I had the privilege to
coach my sons for about 10 years on the
same fields that my dad coached three
of us Platts sons way back when; Mom
running the school candy sales. They
gave all five of us children—I'm the
fourth of the five—a wonderful example
to follow, that if you want to live in a
great Nation and a great community,
you need to do your part. You need to
be engaged and be involved. So they
gave me the example of service, and
then it was my eighth grade social
studies teacher by the name of Earl
Lucius, who passed away just shy of 2
years ago, who encouraged taking that
community service example of my par-
ents and to make it a public service ca-
reer.

So as I left eighth grade and Mr.
Lucius’ class and got ready to enter
high school, I joined the Teenage Re-
publicans as a ninth grader and volun-
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teered on my first campaign. It was
Jerry Ford running for reelection for
President, John Heinz for the United
States Senate, and Bill Goodling for
his first reelection to represent the
19th Congressional District of Pennsyl-
vania. Pretty eerie, 24 years later, after
volunteering for Mr. Goodling as a
ninth grader, that’s who I succeeded.
When he retired after 26 years here in
the people’s House, I had the privilege
to succeed him. But I have known ever
since then that this is what I wanted to
do.

So first, I thank the citizens of the
district for allowing me this privilege
and for giving me their trust. Certainly
I could not have served the citizens
back home without a tremendous staff
in the district, as well as here in Wash-
ington. I have been blessed with just
true public servants. When we would
hire, I never asked what their party
registration was or anything about
their politics other than, Why do you
want to serve, and why do you want to
serve in the 19th District in particular?
So, thanks to all of my staff, to my
personal staff in the district and down
here, and to the committee staff. I've
had the privilege to chair a sub-
committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform for many years, and have
been blessed in the past and present
with a great staff there as well.

But the one thing I would emphasize
is we call this the people’s House, and
I look at it that way for a number of
reasons. One in particular is the only
way you get here is if you’re elected.
You can be a Senator, you can be Vice
President, you can be President and
never be elected to those positions.
Jerry Ford, never elected Vice Presi-
dent and President, served in both
Houses. You can serve in the Senate,
but here, if there’s a vacancy, you have
to wait until the people decide. So
we’re the people’s House. But also be-
cause we're a great representation of
the people of this great country.

The approach and how I got here, it
was because of the people of the 19th
District. When I leave, it’s my under-
standing that I'm the last Member of
the House or Senate, other than a cou-
ple of self-funders, who rely solely on
individual contributions—no special in-
terest money, no PAC contributions.
I've never had a paid television com-
mercial in any campaign. I've never
had a paid pollster in any campaign.
It’s been about volunteers going door
to door with me spreading the word.

I think back to that first campaign
12 years ago when over 500 volunteers
came out in 1 day and stuffed a 115,000-
piece mailing for me. And not only did
they come and volunteer and spend
about 10 hours that day doing that
work for us, but they also brought
their own food and fed themselves be-
cause we were a low-budget campaign,
then and now.
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We didn’t have money to buy them
food, so it was kind of like a church
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supper where everybody brings a dish
and we’ll have food, we’ll get some
good work done. But the people of the
19th district is what allowed me to
come here. That first campaign I was
outspent 5-1, 3-1, 2-1, and because of
the people, I've been allowed to serve
here for the last 12 years, and I will be
forever grateful for that.

Before I wrap up, I'd be very remiss if
I didn’t recognize my family. My wife,
Leslie, well, we celebrated 22 years of
marriage this past July. I’ve been in of-
fice for 20 of those, 8 in the State
House, 12 here. And so this is our first
election year in 22 years where we
weren’t campaigning, going door to
door. And I certainly would not be
standing here as a Member of the
United States House of Representatives
but for her great love and support over
all these years, along with our sons,
T.J. and Tom, and my extended family.

Mom and Dad. Dad passed away my
first year here in Congress, but Babs
and Dutch Platts; my brothers, Mark
and Craig; and sisters, Pam and Jill;
and my sons, Tom and T.J., who have
made so many sacrifices while I've
been allowed to serve in this position
from a time standpoint of being away
and missing ball games here or there.
But because of their support, and that
love and support of my family, and the
support and trust of my constituents,
I’ve been allowed this great privilege.

I'll leave here with a heavy heart, be-
cause I'm still pretty passionate about
what we do. I'll leave here with great
friends on both sides of the aisle, Re-
publican, Democrats, from all corners
of this great country. It’s been such a
privilege to serve with these true pub-
lic servants.

I'm going to share one final story
that kind of captures what I think is
great about our country and the fact
that I've been allowed to serve here.
When my dad passed away my first
year in Congress, June 25, 2001, I had
just, about a month earlier, had the
privilege of introducing my parents to
President Bush for the first time. In
fact, the last picture of my dad before
his passing is a picture of my mom and
dad with me and President Bush taken
up on the edge of my district in Penn-
sylvania.

Dad passes away. I get a note from
the President expressing his sym-
pathies, having just met my dad. But
about a week after his funeral, Presi-
dent Bush was here in the Capitol with
us in caucus and meeting with all the
House Republicans. And when it was
over, we all scattered and went back to
our offices, wherever it may be.

As I'm leaving the Capitol Building
to go back to Longworth House Office
Building, I hear applause up here in the
rotunda. And I come up, and this was
pre-9/11, and the President’s just going
down a rope line, shaking hands with
all the visitors to the Capitol that day.
So moms and dads and Kkids are just
getting to meet the President of the
United States by good timing of being
in the Capitol.
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I'm standing at the House side of the
rotunda with Bill Livingood, our then-
Sergeant at Arms, and the President
stopped and said hello to Bill, said
hello to me, and invited me to walk out
to the motorcade with him. And the
subject of our conversation was the
passing of my dad and how he dreads
the thought of some day losing his dad.
And, thankfully, President Bush 41, 88
and I know in the hospital right now,
but hopefully still going strong.

But it was an amazing conversation,
one, President Bush, a new President
showing concern for a freshman House
Member and my family and how my
mom and I were doing with the loss of
my dad and my mom’s husband. But it
also spoke volumes about what an
amazing country in which we live.

My dad was one of nine kids who
grew up in a row house in the city of
York during the Depression. Five boys,
four girls. Five boys in one bedroom,
four girls in the second, Grandma and
Grandpa, his mom and dad, in the
third.

The fact that his passing was the sub-
ject of a conversation between the
President of the United States and a
Congressman who happened to be his
son speaks volumes about us being
truly a land of opportunity. That this
kid from a typical middle class family
has been allowed to serve here for 12
years, it’s just amazing about what we
stand for, that if you are willing to
work hard and follow your dreams,
they can come true.

So to the people of the 19th District
of Pennsylvania, I say thank you for
allowing this now b0-year-old’s dreams
to come true many years ago as a
State representative and then ulti-
mately as a United States Congress-
man. I will be forever grateful and
would tell you that while I'm a proud
Republican, most importantly, every
time I entered the Chamber, I came
into this Chamber, as our men and
women in uniform do every day on the
front lines of democracy, as a proud
American, first and foremost.

I think they give us the example, and
that’s my final comment is to all those
out there who are defending the free-
doms we have and the blessings we
have, such as ToDD PLATTS, me, being
allowed to serve in Congress, I say
thank you to those courageous men
and women and to their families.

Godspeed as they continue to defend
us and all that’s great about this great
Nation.

I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

Mrs. BIGGERT. You know, I just
would like to say how we have worked
together, and I really appreciate all
that you have done. And what’s dif-
ferent is that you had this family. And
that is the hardest thing to have, you
know, the kids and a wife, but to have
the kids that you’re always worried
about. You always want to be to their
games. I know you were always rushing
around to do that and driving home,
and I appreciate that.

I have four children and a husband.
Actually, we just celebrated our 49th
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wedding anniversary, which I can’t be-
lieve, as time flies when you’re having
fun.

Mr. PLATTS. Congratulations.

Mrs. BIGGERT. But my children, we
raised them, I think, well, and we
raised them to be independent. We
didn’t think that they would be so
independent. One lives in London with
her husband and three children, one
lives in Los Angeles with her husband
and three children, one lives in Be-
thesda with her three children, and our
son lives in New York City.

They’re great places to visit, but you
don’t really have time, I think, when
you’re here as much as it was.

But to have the family that’s there
all the time I think it’s wonderful, but
it has also been really difficult.

Mr. PLATTS. It’s one of the bless-
ings, Judy, that I’ve been allowed, be-
cause of my district, about 100 miles
each way, in my 12 years serving here,
while I've been honored to work here,
I've been blessed to live at home all but
12 nights, or maybe 13 nights that I
couldn’t go back home. But being able
to go back to my wife and children, to
start every day and end every day with
them kept me grounded. And it’s one of
the sacrifices that, as you know, and
our colleagues, the families of Mem-
bers make a tremendous sacrifice, be-
cause I'm the exception. I'm the only
Pennsylvanian. There’s a couple of
Maryland and Virginias, but most
Members have to be away all week or
relocate their families here, so it is a
tremendous family commitment.

But you’re right. As I say, my Kkids,
when I walk in the door, they don’t
care if I was meeting with the Presi-
dent of the United States or working
whatever issue. Dad, get rid of the coat
and tie. We’re late for practice. Let’s
go. Kids do a good job of keeping our
priorities straight.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I also thank you for
the experiences we’ve had working to-
gether on the Education Committee
and being the Bermuda Triangle that
we always laughed about, sitting on
our side with Tom Osborne. We made a
nice triangle to put things like vouch-
ers in there. They go away, but they
wouldn’t come back.

Mr. PLATTS. And public education,
and one of our colleagues who we both
had the privilege to serve under when
he was chair of our committee as well.

Mrs. BIGGERT. So thank you.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. BIGGERT. Yes, I will yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
I want to thank the gentlewoman for
yvielding. I want to thank the gentle-
woman from Illinois, JUDY, and TODD
from Pennsylvania. Thank you so
much for your service in the Congress.
I've known you as members of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee, and I
can’t thank you enough. I've known
you when I was in the minority, I knew
you when I was chairman, I’ve known
you when I was ranking minority mem-
ber.

H6527

But you’ve always been willing to
discuss the issues with us. You've al-
ways been willing to make suggestions.
We haven’t always agreed. We’ve
agreed a lot on these issues of child nu-
trition and school reform and out-of-
home children and where do they go to
find the schooling and the support sys-
tems they need to be successful in our
education systems. And I just can’t tell
you how much I appreciate your serv-
ice. Thank you. I thank you for that.

And ToDD reminds us—I'm listening
to you talk about your family. Some-
body once said, there’s no great way to
do this job with a family because the
family sort of is the shock absorber for
our schedules and everything else. But
you obviously have done it pretty darn
well.

I just want to thank you for your
service to the Congress, to the country,
and to obviously the people that you’ve
represented so terribly well. Thank
you.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I really appreciate
that. Thank you. You were great as
chairman, great as ranking member,
and I think education is where it all
starts in this most important com-
mittee. Thank you.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. If the gentlelady
would yield to me one more time, as to
Mr. PLATTS and to yourself, I mean,
the word that has come to me as I'm
sitting here and always has struck me
is “‘respect.” You both have respect on
both sides of the aisle. You listen, you
work, you have energy, you want to
make this country a better place for all
of us. And I just want to thank you for
the service to the Nation. It’s been an
honor to serve with both of you.

And I would say to my friend, Mr.
PLATTS, he introduced me to about a
half a dozen military installations in
the Far East on the fastest moving trip
I have ever been on; and that was a
year and a half ago and I'm still tired
from how quickly and how much en-
ergy he put into this trip to expose me
to the needs of our troops throughout
the Far East.
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Again, your respect on both sides of
the aisle is well known. Your energy is
well known. And thank you for your
service.

Mrs. BIGGERT. I appreciate that.
Thank you.

Mr. PLATTS. If the gentlelady will
yield, I would add it’s been a great
privilege to serve with you here and to
travel. You’ll enjoy a story from that
trip when we were visiting the Special
Forces in the Philippine Islands. This
past September, I was at my local fair
in York, Pennsylvania, and I ran into
one of those Special Forces members
that’s from my district that we had
met and had just left the military and
was getting ready to go back to school.
But we were reminiscing about our trip
to visit him and his fellow special oper-
ators on that trip.
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It was great to travel and to serve
with you, and I wish you great success
as you continue to serve the State of
Colorado with great fashion.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you.

Mr. PLATTS. I thank the gentlelady
again for the time she’s allowed me
here today.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Thank you.

I yield 1 minute to Mr. YODER.
CONGRATULATING KANSAS HOUSE SPEAKER
MICHAEL O’NEAL

Mr. YODER. I thank the gentlelady
from Illinois for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to salute
the legacy of service and dedication of
my friend, Kansas Speaker of the
House Michael O’Neal. After 28 years,
Mike has decided to retire from public
service to the people of Kansas. He
leaves behind a history of courageous
leadership in making smart public pol-
icy on behalf of all Kansans.

Mike spent his career in the Kansas
House notably chairing the Judiciary
Committee and the Education Com-
mittee before eventually being elected
by his colleagues twice as Kansas
speaker of the house. While Mike’s ca-
reer in the people’s house in Kansas
will be remembered for his many nota-
ble legislative achievements, his most
prominent legacy may be the wonder-
ful friendships and relationships he
built along the way. Many of us con-
sider Mike a mentor and true friend,
someone you can always count on—a
rare quality in politics today.

So as the gavel falls for the last time
and Kansas Speaker of the House Mike
O’Neal closes this chapter of service on
behalf of so many appreciative Kan-
sans, I would like to thank him for his
28 years of tireless service to make
Kansas the best State in the Nation.

Rock Chalk, Mr. Speaker.

Mrs. BIGGERT. We have no other
Members that are here so I would just
like to say, again, thanks so much to
my colleagues, and particularly my
family. Some have been with me these
entire 14 years and some have arrived
after the start of the 14 years. To my
friends and my supporters who have
helped me really to grow and to learn
and to serve the people of Illinois, it’s
been a real honor and a privilege. Pub-
lic service is something that is such a
privilege and honor, and I think that
this has been the greatest privilege of
my life, to have been a Member of the
U.S. House of Representatives.

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

————
THE PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YODER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLI-
SON) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the minority leader.

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you,
Speaker.

My name is KEITH ELLISON, cochair
of the Progressive Caucus along with
my good friend, RAUL GRIJALVA. I want

Mr.
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to come before the body today, Mr.
Speaker, with the Progressive message.
The Progressive message is a message
that the Progressive Caucus shares
with people. The progressive message is
very simple. It’s a basic idea that
America, this great land of ours, is big
enough for everybody, has enough
abundance for everybody, and we have
natural resources which should be re-
spected, and we should live in harmony
and promote a green economy and
should have civil and human rights for
all people.

In the Progressive message we say
that we would promote dialogue and di-
plomacy before we ever find ourselves
in military conflicts. The Progressive
message is about an inclusive Amer-
ica—all colors, all cultures, all faiths,
an America that says if you live in this
country and you want to work hard,
the economy should be robust and
broad enough and fair enough for you
to make a good run in this economy. If
you work 40 hours a week, you ought to
be able to feed your family. You
shouldn’t have to resort to public as-
sistance. It’s talking about standing up
for the rights of labor, the rights of
working men and women, the right to
be able to be paid fairly, the right to be
able to go to the doctor, the right to
look forward to a decent and fair re-
tirement, the right to be able to see
that your children will be able to get a
good education that can see them
through. In other words, the Progres-
sive message is the message of an in-
clusive America that makes sure that
our economic and our environmental
lives are strong, healthy, and affirm-
ing.

We contrast this with another vi-
sion—a vision of a divided America,
where not everybody counts and not
everybody matters; an America in
which labor and management are fight-
ing and there’s no peace; an America
where there’s not full inclusion of
LGBT Americans or Americans who
are trying to join America through im-
migration—a not fully inclusive Amer-
ica; an America in which women have
to worry about their right to be able to
seek out contraception or seek out
equal pay for equal work. This is the
America that we don’t embrace. The
America that we embrace embraces
equality, inclusion, and opportunities.

Now where are we today? We are in
the middle of a national conversation
which is playing itself right here in
Congress that has to do with the so-
called fiscal cliff. I'm not going to use
that term anymore because we’re actu-
ally not on a cliff. What we are on is a
set of important deadlines that we
should meet and we should work at.
But this imagery of a cliff and of fall-
ing over something and plummeting
downward is false, and we should stop
using this analogy. I know the press
likes it because it adds drama. Of
course, the press thrives on drama. But
in truth, there are some important
deadlines we should meet. But we
should not surrender our deeply held
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views simply to get any deal done. The
deal we should do should be a fair deal,
it should be a deal for all, and it should
be a deal that meets our most impor-
tant priorities. But it should not be
some force-fed thing that we accept
simply because we fear going over this
cliff that really doesn’t exist.

You can refer to it as a set of dead-
lines. That’s the best way to put it.
That’s what it actually is. And if you
don’t meet a deadline, then, of course,
there are consequences to not meeting
deadlines. And you want to avoid them.
But at the same time, this idea that
we’ve got to put up with anything that
the other side may offer because we’re
facing a cliff is a concept that I reject,
and I hope the American people reject,
Mr. Speaker, because that’s not really
what is going on. We have a set of
deadlines that we should meet. And ev-
erybody in this body should work ear-
nestly, sincerely, and in good faith to
compromise. But in terms of just ac-
cepting some bad deal just to get a deal
done because of a crisis that they’ve
threatened, we shouldn’t buy into that
line of thinking.

Now what are these deadlines? Well,
we know that the Bush tax cuts are ex-
piring. They’ll expire for everyone, not
just the top 2 percent. This is some-
thing that we don’t want the American
middle class to get hit with, a tax in-
crease at this time, but we do believe
the wealthiest among us should pay
more. And we think that the top 2 per-
cent should pay a higher tax rate on
the money they make after $250,000 a
year.
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We also believe that there’s more
that can be done. Closing loopholes.
People say, well, let’s talk about that
tonight too. But we see the Bush tax
cuts expiring for everybody. We see the
production tax credit expiring—which
is something important for people who
work in the wind industry and in the
area of industry that promotes envi-
ronmental matters. We also see the ex-
piration of things like the estate tax,
the SGR—which is the doctor fix for
Medicare. We also see the sequestra-
tion, which is the outcome, the final
outcome of the Budget Control Act
that we passed in August 2011 which is
now coming due. There will be equal
defense and discretionary spending
cuts on both sides, which will inflict
damage.

So all these things are happening at
the same time, and so the same ques-
tion is going to be asked: How will this
budget entanglement be resolved? Will
it be resolved on the backs of people
who can least afford it, or will the peo-
ple who can best afford it be asked to
help out?

So it’s within this context, Mr.
Speaker, that I come before you with
the Progressive message today to try
to bring some clarity to folks listening
to C-SPAN today about what the real
issues are, what we have to avoid, and
what we have to fight for.
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I submit, Mr. Speaker, that this deal
that is being considered right now by
the U.S. Congress and the American
people—and of course the President—is
still something that is subject to being
changed and altered depending upon
how vigorously people are willing to
advocate for what’s right. So I want to
talk about that today. I don’t want to
call it the fiscal cliff—that will be the
last time I use that term—because it’s
not that, but there are serious fiscal
issues that we should address.

Now, I want to talk about a few
things that we should not be discussing
and don’t need to be talking about, and
one of them is Social Security. Social
Security does not contribute to the
deficit. It’s not expiring. There’s no
reason we have to deal with Social Se-
curity right now. It is one of those
things that some people—who never
liked Social Security, by the way,
called it socialism even—want to
change and have been wanting to
change for decades, and so they create
this imagery of crisis coming at the
end of the year. Then what they’re try-
ing to do is say, well, we've got to
change Social Security because of the
so-called ‘‘fiscal cliff’—although it’s
not really a cliff. So this is something
that really shouldn’t be on the table.

I want to encourage folks to really
discuss and get the facts, Mr. Speaker,
because Social Security is solvent
through 2037. Does it need to be fixed?
Yeah. It is true that there is slightly
more money going out than coming in.
But when you look at all the money
that is owed to Social Security and you
have the interest payments that are
being made on it, it more than pays for
itself for now. There are some things
that could be done into the future that
are not an emergency. It doesn’t have
to be done this second.

Social Security is probably more sol-
vent than a whole bunch of businesses
and agencies of government. To try to
throw Social Security into the mix at
this time is a big mistake. I believe,
Mr. Speaker, it’s being done because
people who have been wanting to
change it for decades and decades and
decades want to create the idea of a
crisis and then use that crisis to get
Members to vote for something that is
not well considered.

I insist on any changes to Social Se-
curity being well considered. I insist
that there be a full-fledged debate on
Social Security, not this fiscal mess
that we’re working through right now.
But let Social Security be considered
on its own freestanding basis, and if
changes need to be made, we make
them. But just to sort of argue that in
order to solve this fiscal crisis that
we’re facing with these ending dead-
lines, these expiring deadlines, because
of that we’ve got to deal with Social
Security, Mr. Speaker, I think the
American people should reject that
idea.

I have brought this issue to people
who say, Well, what are we going to do
about Social Security? I say, Well,
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we’re going to continue to have Social
Security. Well, we’ve got to change it.
We have the fiscal crisis coming up,
don’t we have to change Social Secu-
rity? No, we don’t. It doesn’t add to the
deficit. In fact, if any changes need to
be made to it, they need to be on their
own, freestanding.

Social Security is one of the greatest
programs this country has ever pro-
duced. It helps literally millions and
millions of senior citizens and people
on disability and people who receive
survivor benefits. It’s a great program,
and we should continue to support that
program. We don’t need to mess with
it. When we do want to reform it, it
needs to be something that will pre-
serve benefits for people and allows the
program to continue. It’s a solid pro-
gram, and it doesn’t need to be in these
budget entanglements. I hope Ameri-
cans really get the facts.

Some people say, Well, okay, you're
right, Social Security doesn’t add to
the deficit, but let’s talk about it any-
way. Okay. Well, let’s talk about it for
a minute anyway even though it
shouldn’t be considered. Here’s what
could be said, Mr. Speaker, by someone
who wants to defend the excellent pro-
gram known as Social Security.

They might say, Well, shouldn’t we
raise the retirement age? Again, it’s an
irrelevant conversation to this prob-
lem. But if they want to go down that
road you can tell them, Look, we don’t
need to raise the retirement age be-
cause, firstly, people who are running
jackhammers or people who are on
their feet for their whole working life—
nurses, firefighters, people who really
use their bodies to earn a living—it’s
just not fair to them when you say
we’re going to raise the retirement age.
If you’ve been a nurse picking up pa-
tients and walking, walking, walking
for 30, 40 years, now all of a sudden
they tell you, yeah, you used to be able
to retire at 65, but we’re going to move
it to 70, that’s just not fair to them. If
you’re just a white collar worker, that
might be a little different, but the
truth is it’s going to be a big rule that
everybody has to abide by, and it’s not
fair to a number of people, so we’re
against it.

Here’s another reason—even the
more important reason—why messing
with Social Security that way is the
wrong thing to do:

As you know, Mr. Speaker, over the
last number of years we’ve seen our
401(k)s go to what? 201(k)s. We’ve seen
American savings rates go down. We
used to talk about a three-legged stool
when it came to retirement: one, So-
cial Security; two, the money you save
yourself; three, the money you get
from your job.

The money that we get from our jobs,
we have seen pensions, guaranteed pen-
sions become almost a thing of the
past. Some people still have them—God
bless them—but most workers are now
having to bear the risk of their own re-
tirement through a 401(k) plan. If the
market has been down, as it has been,
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people’s retirement savings—or at least
one-third of what they were counting
on—is diminished in a very significant
way.

The other thing, private savings have
gone down. A few years ago before the
financial crisis hit in 2006 we had a sav-
ings rate of negative 2 percent, which
meant people were not saving. So here
we are when we’re having one of the
largest age cohorts in American his-
tory moving into their golden years,
when they’re expecting to retire, their
401(k) is a 201(k) and their pension from
their own personal savings has gone
down, and now we're going to tell
them, your Social Security, you can’t
really count on that anymore. This is a
problem.

We have a problem with retirement
in America today. People aren’t ready
for it. This is the wrong time to take
that one solid leg on what we used to
call a three-legged stool and start saw-
ing on it and making it less strong
than it was before. The fact is, raising
the retirement age means lessening
benefits for people—people who need it,
many of them who have been working
hard at jobs all their lives—and it’s
wrong to do.

As 1 said before, Mr. Speaker, as we
talk about this fiscal entanglement,
these expiring deadlines that we’re
coming up on right now, Social Secu-
rity shouldn’t be part of the conversa-
tion. Anybody who brings up Social Se-
curity in this conversation ought to be
asked why they’re bringing up things
that are irrelevant to resolving these
expiring deadlines that are coming up
between now and the end of the year.
Why do they want to bring up stuff
that doesn’t have to do with these ex-
piring deadlines? If it doesn’t have to
do with sequestration and it doesn’t
have to do with the 2001/2003 tax cuts
that are expiring, then what are we dis-
cussing it for? It’s a distraction from
what we should be devoting our time
to.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, you’re also going
to have people who like to use the term
“entitlement.” I resent the term ‘‘enti-
tlement’ because entitlement kind of
suggests that, well, this is just some-
thing we’re giving to you. No, this is an
earned benefit, Social Security, and it
should not be referred to as an entitle-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that people begin
to defend Social Security and say,
Look, don’t call my Social Security an
entitlement. I've worked my whole life
for this, and I'm not about to just say
it’s some sort of entitlement, that it’s
some sort of a thing that somebody’s
handing to me.

I just want to say that I think people
need to defend Social Security. They
need to stand up for it. They need to
explain that it’s not part of this fiscal
mess that we’re in. It’s not part of the
expiring deadlines that we’re seeing
happening right now, and we should



H6530

not deal with it here. They should de-
fend it by saying that people’s retire-
ment security has significantly dimin-
ished over the last number of years,
and now is not the time to start cut-
ting benefits to Social Security. And
more than that, we should make it
clear that Social Security is the best
program, perhaps one of the best pro-
grams our government has ever come
up with. We’re going to get more into
the expiring deadlines that we see com-
ing up in the next few weeks.

But before I say another word, Mr.
Speaker, I want to yield to my good
friend from the great State of Texas,
SHEILA JACKSON LEE, a stalwart mem-
ber of the Progressive Caucus. She is
totally reliable and can be counted on
to stand up for the American working
people.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank
the distinguished gentleman. And, of
course, who could help but listen to
that very potent message. And we are
better for the fact that you and the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona
have come together again to—I call it
standing in the gap and reinforcing to
individuals who have never walked
these Halls.

The thing I want to just reinforce
very briefly is how much all of us who
have the privilege of walking these au-
gust Halls, sometimes on occasion
looking at these ornate murals and rec-
ognizing the historic features and the
history of this body, the largest democ-
racy but the longest democracy, ex-
tending democracy in the world, that is
the United States of America. And for
this place called the House of Rep-
resentatives, this honored place to be
called the people’s House is for the
very reason that we are the defenders.
We are those who will stand in the gap.
We will be there when others cannot
and when others’ voices cannot be
heard.

So let me give you a picture of Amer-
ica because, for some reason, if we are
not tied to the latest social media or
maybe to our favorite cable stations,
we can’t imagine what happens across
America, from California to New York,
from the furthest State going to the
North to our southern friends, includ-
ing the great State of Texas.

Every morning, every morning some
family, some single mother, some sin-
gle dad, some mother and father rise at
4:00 or 5:00 or 6:00 in the morning. And
on some tables, there may be more
than one would expect for breakfast; on
some tables, there is no breakfast.
They rush to prepare for the day’s
work. They rush sometimes to get
their children to schools that are far
beyond bus stops. And the reason why
I say that is many school districts have
even cut out school buses. So that
means that these hardworking Ameri-
cans have to rush and get their chil-
dren to school. And they go off to jobs
that are 8, 10, 12 hours long, where they
work all day. And maybe they had
someone—a grandmother or someone—
pick up the child, but maybe they did
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not, and, therefore, they have to either
have extended public care or wind up
picking up those children. But what I
will say to you is that they toil and
work every day.

So this fiscal deadline—deadline—is
very serious to the Progressive Caucus
and those of us who really believe that
we would not be the patriots that we
claim to be if we did not recognize the
millions of Americans—with great
humor, people were making jokes to
the gentleman from Minnesota about
the Powerball last night and how many
people had tried to sign up for it—not
out of greed. When they interviewed
people, they were talking about char-
ity and their friends and helping Mama
get a better house and helping them-
selves get a better house.

And something was said in our dis-
cussions today that the people who are
trying to get into the middle class are
the ones that we should be able to say
to them, Your desires, the service you
have given to your country, the work
you do when you get up in those early
mornings—some of them are park at-
tendants. Some of them are working in
bus barns. They may not even be bus
drivers or they may not be conductors.
They may be working around. They
may be working in the great work that
we could not survive, we call it Depart-
ments of Sanitation, the same group of
men at that time that Martin King
went to Memphis for.

And the reason why I call out what
it’s like every morning before dawn
when people get up and go to work is
that they don’t have time to do social
media. They don’t know when we are in
negotiations about the fiscal deadline,
but they’re hoping someone is here
standing in the gap.

And Social Security is earned. It is
earned by these people, whether
they’re in coal mines, as I said, wheth-
er they’re sweeping streets, whether
they are children who are disabled,
whether they are children of the de-
ceased who the only thing that kept
them going or is keeping them going is
a Social Security death benefit that
they got from their deceased parent.

So it is important as we look to what
we will be doing is that we understand
that it is not those of us in this place
that we speak of. And as we speak of
the hardworking middle class, we must
put into the mix those individuals that
keep the lights on, those individuals
that keep the streets clean, those indi-
viduals that are assisting those who
are at home—our nurses, attendants,
and aides—those who are working in
daycare centers, those persons who,
when a fire in my district burned down
a daycare center or something occurs,
then you can be sure that there are
workers who cannot work.

And let me be clear: Since there was
a tragedy in my community, I was not
speaking of that specific tragedy. I'm
talking about if something stops you
from working, something happens to
your business and there are workers
there, those workers are unemployed,
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but they had paid into Social Security.
Which brings me to a couple of other
points, and I will yield back to the dis-
tinguished gentleman.

It is important that we maintain the
extension of unemployment benefits
because I'm glad to say that I feel a
surge in this economy. Things are get-
ting better. We've had some great
Thanksgiving sale days, and people
went out even on Thanksgiving Day.
Then we had Black Friday and then
Cyber Monday. And everybody is tell-
ing us that things are on the move.

But it is important to recognize that
the country churns if you keep the im-
portant safety nets of Medicare, Med-
icaid, Social Security. And that must
be what we do. And then to add unem-
ployment, unemployment insurance.
You always have to say over and over
again, the word ‘‘insurance’” means
that you’ve gotten some insurance to
get you through a rainy day. It’s not a
handout. It’s a hand up. But it is insur-
ance, and you’ve earned it because you
have worked and you are now unem-
ployed and you are looking for work.
So the unemployment insurance is to
be something that we need to count as
a safety net and one that is of great
need.

Now let me finish by trying to, again,
reemphasize the importance of biparti-
sanship. And progressives are those
who recognize what a great country
this is, and we are progressive by the
nature of some of the issues that we
support. But we do not have a wall in
front of our face and say that we don’t
believe in bipartisanship or we haven’t
joined with some of our colleagues to
make a difference for America.

I truly believe that every set of poli-
cies have, maybe, relevancy as their
past, and some policies—and I'm going
to add the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the
1965 Voting Rights Act—have an
unending life. But when you come to
fiscal policy, because the economy
churns and it goes in cycles, sometimes
we’re up, and sometimes we’re down.

Tax cuts of the nineties and earlier
than the nineties with President Bush,
before President Clinton and then
thereafter with President Bush who
came after President Clinton—some-
times economic policies say it’s time
for a rest; and those tax cuts, the top 1
and 2 percent, it is time for a rest.
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To be able to shore up, to say to
every American that you will get a tax
cut for $250,000 of your income, which
includes 97 percent of small businesses
is a reasoned response to the changing
economy. The protection of the safety
net is a reasoned response to the
changing economy. And the recogni-
tion of the importance of Social Secu-
rity, the recognition of the importance
of Medicare and Medicaid, and the rec-
ognition of the importance that if
you’re unemployed of extending the
unemployment, responds to the people
who don’t get their news on a regular
streaming Dbasis. They don’t know
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what’s going on up here. They’re count-
ing on us to stand in the gap and to
make a difference in their lives. Some
of them are working and some are on
assistance, but they’re not defined by
anything except that they are Ameri-
cans that love their country.

I hope as we go into 2013 and as we
have the privilege of being sworn in
again, that we will look at issues like
a wealth tax, that we will look at
issues that address equalizing the im-
poverished in this Nation, most of
them children. We’re not there yet, but
I think that we would be even a greater
country—we’re a great country and the
greatest country in the world—if we
recognize that there is value to lifting
all boats, that there is value to saying
that you’re on hard rubble times, and
this great country wants to lift the
boat so that any children that you are
raising have the equal opportunity to
achieve their greatness.

To the gentleman of Minnesota and
the cochair of the Progressive Caucus,
let me thank you for your wisdom and
your sense of—I think the character-
ization that I've heard you state in
many different instances and the char-
acterization that I made today. We
have an obligation to the people whose
daily life is simply about trying to
make it to the next day. I hope this
Congress and I hope this process of ne-
gotiations and media debate and dis-
cussion don’t ignore the fact that
sometimes you’ve got to make sure
that you respond to those who are now
busily filling in those 12 hours of work,
and the only thing they’re looking for-
ward to is whether they will have
enough for a dinner at home and to
pick up those children and get ready
for the next day. As Americans, many
of whom have served their Nation, I
feel an obligation to make sure that we
stand in the gap on their behalf.

I thank the gentleman for yielding,
and I thank the gentleman for his lead-
ership.

Mr. ELLISON. I thank the gentlelady
for joining me. If you have the time,
we’d love to hear more from you.

Let me just say today that we’re
members of the Progressive Caucus
talking about the deal for all. First of
all, we are laying out some of our val-
ues, but also talking about some things
that are really problems in this debate.

I mentioned before and you men-
tioned, as well, Social Security is not
contributing to the deficit. Social Se-
curity is solvent through 2037. Social
Security may need attention, but to
try to fix it in the midst of this debate
is not the right thing. Again, I'm
speaking only for myself. People who
are demanding that we reform Social
Security right now are people who
want us to put attention on something
that is other than the problem, and
then I have to wonder why that is.
Does it have something to do with the
fact that ever since Franklin Delano
Roosevelt signed the legislation, that
there have been some that don’t like it.
Why? Because they don’t think the
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proper role of government is to have a
program administered through the gov-
ernment that looks out for the aged,
the disabled, the vulnerable. They
don’t think the government should do
that. They think it’s all about 100 per-
cent individual initiative, and they
don’t believe the government has a role
or responsibility to administer a pro-
gram to make sure the aged and the
sick and those who are the children of
those people who may have died should
have some basic sustenance.

We disagree philosophically and fun-
damentally, but some folks—there is a
concept out there known as the ‘‘shock
doctrine.” A woman named Naomi
Klein wrote a very interesting book.
Sometimes you will have folks who
will create a crisis. They want there to
be a crisis because within the context
of the crisis, the parties to the bar-
gaining will be willing to do things
that in the absence of a crisis they
would never agree to. So I believe that
these expiring deadlines don’t have to
be a crisis, but they’ve been created to
be one. We even use words that invoke
imagery of a crisis, and that’s why we
now talk about this thing as to what it
really is, which is expiring deadlines.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. If the
gentleman will yield for a moment.

Mr. ELLISON. I yield to the gentle-
woman.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. The
Congressional Budget Office even indi-
cated that there is no such thing as a
“‘cliff.”” There will be expiring dead-
lines that will allow deliberative
thought. That’s what you’re talking
about. Let’s have deliberative thought.
When you act and your hair is on fire
or you’re running out of a burning
building, you will take any water hose
you can find; and that may not be the
good water hose that will keep us
going.

I just wanted to mention my late col-
league, Mickey Leland. This is his
birthday this week. It was November
27. I just wanted to mention it on the
floor of the House. Congressman Mick-
ey Leland served in this Congress in
the late 1970s until 1989, when he died
in Ethiopia trying to feed the starving
Ethiopians who had been impacted by
the drought. At the same time, he
helped cochair the Hunger Select Com-
mittee because at that timeframe
there was an effort to try to extinguish
hunger in America and hunger in the
world. Lo and behold, here we are in
2012, and I bet we can have a vigorous
debate on hunger that still exists in
this country.

When we put our hair on fire, then we
start looking and digging deep and we
start ignoring the peace dividend and
resources that we could get from that,
from an expedited withdrawal for our
hardworking military that are in far-
away places such as Afghanistan. The
point is that then we begin to do things
like look at the minimal subsistence
that people get in order to survive. So-
cial Security is a different line of fund-
ing; but as you well know, I mentioned
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that sometimes you get it on disability
and sometimes you get Social Security
as a death benefit for a deceased parent
that keeps those children going. Then
you have people who get payments be-
cause they are ill or have no way of
working or have children, need assist-
ance; and people start looking at that.

We need to be deliberative in our at-
tempt to do the things that we want to
do in a bipartisan way, which is reduce
the deficit, to make sure we tighten
our belt and act accordingly to churn
this economy, and we’re fair in our tax
policies. My friends, we can do all that,
but let us not do that with hysteria
that starts looking at the basic safety
net of Medicare, Medicaid, and Social
Security. As my friend said, Social Se-
curity is 2037 and Medicare is 2024.
That means your house doesn’t have to
be on fire. You don’t have to get a
skinny hose that is just drip, drip, drip-
ping, and then you just burn up.

You can be deliberative. We can deal
with this immediate fiscal issue of
deadlines with tax issues and begin to
build on what the revenues will be.

Mr. ELLISON. The gentlelady cor-
rectly mentioned Medicare, because in
this whole fiscal situation, they keep
on throwing out Social Security and
Medicare entitlement reform, which is
what they want so bad. Again, we’ve
clearly shown Social Security has no
place in this debate.

Let’s talk about Medicare for a mo-
ment. In the Affordable Care Act, the
so-called ObamaCare, which I used to
not want to call it that, but now I do
because Obama does care. We call it
ObamaCare because the Republicans
thought they could use it as an insult,
but actually it’s kind of a badge of
honor.

The Affordable Care Act, with the
bill we passed, is estimated to save
about $500 billion over the next 10
years. They say we’ve got to reform
Medicare. There may be reforms to
Medicare that are important to do, but
we already started that process with
the Affordable Care Act by reducing
extra subsidies paid to Medicare Ad-
vantage plans. They said they were
going to do it for cheaper, and they did
it for more. Now we’re saying we’re
going to hold you to your word.
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We used that savings to close the
doughnut hole, to make reductions in
the rate of growth and provider pay-
ments, in efforts to make sure that
Medicare programs were more effi-
cient, and to reduce waste, fraud, and
abuse.

Medicare will be reformed as we re-
form health care and as we move away
from this fee for service, where it’s this
much for this test, this much for that
test, then some folks run a bunch of
tests, and you get this huge bill. We
are now moving from that fee-for-serv-
ice model to a model that goes on, Are
you improving the health of your pa-
tients? There are a lot more doctors
nowadays, particularly at the Mayo
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Clinic in Minnesota, who are on salary
so that the doctors don’t have to worry
about the tests, they just have to
worry about health. They order the
tests that you need, but they don’t
order the ones that you don’t.

So my point is that we are already
implementing ways to maintain and
control costs in Medicare that do not
deprive seniors of good medical care.
That’s the key. Medicare—I'm sorry—
is going to cost more in the future be-
cause we have a lot of people born be-
tween 1945 and 1960 who are now get-
ting into older years. Everybody knows
as you get older you may need to go to
the doctor more, and we have more
folks who are in that age group, so
that’s the way it is. It does make sense
to try to control costs, but the pro-
posals have been to give seniors a cou-
pon that the Congressional Budget Of-
fice admits is going to cost them $6,000
a year more than it does now and to
give Medicaid a block grant program,
which we know will likely be reduced.

What’s the point?

They keep on saying, ‘‘entitlement
reform,” ‘“‘entitlement reform.” Social
Security is fine for now, and it will be
into the future with just a few tweaks
that will not hurt beneficiaries. As for
Medicare, we are reforming it and
making it more solvent. We literally
extended the life of the program up
through 2024. Republicans during the
campaign attacked President Obama
for this, and yet we extended the life of
the program. If entitlement reform
were wrapped up in the expiring dead-
lines and the sequestration, I would
say, yes, we have to talk about that
now, but it isn’t. Why are we doing
that? It’s because people never liked
the program and don’t believe the prop-
er role of government is to help people.
So we just disagree. I just wish folks
would be a little more transparent in
the positions that they take.

I am very fortunate to have been
joined by the gentlelady from Illinois,
JAN SCHAKOWSKY, and I yield to the
gentlelady.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I want to thank
you so much, Congressman ELLISON,
for pulling this together, because we
are in the midst of an incredibly impor-
tant debate about how to deal with all
of these fiscal issues. Mainly, to me,
it’s about who shall pay, not about
what are the dollar figures and how do
we take a little bit from this and that.
It’s about who exactly in our society is
going to be responsible.

I want to focus on the entitlements.
In addition to some of our Republican
colleagues—I'm talking mainly about
the CEOs now, the fix-the-debt group,
who say quite piously, by the way, and
self-righteously that we have to cut en-
titlements. In listening to them, you
would think that the United States of
America is poorer today than it was 50
years ago when Medicare and Medicaid
became part of our social contract, or
70 years ago when we created Social
Security. Now they say it’s
unsustainable. Is it because the United
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States of America is actually poorer
today than we were then?

I wanted to quote from something in
The Washington Post, an article that
Ezra Klein wrote, entitled, ‘“Why Rich
Guys Want to Raise the Retirement
Age’’:

The first point worth making here is that
the country’s economy has grown 15-fold
since Social Security was passed into law.
One of the things the richest society the
world has ever known can buy is a decent re-
tirement for people who don’t have jobs they
love and who don’t want to work forever.

I think that’s right. It’s like—real-
ly?—we can’t afford it? This is one of
the things that we absolutely have to
cut.

I wanted to just make a point about
some of these guys, these 71 CEOs who
are in the fix-the-debt group who wrote
this letter about the things that need
to be done, some of which included the
cuts.

Mr. ELLISON. Will the gentlelady
yield?

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ELLISON. Is not having to bail
them out on that list?

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Bailing them
out, that was then. Get over it. Of
course they got a lot of money from
the taxpayers. Why do you keep bring-
ing that up, Mr. ELLISON? That was
just a fine thing to do.

But here. The 71 fix-the-debt CEOs,
who lead publicly held companies, have
amassed an average of $9 million in
their own company retirement funds. A
dozen have more than $20 million in
their accounts. So, if each of them con-
verted his assets to an annuity when he
turned 65, he would receive a monthly
check of at least $110,000 for life. Now,
one of those fellows, Dave Cote, whom
I know because I served with him on
the Simpson-Bowles commission—and
he’s a longtime advocate of Social Se-
curity cuts—has a $78 million nest egg.
That’s enough to provide a $428,000
check every month after he turns 65
years old. Since the average monthly
Social Security benefit is $1,230, Dave
Cote would receive a retirement in-
come every month—by the way, this
doesn’t count his Social Security—of
as much as 348 Social Security bene-
ficiaries. This is a guy saying that
those 348 people, who are together
going to get as much as he gets, ought
to see those Social Security benefits
cut.

I just think it’s outrageous because
this is about who we are. Really? We
can’t afford today the kind of Medicare
benefits that we had 50 years ago when
Medicare went in or 70 years ago?

Here is the other thing. One of the
arguments that is used is that life ex-
pectancy has gone up. That’s true for
some of us but not for all of us. Since
1977, the life expectancy of male work-
ers retiring at age 65 has risen 6 years
in the top half of the income distribu-
tion, but if you’re in the bottom half of
the income distribution, then you just
gained 1.3 years. The fact of the matter
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is, if you are a poor woman in the
United States of America, you have ac-
tually lost ground in terms of lon-
gevity in this country. So it is just
simply a myth to say that. Averages
can be deceiving, right? You get a bas-
ketball player, and you average him to
6-feet tall even though one is 7’2" or
whatever. That’s ridiculous. People are
actually losing life expectancy.

The truth of the matter is, while the
Social Security retirement age is now
about 67, you can retire early at 62,
which is the earliest the law allows.
You lose some benefits, but that is
when most people retire. Now, these
are not slackers. These aren’t people
who just now want to lie around at
home and eat bonbons. These are peo-
ple who pretty much can’t wait until
their full benefits kick in because
they’ve been working really tough jobs,
long hours, who’ve been on their feet,
flipping patients in beds, working with
their hands. It is not easy. So now
what? Are these people supposed to go
out and all find jobs—what jobs? Where
are those jobs?—in order to wait even
longer for them to get their Social Se-
curity benefits?

Frankly, I'm personally pretty re-
sentful that some of the very richest
people in our country, who are now of-
fering advice on how we can save
money and fix the debt, are offering up
senior citizens, half of whom make
$22,000 or less per year.
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Those seniors who make $85,000 or
more a year are already paying more
for their Medicare benefits. We are al-
ready means testing Medicare benefits.
A lot of people don’t know that. So
who are the rich seniors who are sup-
posed to pay more? Who are the seniors
who are living longer? Well, you know,
Dave Cote and the other CEOs, they’re
doing just fine. They may want to
work forever. God love them. God bless
them. Let them do it and retire with
tens of thousands of dollars every sin-
gle month. And their advice is cut the
rest of the people. That’s not right.

Mr. ELLISON. It’s not right.

You know, here’s the reality. In this
whole debate, we want to talk about
how to deal with these expiring mat-
ters like the 2001 and 2003 taxes and the
sequestration. They have a time limit
on them, and we in Congress are here
now to address these issues. But does it
strike you funny that they keep on
talking about stuff and want to drag it
into this debate that doesn’t have any-
thing to do with sequestration or these
expiring tax matters? Why do they
keep talking about Social Security?
Why do they want to keep talking
about raising the age or somehow cut-
ting benefits for Medicare and Med-
icaid? I mean, one needs to ask the
question, if these are problems and
they need to be solved, why do they
have to be solved in this very limited
window of time when there are other
things that, in fact, are expiring?

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Well, first of all,
I agree with you because I think what
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I'm hearing you say is let’s put those—
Medicare, Social Security, and Med-
icaid—in a separate basket and deal
with them at another time. Social Se-
curity should not be even on a different
table. It should be in a different room,
because Social Security has a big sur-
plus in the trust fund and hasn’t con-
tributed one thin dime to any deficit.

Medicare and Medicaid, I'm all for
making those programs more efficient.
We can find savings in those programs.
But let’s remember, it occurred to me
that Democrats, through ObamaCare,
actually found—does this number
sound familiar?—$716 billion worth of
savings in Medicare that made the pro-
gram more efficient but didn’t touch
benefits.

Mr. ELLISON. Right.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. We actually im-
proved Medicare by finding savings.

It seems to me that number came up
in the election that Democrats were
somehow stealing from Medicare, im-
plying to senior citizens that their pro-
grams were being eroded when, in fact,
their programs were being improved
and Medicare was made more efficient.
So now that the election is over,
they’re back to saying we’ve got to cut
these entitlement programs; they’re
unsustainable. We just can’t make it
anymore. We’re too poor a country. We
can’t aspire to make sure that people
with disabilities and old people are
going to have access to health care. We
can’t do it anymore. That was so 20th
century. We’re done with that.

I mean, it’s really outrageous, the
hypocrisy of criticizing us for making
the programs more cost effective, cost
less, but keep benefits, and now hitting
us over the head with that and now
saying, Oh, no, never mind, we have to
g0 back and cut those programs.

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, I ap-
preciate the gentlelady in revealing
really the real deal here. The Presi-
dent, to his credit, is trying to talk to
broad cross sections of Americans. He’s
had labor and progressive groups join
him, and then the CEOs come in. And
it’s funny, when the CEOs come in, and
I'm not talking about everyone, but
this letter where they’re telling us
we’ve got to have austerity, we’ve got
to lower people’s expectations as to
what people expect.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Other people.
Not them, other people.

Mr. ELLISON. Other people. They
are extremely well taken care of, and
they come from companies, several of
them, that got direct benefits from the
government. And now all of a sudden,
you know, everybody else has to tight-
en their belt. It’s shocking, actually.
And if there’s anything funny about it,
it is that they don’t get the irony of
what they’re doing.

I think the American people should
know that whenever you see CEOs from
polluting industries, from financial
services industries, from industries
that have gotten a lot of help and ben-
efit from the government talking about
how other people should tighten their
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belt and have to lower expectations,
this should be met with extreme dis-
pleasure.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Here’s Lloyd
Blankfein, and he’s just one example,
the CEO of Goldman Sachs, and part of
what I really resent about it is he
doesn’t even know what he’s talking
about. He says:

You can look at the history of these
things, and Social Security wasn’t devised to
be a system that supported you for a 30-year
retirement after a 25-year career.

Well, first of all, the average bene-
ficiary collects about 16 years, so a 30-
year retirement after 25 years?

Mr. ELLISON. He must be talking
about himself.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.
what he’s talking about.

So there will be things. Maybe the retire-
ment age has to be changed, maybe some of
the benefits have to be affected, maybe some
of the inflation estimates have to be revised,
but, in general, entitlements have to be
slowed down and contained.

Now, you know, this is a guy who’s a
pretty entitled fellow. And the idea of
him pointing to these people who, you
know, half of whom make less than
$22,000 doesn’t sit well with me and, I
don’t think, most Americans. It’s not
just that I think; we’ve asked most
Americans.

And, by the way, even people who
voted for Mitt Romney said, Do not cut
my Social Security and Medicare bene-
fits. They don’t want that. And it’s not
because they’re stupid or greedy, as
Alan Simpson would like to make them
out to be. It’s because, in this country,
retiring with some level of security is
something that people who’ve worked
all their lives deserve in this country
and something that should be a pri-
ority.

Mr. ELLISON. Well, let me quote Mr.
Blankfein of Goldman Sachs. He says:

You're going to have to do something, un-
doubtedly, to lower people’s expectations of
what they’re going to get, the entitlements,
and what people think they’re going to get
because you’re not going to get it.

That’s what he said. Now, this gen-
tleman is the CEO of a firm that re-
ceived tens of billions of dollars——

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Tens of billions.

Mr. ELLISON. Tens of billions of dol-
lars from direct money and indirect
money through access to the Fed at
lower rates, and now has the audac-
ity—is the only word you can use—to
start talking about how somebody who
is making $22,000 a year has to figure
out what they’re going to do.

Here’s the thing. I remember 2008
very well. I remember people’s 401(k)s
taking massive hits directly related to
the behavior of large banks. So it used
to be that you had money you saved,
money you saved on the job and then
Social Security. Two sources of your
retirement income are now dwindling
in part because of the behavior of these
banks, and one of the leaders of one of
the biggest ones is talking about other
folks having to get by on less.

My question is: What happened to the
basic concept of civic virtue? I mean,

I don’t know
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what happened to the basic idea that,
yes, I may be a CEO and, yes, I have an
obligation to my shareholders, but I
also have an obligation to the commu-
nity that has fed my business and I've
got an obligation to the United States
that has made it possible for me to do
well.
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What happened to the basic idea that
we’re sort of in this thing together?

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Well, frankly, I
think that idea is alive and well and
was reflected in the elections on No-
vember 6——

Mr. ELLISON. I agree.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. That the idea
that we are all in this together, that
we do have some responsibility. And I
want to tell you that there isn’t a per-
son that goes to synagogue or church
or a mosque or a temple that doesn’t
learn about, we are our brother’s and
our sister’s keepers, we do feed the
hungry and take care of the poor, that
we have an obligation to do that. So in
our private lives, and in our faith lives,
we’re taught that as well.

I mean, it’s good economics, but it’s
also the right thing to do. And I also
think it’s a very American kind of
ideal, and that, at the end of the day,
that most people agree with that.

When I say under $22,000, that’s in-
come. The average Social Security ben-
efit is far below that. And so we’re
talking about very little, very little
money to provide not a whole lot of se-
curity, but some security.

Mr. ELLISON. Well, I'd just like to
advise the gentlelady that we’ve got
about 3 more minutes in our hour, and
I just wanted to encourage you to
think about some of your essential
points that you may want to repeat for
the Speaker.

But I just wanted to say that, look,
you know, the Progressive Caucus—
we’re here with the Progressive mes-
sage—is thinking about these fiscal
deadlines that this country is facing.
We do believe that we should try to
come up with a fair deal in anticipa-
tion of sequestration and the expira-
tion of deadlines on some taxes.

We believe that the top 2 percent of
the income scale should have to pay
more. We believe that the Defense De-
partment, which has seen its budget
double since 2001, should have to take
cuts.

We believe we have to invest in jobs
and get people back to work. And we
believe we should protect Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and Medicaid. Those
are some takeaways that I think are
very important.

We do believe in negotiating. We be-
lieve that it’s important to do so.
We’ve already given up $1.5 trillion in
the last term. People talk about what’s
on the table, what’s off the table—$1.5
trillion should be on the table as cuts
that have already taken place.

I’d just like to leave the gentlelady
the remaining time to summarize.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. You have the
sign, ““The Progressive Message,”” and I
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am a proud member of the Progressive
Caucus. But I believe that if you pre-
sented what you just said to the Amer-
ican people, in general, that the vast
majority agree with that because it’s
fair. That’s all.

We are willing to find cuts, and as
you pointed out, we’ve already done
that. That’s already been done with
$1.5 trillion in cuts. But fairness means
not just that starting from scratch, we
cut everybody across the board, but we
do it in a humane and fair and sensible
way in our country. And I think the
Progressive message is the American
message, the one that we’re hearing
from the American people.

So I thank you so much for your
leadership. And going forward, I hope
we can help to mobilize, along with the
President, mobilize people to support
these ideas.

Mr. ELLISON. The gentlelady from
Illinois has the last word from ‘‘The
Progressive Message.”’

I yield back the balance of my time.

————

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1998. An act to obtain an unqualified
audit opinion, and improve financial ac-
countability and management at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security; In addition to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

—————

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on November 28, 2012, she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bills.

H.R. 6063. To amend title 18, United States
Code, with respect to child pornography and
child exploitation offenses.

H.R. 6570. To amend the American Recov-
ery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 and the
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of
2008 to consolidate certain CBO reporting re-
quirements.

H.R. 2453. To require the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint coins in commemoration of
Mark Twain.

H.R. 6118. To amend section 353 of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act with respect to sus-
pension, revocation, and limitation of lab-
oratory certification.

H.R. 6131. To extend the Undertaking
Spam, Spyware, And Fraud Enforcement
With Enforcers beyond Borders Act of 2006,
and for other purposes.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 23 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
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morrow, Friday, November 30, 2012, at 9
a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

8494. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 1,4-Dimethylnaphthalene;
Amendment to an Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-
2011-1029; FRL-9368-2] received November 14,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

8495. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Dinotefuran; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0060; FRI.-9365-1]
received November 14, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

8496. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Flonicamid; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0985; FRIL.-9368-7]
received November 14, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

8497. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Dela-
ware; Requirements for Prevention of Sig-
nificant Deterioration and Nonattainment
New Source Review; Fine Particulate Matter
(PM2.5) [EPA-R03-OAR-2012-0381; FRIL-9747-9]
received November 2, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

8498. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Tennessee; Re-
gional Haze State Implementation Plan;
Best Available Retrofit Technology Require-
ments for KEastman Chemical Company
[EPA-R04-OAR-2009-0786; FRL-9752-5] re-
ceived November 14, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

8499. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Wire-
less Telecommunications Bureau, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
the Amateur Service Rules Governing Quali-
fying Examination Systems and Other Mat-
ters; Amendment of Part 97 of the Commis-
sion’s Amateur Service Rules to Give Perma-
nent Credit for Examination Elements
Passes; Amendment of Part 97 of the Com-
mission’s Rules to Facilitate Use in the
Amateur Radio Service of Single Slot Time
Division Multiple Access Telephony and
Data Emissions; Request for Temporary
Waiver; Amendment of the Amateur Service
Rules Governing Vanity and Club Station
Call Signs [WT Docket No.: 12-283] [WT
Docket No.: 09-209] received November 14,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

8500. A letter from the Deputy Bureau
Chief, Public Safety and Homeland Security
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Amendment of Part 90 of the Commis-
sion’s Rules; Implementing a Nationwide,
Broadband Interoperable Public Safety Net-
work in the 700 MHz Band; Service Rules for
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the 698-746, 747-762 and 777-792 MHz Bands
[WP Docket No.: 07-100] [PS Docket No.: 06-
229] [WT Docket No.: 06-150] received Novem-
ber 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

8501. A letter from the Chief, PSHSB, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule — Imple-
menting Public Safety Broadband Provisions
of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Cre-
ation Act of 2012; Implementing a Nation-
wide, Broadband, Interoperable Public Safe-
ty Network in the 700 MHz Band; Service
Rules for the 698-746, 747-762 and 777-792 MHz
Bands [PS Docket No.: 12-94] [PS Docket No.:
06-229] [WT Docket No.: 06-150] received No-
vember 14, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8502. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Wire-
less Communications Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
Part 90 of the Commission’s Rules to Permit
Terrestrial Trunked Radio (TETRA) Tech-
nology; Request by the TETRA Association
for Waiver of Sections 90.209, 90.210 and 2.1043
of the Commission’s Rules [WT Docket No.:
11-69] [ET Docket No.: 09-234] received Octo-
ber 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

8503. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Basic Service Tier Encryption; Com-
patibility Between Cable Systems and Con-
sumer Electronics Equipment; Inter Moun-
tain Cable Inc.’s Request for Waiver of Sec-
tion 76.630(a) of the Commission’s Rules;
RCN Telecom Services, Inc.’s, Request for
Waiver of Section 76.630(a) of the Commis-
sion’s Rules; Coaxial Cable TV’s Request for
Waiver of Section 76.630(a) of the Commis-
sion’s Rules; Mikrotec CATV LLC’s Request
for Waiver of Section 76.630(a) of the Com-
mission’s Rules [MB Docket No.: 11-169] [PP
Docket No.: 00-67] (CSR-8483-Z) (CSR-8525-Z)
(CSR-8334-Z) (CSR-8528-Z) received November
21, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

8504. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule —
Electricity Market Transparency Provisions
of Section 220 of the Federal Power Act
[Docket No.: RM10-12-000; Order No. 768] re-
ceived November 16, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

8505. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
Transmittal No. 12-56, pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

8506. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
Transmittal No. 12-0C, pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(5)(e) of
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

8507. A letter from the Acting Secretary,
Department of Commerce, transmitting
Periodic Report on the National Emergency
Caused by the Lapse of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979 for February 26, 2012 —
August 25, 2012; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

8508. A letter from the Director, Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau, transmitting
the semiannual report on the activities of
the Office of Inspector General for the period
April 1, 2012 to September 30, 2012; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

8509. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
annual report under the Federal Managers’
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Financial Integrity Act for 2012; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

8510. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the semiannual report on
the activities of the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral of the Farm Credit Administration for
the period April 1, 2012 through September
30, 2012; and the semiannual Management Re-
port on the Status of Audits for the same pe-
riod; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

8511. A letter from the Director, Trade and
Development Agency, transmitting the
Agency’s Performance and Accountability
Report including audited financial state-
ments for fiscal year 2012; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

8512. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
transmitting the Annual Report to Congress
on the implementation, enforcement, and
prosecution of registration requirements
under Section 635 of the Adam Walsh Child
Protection and Safety Act of 2006 (Pub.L.
109-248)(AWA); to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

8513. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a
news release on Social Security Benefit In-
crease for 2013; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. CASSIDY (for himself, Mr. R0oO-
NEY, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr.
HARRIS, and Mr. BENISHEK):

H.R. 6611. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to promote public notifi-
cation and provide incentives to reduce drug
shortages, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. MCCARTHY of California (for
himself, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
PALAZZO, and Mr. ROHRABACHER):

H.R. 6612. A bill to redesignate the Dryden
Flight Research Center as the Neil A. Arm-
strong Flight Research Center and the West-
ern Aeronautical Test Range as the Hugh L.
Dryden Aeronautical Test Range; to the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for
himself and Mr. CAPUANO):

H.R. 6613. A bill to establish the Securities
and Derivatives Commission in order to com-
bine the functions of the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission and the Securities and
Exchange Commission in a single inde-
pendent regulatory commission; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Agriculture, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. MATSUIL:

H.R. 6614. A bill to amend the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 to allow the re-
building of certain structures located in spe-
cial flood hazard zones, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr.
Mr.

PERLMUTTER (for himself,
COorFFMAN of Colorado, Ms.
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DEGETTE, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. LAM-
BORN, Mr. PoLIs, and Mr. TIPTON):

H.R. 6615. A bill to exclude from gross in-
come payments from the Aurora Victim Re-
lief Fund to the victims of the event at the
Century 16 Cinema in Aurora, Colorado, on
July 20, 2012; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia:

H.R. 6616. A bill to protect securities trans-
actions in the United States from enforce-
ment of certain excise taxes imposed by any
foreign government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 6617. A bill to provide for Indian trust
asset management reform, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. SMITH of Washington (for him-
self and Mr. REICHERT):

H.R. 6618. A bill to further the mission of
the Global Justice Information Sharing Ini-
tiative Advisory Committee by continuing
its development of policy recommendations
and technical solutions on information shar-
ing and interoperability, and enhancing its
pursuit of benefits and cost savings for local,
State, tribal, and Federal justice agencies;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 6619. A bill to provide for the
unencumbering of title to non-Federal land
owned by the city of Anchorage, Alaska, for
purposes of economic development by con-
veyance of the Federal reversion interest to
the City; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut:

H. Res. 822. A resolution electing Members
to certain standing committees of the House
of Representatives; considered and agreed to.

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself, Mr.
HANNA, Ms. HANABUSA, and Ms.
BUERKLE):

H. Res. 823. A resolution honoring and

praising Mother Marianne Cope for her leg-
acy of compassionate care and recognizing
her example of what it truly means to dedi-
cate one’s life in service to others, especially
to those she served at the leprosy settlement
at Kalaupapa on the island of Molokai; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

——————

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. CASSIDY:

H.R. 6611.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. MCCARTHY of California:

H.R. 6612.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Con-
stitution

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 6613.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (the Com-
merce Clause).
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By Ms. MATSUIL

H.R. 6614.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. PERLMUTTER:

H.R. 6615.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia:

H.R. 6616.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill makes changes to existing law re-
lating to Article 1, Section 8 which provides
that, ‘“The Congress shall have Power To lay
and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, and Ex-
cises, to pay the debts and provide for the
common Defense and general Welfare of the
United States; but all Duties, Imposts, and
Excises shall be uniform throughout the
United States.” The Secretary of the Treas-
ury is responsible for the collection of any
tax at the federal level. It is purview of the
Congress to determine which taxes the Sec-
retary shall or shall not collect. Clarifying
direction to the Secretary in regards to a
foreign financial transaction tax will ease
the administrative and compliance burden
on the private financial sector and the fed-
eral government.

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 6617.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, which grants Congress
the power to regulate Commerce with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. SMITH of Washington:

H.R. 6618.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8. ‘. . . provide for the
common Defence and general Welfare of the
United States . . .”

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 6619.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 59: Mr. GOSAR.
H.R. 402: Ms. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 816: Mr. MARCHANT.
H.R. 1001: Mr. MICHAUD.
. 1386: Mr. CUMMINGS.
. 1489: . ESHOO.
. 1653: . BONAMICI.
L1711 . RANGEL.
. 2069: . BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 2104: . PALAZZO.
H.R. 2705: Ms. PINGREE of Maine and Ms.
EDWARDS.
H.R. 2969:
H.R. 3238:
. 3497
. 3769:
. 4156:
. 4202:
. 4373:
. 5741:
H.R. 6155:
H.R. 6256:
RANGEL.
H.R. 6275: Ms. MATSUL.
H.R. 6312: Mr. PAULSEN.
H.R. 6320: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas and Mr.
JONES.
H.R. 6388: Mr. HANNA and Mr. KING of New
York.

. ELLISON.

. MOORE and Ms. MCCOLLUM.

. THOMPSON of California.

. ISRAEL.

. CASTOR of Florida.

. TIERNEY.

. CARSON of Indiana.

. NEAL.

. GENE GREEN of Texas.

Ms. FUDGE, Mr. CLAY, and Mr.
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H.R. 6413: Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 6475: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr.
TOWNS.

H.R. 6494: Ms. BAsSS of California, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Ms. WATERS, Ms. SPEIER, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms.
MATSUI, Mr. BECERRA, Ms. HAHN, and Mr.
COSTA.

H.R. 6495: Mr. RIGELL, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
MULVANEY, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. GARRETT,
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. LABRADOR, Mr.
STUTZMAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. RIBBLE.

H.R. 6527: Ms. SEWELL.
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H.R. 6575: Mr. PETERSON and Mr. BISHOP of
Georgia.

H.R. 6587: Mr. MCNERNEY, Ms. ESHOO, and
Mr. STARK.

H.R. 6588: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr.
ELLISON.

H.R. 6589: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
McCAUL, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Ms. GRANGER, and Mr. OLSON.

H.R. 6591: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CLARKE of
Michigan, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms.
CLARKE of New York, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
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GUTIERREZ, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. CLAY, Ms. SE-
WELL, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 6603: Mr. MATHESON.

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. NADLER, Ms. LEE of
California, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr. GRI-
JALVA.

H. Res. 220: Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr.
BRENNER, and Ms. NORTON.

H. Res. 734: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas and
Ms. HIRONO.

H. Res. 819: Mr. PAUL, Mr. AMASH, Ms. LEE
of California, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

SENSEN-
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable Tom
UDALL, a Senator from the State of
New Mexico.

PRAYER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
opening prayer will be offered by Rabbi
Baruch Frydman-Kohl, senior rabbi of
Beth Tzedec Congregation in Toronto,
Canada.

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

God of us all, we assemble before You
in humility, recalling both triumph
and defeat, summer drought, autumn
hurricane, and the cooperative resil-
ience of our Nation. In this season
after elections and before the new Con-
gress, we ask that You give these Sen-
ators and our government the wisdom
to avoid the exclusion of either/or and
to embrace the blessings of both/and.

Rather than fear falling off a cliff,
help our leaders to learn to chimney.
In climbing, chimneying requires push-
ing off one side of a mountain cleft and
then the other to advance higher. The
resistance of each face of the rock con-
tributes to the ascent. Help these lead-
ers to appreciate individual initiative
and care for the distressed, to value
competition and find a path for co-
operation, to be mindful of human lib-
erty and be grateful for mutual help, to
recognize the occasional need for force
and to forcefully pursue peace. Enable
them to chimney up the cleft of our
differences, to reclaim fiscal integrity
and maintain social concern, to be
exemplars of responsibility and reason-
ableness, so that all Americans may re-
spect and rejoice in their leadership of
this great country.

Amen.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable ToM UDALL led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

Senate

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, November 29, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ToMm UDALL, a Senator
from the State of New Mexico, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon
assumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will be in a
period of morning business for 1 hour,
with Republicans controlling the first
half and the majority controlling the
second half. Following morning busi-
ness, the Senate will resume consider-
ation of the Defense authorization bill.
We will continue to work through the
amendments to the bill during today’s
session. Rollcall votes are expected all
throughout today.

I would now yield to my friend, the
senior Senator from the State of Wis-
consin. I will have more of an oppor-
tunity at a later time to say things
about Senator KoHL, but I have had a

wonderful experience in getting to
know this quiet, very productive man.
I have enjoyed his innate skills. He is
one of the best businesspeople we have
in America today, one of the best Sen-
ators we have in America today.

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

——
WELCOMING THE GUEST
CHAPLAIN
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to thank Rabbi Baruch

Frydman-Kohl for his invocation this
morning and welcome him and his be-
loved wife Josette to the Senate.

Rabbi Baruch’s father Jack and my
father Max were brothers and Euro-
peans during the First World War. Both
were exiled to Siberia. Later, after my
father immigrated to America, he
helped Jack and his family come to
Milwaukee.

Baruch is the Anne and Max
Tanenbaum senior rabbi of Best Tzedec
Congregation, the largest synagogue
community in Canada. The focus of his
rabbinate has been family education,
lifelong learning, and care for the
housebound, hospitalized, and home-
less. Beyond the synagogue, the rabbi
is the president of the Toronto Board
of Rabbis and recently organized the
Path of Abraham mission to bring
Jews, Christians, and Muslims to the
Holy Land to explore the challenges of
three religions, two nations, and one
land.

Baruch’s list of accomplishments and
credentials is as impressive as it is
long. I ask unanimous consent to have
a copy of his biography printed in the
RECORD following my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KOHL. I will just add to this list
his place in my heart as a beloved cous-
in, valued friend, and welcomed reflec-
tion of all about our fathers that was

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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strong, smart, and good. I thank the
rabbi for his time and attention to the
Senate today.
EXHIBIT 1
RABBI BARUCH FRYDMAN-KOHL

Baruch Frydman-Kohl is the Anne and
Max Tanenbaum Senior Rabbi of Beth
Tzedec Congregation, the largest synagogue
community in Canada. The focus of his rab-
binate has been a commitment to family
education, life-long learning and care for the
housebound, hospitalized and homeless.
Rabbi Baruch initiated the development of a
‘“‘synaplex’” of innovative ritual and edu-
cational opportunities to encourage more
participation in synagogue life.

Beyond the synagogue, the Rabbi is the
President of the Toronto Board of Rabbis
and recently organized the Path of Abraham
mission to bring Jews, Christians and Mus-
lims to the Holy Land to explore the chal-
lenges of three religions, two nations and
one land. He serves on the Board of UJA Fed-
eration of Toronto, has served on the Execu-
tive Committee of the Rabbinical Assembly,
and as past president of two of its regions.
He was awarded a Coolidge Fellowship to
pursue research in an inter-faith community
at the Episcopal Divinity School at Harvard
University. The Rabbi received his doctorate
in Jewish Philosophy from the Jewish Theo-
logical Seminary and is a Rabbinic Fellow of
the Shalom Hartman Institute of Jerusalem.
Rabbi Frydman-Kohl is the author of schol-
arly articles in the area of Jewish philosophy
and mysticism.

Rabbi Baruch’s father, Jack, and Senator
KoHL’s father, Max, were brothers and young
teenagers during the First World War when
they were caught between the Austrian-Hun-
garian Empire and Czarist Russia. They were
taken captive and sent to exile in Siberia.
Later, after Max’s immigration to America,
he helped to bring Jack and his family to
Milwaukee. Through their love and care for
each other, the two brothers enabled each
other to survive war and to build a new life
in America.

Rabbi Baruch is married to Josette. They
are the parents of Yakov (married to Sarah),
Rafi and Amir and the doting new grand-
parents of Ilana Adi.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is a re-
markable short history, very amazing
how wonderful our country is. I note
just in passing that my wife’s father,
my father-in-law, was born in Russia,
immigrated to the United States like
the rabbi and Senator KoHL’s father.

———

FISCAL CLIFF

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it took 4
months, but Republicans are finally re-
alizing their way back from the fiscal
cliff has been right in front of them all
along. In July the Senate passed legis-
lation to give economic certainty to 98
percent of American families and 97
percent of small businesses, to every
American making less than $250,000 a
year. For 4 months we have been one
vote away from a solution to this
looming crisis. For 4 months House Re-
publicans have refused to act. Instead,
they have held the middle class hos-
tage to protect the richest 2 percent of
taxpayers—people who have enjoyed a
decade of blooming income and shrink-
ing tax bills.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

One has to admire the President, who
went out and campaigned on this issue.
He did not in any way walk away from
the issue. He said: That is how we are
going to get our fiscal house in order.
And independents by a huge margin,
Democrats by a huge margin, and 41
percent of Republicans support what
the President asks us to do.

So now reasonable Republicans—I
think it is very important—are coming
around to what Democrats have said
all along: Let’s reassure millions of
Americans that taxes will not go up by
$2,200 a year on January 1; that is,
those people who are the middle class
of America.

Prominent Republicans are calling
on Speaker BOEHNER to end the sus-
pense for millions of these American
families. Yesterday Republican Con-
gressman ToM COLE of Oklahoma, a
veteran in the House of Representa-
tives, urged his caucus to pass the Sen-
ate’s legislation keeping taxes low for
those making less than $250,000 a year.
That would pass by an overwhelming
margin. All the Speaker has to do is let
it come up for a vote. I would bet a lot
of his Republicans would vote for it. I
would bet a majority of his Repub-
licans would vote for it. Virtually
every Democrat would vote for it. They
only need 218. There are 435 Members in
the House. We also noted yesterday
that Republican Congressman TIM
ScoTT of South Carolina, who is noted
for his conservatism, admitted yester-
day that if the Speaker brought our
bill to a vote, it would surely pass. So
it is time the House Republican leader-
ship listened to the will of the Amer-
ican people—Independents, Democrats,
and Republicans—and also the advice
of the reasonable members of their own
caucus. The way out of this standoff is
clear. Yet we are left wondering how
long Republicans will force middle-
class families to wait and to worry.

Unfortunately, resolving the standoff
will not resolve every conflict over the
fiscal future. We have to end wasteful
tax breaks for the richest Americans.
We agree. We agree with the majority
of Americans. We are serious about re-
ducing the deficit. It will take a bal-
anced approach. Last year we success-
fully worked across party lines to cut
$1 trillion worth of spending we could
not afford. Even our Republican col-
leagues acknowledge budget cuts alone
will not solve our fiscal challenges. We
can argue over whether to give more
wasteful handouts to the wealthy.
They can do that tomorrow. We can
discuss balanced, responsible ways to
reduce our deficit tomorrow. But let’s
take care of the middle class today.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
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Senate will be in a period of morning
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for 10 minutes each,
with the time equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the Republicans
controlling the first half.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized.
———
FISCAL CLIFF
Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President,

throughout the week, I have raised
questions about the President’s level of
seriousness and engagement when it
comes to resolving the short- and long-
term fiscal challenges we face. I have
done this because, as I have said re-
peatedly, the President is the key to
success in all of these discussions. So I
am hoping that when Secretary
Geithner comes up to the Capitol
today, he brings a specific plan from
the President that the two parties
could agree to for the good of the coun-
try. I hope to hear the administration’s
specific plans for protecting jobs and
promoting economic growth for mid-
dle-class Americans, while reducing
the debt by strengthening entitle-
ments, reducing Washington’s spend-
ing, and preventing a tax hike on every
American taxpayer.

Up until now, the White House has
preferred talking points and an appeal
to the hard left to a serious discussion
about how we fix the economy, reduce
the Federal debt, and return the coun-
try to a path of growth and prosperity
for all. They are stuck on the same old
tired slogans, and it is really com-
pletely counterproductive. So this
morning I would like to address one of
these recurring talking points in a lit-
tle more detail in the hope that the
White House puts it aside and starts
talking in a way that suggests they are
actually serious over there about find-
ing a solution. I am referring to the
oft-repeated assertion by the White
House and reporters alike that those of
us who insist on not raising income tax
rates on anybody are doing so to ‘‘pro-
tect the rich.” I assure you, that has
absolutely nothing to do with it. Check
the polling data. The super-rich vote
for the Democrats. We are not insisting
on keeping tax rates where they are to
protect some tiny sliver of the elec-
torate; we are insisting on keeping tax
rates where they are first and foremost
to protect jobs and because we do not
think government needs the money in
the first place.

The problem, as I have said, is not
that Washington taxes too little, but it
is that it spends too much. But if more
revenue is the price Democrats want to
exact for supporting other necessary
reforms, then we should at least agree
that we do it in a way that does not
cost jobs and disincentivize work, as
we all know raising rates would do.
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A lot of people around here seem to
have forgotten that we are still in the
middle of a jobs crisis. I can tell you
that lots of folks are hurting in my
State of Kentucky. National unemploy-
ment is still just a hair below 8 per-
cent, and millions of Americans are
still looking for work.

So if it is an iron law of economics
that you get less of what you tax, why
on Earth would we want to raise taxes
on work? Rates matter because they
affect behavior. The higher the tax
rate, the higher the disincentive to
work. This isn’t just Republican ortho-
doxy, it is basic economics. As the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office
recently put it, ‘“‘Increasing revenues
by raising marginal tax rates on labor
would reduce people’s incentive to
work and therefore reduce the amount
of labor supplied to the economy.”

That is the CBO, not the Republican
National Committee. They go on to say
over at CBO, it would, by itself, ‘“‘de-
crease output in the medium and long
term.”

In the middle of a jobs crisis, that is
the last thing we ought to be doing.
Shouldn’t we at least agree on that?
The negative effect raising rates has on
labor is so widely acknowledged that
the Joint Committee on Taxation actu-
ally has models that incorporate the
effects of doing it. They also know that
higher rates increase the incentive to
shelter income from taxation. When
rates are higher, the people paying
them try even harder to keep the gov-
ernment from taking what they earn.

In short, raising rates means less
labor, less investment, and more incen-
tive for the wealthy to waste money in
an attempt to shelter what they have
earned. We can quibble about the mag-
nitude of these effects, but everyone
agrees they exist.

The problem is particularly acute for
those thinking about taking a second
job in a household, which in many
cases unfairly targets married women
looking to supplement the family in-
come or someone considering a pro-
motion or starting a new venture.

Instead of raising rates, Republicans
have proposed capping deductions
through tax reform instead. If the only
way to get Democrats to agree to
progrowth tax reform and meaningful
entitlement reform is through more
revenue, a smarter way to do it is by
capping deductions. Capping deduc-
tions, or tax expenditures as some peo-
ple call them, is a far less painful,
more economically sound, way of clos-
ing deficits. The Congressional Budget
Office agrees. As the Congressional
Budget Office recently put it:

Increasing revenues . . . by broadening the
tax base would probably have a smaller nega-
tive effect, or even a positive effect, on the
amount of labor supplied.

The White House likes to say you
can’t come up with a realistic plan to
reduce the deficit without raising tax
rates. It is not true. Not only are there
plenty of ways to do it, there are ways
to do it that minimize the disincentive
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to work, and they can be found right in
the President’s own budget. In the
President’s own budget he proposes
three different ideas that, combined,
dwarf the $442 billion revenue his own
Treasury estimates he could grab from
increasing two rates. All of them cap
the amount that higher income Ameri-
cans can deduct from their income
taxes, and all of them do it in a way
that is far less damaging than raising
those tax rates while protecting mid-
dle-class taxpayers.

Look, I don’t like any of these ideas.
They all hurt somebody. The govern-
ment spent way too much money as it
is. Frankly, I don’t think the Demo-
crats are any more interested in using
new revenue to lower the deficit now
than they have ever been. But don’t
tell me you have to raise rates to do it.
It is not true. The longer Democrats
keep saying it, the longer it is going to
take to come up with an agreement.

The only reason Democrats are in-
sisting on raising rates is because rais-
ing rates on the so-called rich is the
holy grail of liberalism—the holy grail
of liberalism. Their aim isn’t job cre-
ation; they are interested in wealth de-
struction—not job creation but wealth
destruction.

The President needs to realize that
he wasn’t elected President of the hard
left wing of the Democratic Party. He
was elected President of the United
States. He is the steward of the Na-
tion’s finances. He has a responsibility
to everyone to work out an agreement,
and that means he has to come up with
something that can get through a Re-
publican House of Representatives.

We are waiting on the President. We
can still get there, but he is going to
have to lead. He can start by putting
the campaign talking points on the
shelf. I know that whacking the rich
works politically. It worked pretty
well for him in his campaign; I get it.
But the election is over, and it is time
to lead.

TRIBUTE TO TOM JURICH

Mr. President, yesterday was an ex-
tremely happy day for my alma mater,
the University of Louisville, and I want
to talk today about an extraordinary
individual who has achieved an incred-
ible success at my university over the
last 15 years. It has been my privilege
during my career to get to know a
number of people in all walks of life
who have been highly successful. How-
ever, I am hard pressed to think of a
more conspicuous example of success
than what Tom Jurich has accom-
plished for the University of Louisville
in athletics in the last 15 years. Mem-
bership in the ACC, announced yester-
day, is the culmination of his extraor-
dinary leadership.

Tom Jurich has for 15 years served as
the athletic director for the University
of Louisville, and yesterday it was an-
nounced that UofLs, as I indicated, will
be joining the Atlantic Coast Con-
ference. The ACC will be a great home
for UofLL and the school’s commitments
to academics, groundbreaking re-
search, and top-ranked athletic teams.
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Under Tom Jurich’s leadership, stu-
dent athletes at UofLL have been mak-
ing and breaking records and stirring
excitement deep in the hearts of Car-
dinal fans all across Kentucky and all
over the world. Since joining the Big
East Conference in 2006, Cardinal teams
have won 50 championships, with 10 of
those in the 2011-2012 season alone, 10
championships just this year.

Our men’s basketball team ranks No.
2 in the Nation in total attendance
records. Our women’s basketball team
ranks No. 2 in the Nation for average
attendance per game. I think it is safe
to say Cardinal fans love their basket-
ball.

Tom Jurich masterminded the hiring
of legendary men’s basketball coach
Rick Patino, who has led the Cardinals
to three Big East titles and two Final
Fours, including one last season. Now
ranked in the top five nationally, this
year’s Cardinal team is well poised to
make another run for the Final Four.

Tom was also responsible for hiring
head football coach Charlie Strong, a
legend in the making, who has revital-
ized the Louisville football program by
leading the Cardinals to two bowl
games and a share of the Big East
championship in his short tenure there.
Now in Coach Strong’s third year, the
Cardinals are 9-2 and have been ranked
in the top 10 nationally this year and
have a chance to win the Big East title
in a nationally televised game against
Rutgers tonight.

Under Tom Jurich’s tenure, Cardinal
teams have been brought home cham-
pionships in sports as diverse as base-
ball, field hockey, men’s soccer, wom-
en’s soccer, volleyball, men’s cross
country, men’s golf, women’s golf, soft-
ball, men’s swimming and diving, wom-
en’s swimming and diving, men’s ten-
nis, women’s indoor track, and men’s
and women’s outdoor track and field,
an extraordinary list of accomplish-
ments.

Tom Jurich has grown the school’s
physical facilities to be, in my view,
the best in the country. Under his lead-
ership the men’s and women’s basket-
ball teams began playing in a new
state-of-the-art KFC Yum! Center in
downtown Louisville in 2010. It is an
arena equal to any college basketball
facility, college or professional, in our
country.

Under Tom Jurich, an expansion of
Papa John’s Cardinal Stadium was
completed in 2010, giving UofLi football
fans one of the best stadiums in the
country in which to watch a game,
seating 55,000. Tom Jurich also oversaw
the construction of an extensive sports
park that includes new softball and
field hockey stadiums, a soccer field
surrounded by a track, fitness trail,
and playground.

Tom has increased participation for
women’s athletics, upgrading funding
and support staff for existing women’s
programs and adding four new women’s
sports: softball, golf, rowing, and la-
crosse. He transitioned field hockey
and women’s soccer and baseball to
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fully funded programs. For his accom-
plishment, he received the Citizens for
Sports Hquity 2000 Sports Leadership
Award.

For his success as an athletic direc-
tor, Tom was honored as the
Louisvillian of the Year in 2005 by the
Louisville Urban League, and he was
nationally recognized in 2007 as Street
& Smith’s Sports Business Journal and
Sports Business Daily Athletic Direc-
tor of the Year. The university also
recognized his enormous contribution
to the institution by appointing him
vice president for athletics in 2003.

Yesterday, the totality of Tom
Jurich’s accomplishments was recog-
nized when the ACC voted unanimously
to accept the University of Louisville
as its newest member. This is an excit-
ing time for Cardinal sports fans. We
relish the opportunity to play in the
strongest league in the Nation and
show that Cardinals are able to com-
pete and beat anybody.

To my good friends from the fine
States such as North Carolina, Vir-
ginia, New York, Pennsylvania, Flor-
ida, Indiana, Georgia, Massachusetts,
and South Carolina, I say ‘‘look out.”

I have been pleased to get to know
Tom well over the years, as well as his
wife Terrilynn and their wonderful
family. I don’t think I have ever met
anybody who has done a better job
building an enterprise than he has,
given what he had when he came to the
university in 1997, and then look at it
today. He has built an athletic depart-
ment that boasts a budget in the top 20
in the country, championship football
and basketball teams, record-setting
men’s and women’s basketball attend-
ance at our new downtown arena, and
enormous success for all the other
school sports that may not get as much
attention but are just as vital to the
students and the community in Louis-
ville. He has done all this while in-
creasing academic success for student
athletes with a record 21 of 23 Cardinal
athletic teams producing a 3.0 or high-
er grade-point average in the most re-
cently completed semester.

It is a truly extraordinary accom-
plishment. I am proud of my friend
Tom Jurich and what he has done. I
want to extend to him my heartiest
congratulations from the Senate floor.

Go Cards.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

FISCAL CLIFF

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to talk about the need to ad-
dress entitlement reform as part of the
impending fiscal cliff.

I am not just going to talk about the
macro issue, I am going to talk about
specifics on a way that we can at least
do one entitlement reform, Social Se-
curity, and make a difference for the
long-term future of Social Security
and the millions of Americans who de-
pend on it and have earned it.

It is so important that it be part of
the discussion today. So much of our
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short-term consequences and needs for
the fiscal cliff have dominated the dis-
cussion. Well, that is okay; we are 1
month away, after all, from dire cir-
cumstances. However, we cannot avoid
talking about the long term because
that is what we have been doing that
has caused us to reach a fiscal cliff. We
need to look at entitlements. Accord-
ing to Medicare trustees, for instance,
Medicare paid $35 billion more to bene-
ficiaries than it took in last year in
payroll taxes, and its trust funds will
be depleted 12 years from now if we
don’t act to save Medicare in a respon-
sible way.

The other issue that is not being
talked about very much at all is Social
Security. In 2010 and 2011, Social Secu-
rity expenditures, the benefits paid to
retirees and the disabled, exceeded pay-
roll tax revenue for the first time since
1983. So as a practical matter, we know
the Federal Government is borrowing
to pay the Social Security needs of
today.

Last year, 2011, the Social Security
trustees reported that with benefits
paid continuing to exceed payroll, the
trust funds would be depleted in 2036,
after which the program would have a
net unfunded obligation through the
end of Social Security’s 75-year valu-
ation window, and that net unfunded
obligation would be $6.5 trillion. After
reading the trustees’ report last year, 1
drafted the Defend and Save Social Se-
curity Act to preserve and strengthen
Social Security for 75 years. The longer
we delay, the longer and more painful
the fix will be.

I keep hearing Members of Congress,
and even the President, saying Social
Security is off the table; we are not
going to talk about it when we are
talking about the fiscal cliff. That is
an astonishing statement for the Presi-
dent and Members of Congress to say,
that we are not going to talk about 56
percent of the spending in this country,
that it is off the table, because that is
what mandatory spending is—56 per-
cent of our spending in this country on
an annual basis. Of that, let’s take out
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity, which is 44 percent of the total
spending of our country.

According to the Social Security
trustees—1 year after the 2011 report—
the Social Security trust fund reserves,
because we waited 1 year to do any-
thing about it, will now be depleted in
2033. That is 3 years earlier than was
estimated just 1 year ago. And the un-
funded obligation for the 75-year win-
dow has now grown to $8.6 trillion.

So we can see what happens with just
1 year of delay to the security of Social
Security and the capability to keep it
going. In 21 years, if we don’t do some-
thing there will be severe cuts or se-
vere increases in taxes that will be
automatic. Without any act of Con-
gress, they will be automatic. Talk
about a fiscal cliff now, think about
the cliff Members of Congress will face
then because we didn’t do our job in ad-
dressing this issue when the solutions
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were there in a relatively clear glide
path that would be relatively unno-
ticed in most households.

Let me lay out what will happen:
There will be a 25-percent automatic
cut to the retirement payments and
the disability payments that are going
out now in Social Security. That would
be an average of $308 per month.

The Social Security trustees put it
straight out there. They have two ideas
to shore up Social Security right now:
One is to immediately and perma-
nently increase the combined payroll
tax on employees and employers from
12.4 percent to 15.01 percent. That
would be a one-fifth increase in the
payroll taxes that are, in the norm,
being paid today.

The other alternative they suggested
is to cut core benefits right now by $200
per month. They said that would do
it—$200 per month in cuts to Social Se-
curity checks.

I don’t think anyone in America be-
lieves that is feasible or even desir-
able—either of those options. So what
can we do? We can act now. We can re-
form Social Security without cutting
core benefits and without increasing
taxes on people who are working today.

I introduced a new version of my De-
fend and Save Social Security Act after
the 2012 report came out from the
trustees, and it covers the 75 year win-
dow and the shortfall of $8.6 trillion
which is estimated, and it doesn’t raise
taxes on the people working today.

Here is what it does: It increases the
age of retirement very gradually. When
I introduced my bill just last year, it
wouldn’t have affected anyone who was
58 years old or older. But in just that 1
year, because the deficits in Social Se-
curity payments going out have oc-
curred, today it is 59 years of age. No
one b9 years of age or older would be af-
fected. For everyone else it would be a
very slow increase of 3 months per
year. For instance, the normal retire-
ment age would reach 67—going from
66—by 2019, 68 by 2023, 69 by 2027, and 70
by 2031. The early retirement age
would be increased to 63 by 2019 and 64
by 2023.

The second point: The COLA—the
cost-of-living adjustment—would be re-
duced slightly when inflation is 1 per-
cent or more. Inflation has averaged
about 2.5 percent, so there would be a
COLA, but it would be about $12 less if
inflation is kicking in above 1 percent.

There would be no core benefit cut at
all, just a slightly smaller COLA in-
crease if inflation goes up, and then we
would have a secure system. It would
be a system that would last 75 years.
We would not have the $8.6 trillion
added to our deficit and no core bene-
fits would be cut.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 more minutes.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, let
me just say that is not the only thing
we could do. We could change the cost
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of living to the chained consumer price
index. That would be OK. It wouldn’t
get us as much of a deficit reduction
over 75 years—a chained CPI—but it
would get us at least into a better posi-
tion if we increased the age rate.

I just want to give a note of history.
When President Reagan was facing the
same issue, and the Senate was one-
party dominated and the House the
other, he got together with House
Speaker Tip O’Neill, and they formed a
commission which started the increase
in age that we have today because peo-
ple were living longer and they were
working longer. We can do the same
thing President Reagan and Tip O’Neill
did, because our government is a simi-
lar configuration, by coming together
and acknowledging that people are liv-
ing longer and are working longer.

We can make accommodations for
people who are in particularly phys-
ically strenuous jobs. I think all of us
understand people in those jobs may
not be able to work as long. We can do
those things and fix this issue in a re-
sponsible way. Let’s do it now. One
more year is going to make it that
much worse. We have added $2.1 trillion
to the deficit in just 1 year. We can do
this.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Arizona for giving me the extra 2
minutes to say let’s do it now. In fact,
the Senator from Arizona has been a
cosponsor of my bill to fix Social Secu-
rity. We cannot address the fiscal cliff
without talking about entitlements
and mandatory spending, which is 56
percent of our spending. Anybody can
do the math on that.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, first, let me
thank my colleague from Texas for her
leadership on this and so many other
issues that we have worked on over the
years. One of my regrets in leaving the
Senate is that I will not be able to
work with her, and she has said the
same thing about me. We will be off
doing something else, but we are not
going to give up on some of the fights
we have been engaged in during these
years.

I want to just begin where my col-
league left off, about the meaning of
this fiscal cliff and what is being pro-
posed as alternatives to going over the
fiscal cliff. I was interested this week
that the President has embarked on
what one newspaper referred to as ‘‘the
fiscal cliff campaign trail.”” We have
seen the pictures. He is out speaking as
if the campaign were still going on, and
the centerpiece of his pitch—and I
heard him say it on TV again last
night—is that the House of Representa-
tives should pass a bill that was passed
in the Senate related to 2001 and 2003
income taxes.

The President is a constitutional
scholar, and he served in the Senate.
He knows that can’t be done. It is un-
constitutional. The Constitution re-
quires that all revenue measures must
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be initiated in the House of Represent-
atives. That is one reason the bill got
through the Senate, because everybody
knew it couldn’t pass. It was simply a
statement by our Democratic col-
leagues. It wasn’t serious legislation.
But if we look at the legislation itself,
we begin to see why Republicans are so
opposed to what the President is pro-
posing—because of the job-killing poli-
cies contained in that bill the Presi-
dent would ask the House of Represent-
atives to pass.

What are we talking about specifi-
cally? I don’t like to get into this kind
of detail very often, but somebody has
to at some point just discuss the actual
facts of what this bill would do. It
would raise the marginal income tax
rates from 33 percent to 35 percent in
the fourth bracket, and in the fifth
bracket from 36 percent to 39.6 per-
cent—almost 40 percent.

Well, what is the problem with that?
Let’s start with the fact that 53 per-
cent of all income from so-called
flowthrough businesses is subject to
these higher tax rates. That is because
most small businesses are not corpora-
tions. They are called flowthrough en-
tities—subchapter S corporations, lim-
ited partnerships, and those kinds of
entities that pay their income taxes as
if they were individuals. So they are
governed by the top two marginal
rates.

Well, they are governed by all the
marginal rates of the income-tax code.
So when we raise those rates, we are
raising taxes on much of small business
income. In fact, almost 1 million small
business owners—940,000 to be exact—
would be hit by the higher taxes caused
by the President’s proposal. That is an
average, by the way, of well over 18,000
per State of the Union.

What else would it do? It goes di-
rectly to business taxes, such as cap-
ital gains taxes. It raises that from 15
to 20 percent, which is why we are see-
ing a lot of activity right now taking
advantage of the lower rate, and we are
going to find virtually none of that
after this rate is increased to 20 per-
cent. It is one of the reasons we will go
back into recession, as the Congres-
sional Budget Office has pointed out.

It also raises taxes on qualified divi-
dends from 15 percent, where it is
today. The problem of raising taxes on
qualified dividends is, as the Wall
Street Journal has reported over and
over again, that companies that are
paying dividends are dumping them all
right now so they will all be paid out
before the end of the year.

If you are a retired teacher or a re-
tired fireman or have a pension and
you are counting on your investments
to pay dividends in the future, forget
it. Once the dividends rate goes back
up, corporations are not going to plow
their earnings back into dividends to
the shareholders as they do today. But
these don’t even tell the whole story
because, of course, once you are taxed
as a corporation—and this pertains just
to the corporations, not the
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flowthrough entities I mentioned—you
are doubled-taxed if you also pay a div-
idend or you have a capital gain. You
have to pay not only your corporate in-
come tax but the tax on the gain, or
the individual pays the tax on the divi-
dends that are paid out by the corpora-
tion.

So we already have the fourth high-
est integrated capital gains and divi-
dends rates in the industrialized world
at over 50 percent. Why would we want
to make ourselves even less competi-
tive by raising these taxes? We would
fall even further behind our inter-
national competitors with the second
highest capital gains rate, 56.7 percent.

Talk about a blow to the economy—
which is the way the President put it 2
years ago when he decided not to raise
all of these rates. Of course, we all
agreed with him on that. It would be
an even bigger blow to the economy to
do so today. Our growth rate today is
less than it was 2 years ago when the
President himself said these very poli-
cies he is advocating would be a blow
to the economy.

The last thing I would mention, ev-
erybody knows about the death tax. We
have forgotten about what would hap-
pen with the death tax. The death tax
rate would go to 55 percent, up from 35
percent today. A lot of people think 35
percent is way too much and would
like to see it eliminated. I would. But
think about this. You would only have
$1 million of the farm or the business
or the estate exempted from the tax.
After that, over half—55 percent—of ev-
erything you have worked for all your
years would have to go to Uncle Sam,
leaving your heirs frequently with the
requirement of selling off all or part of
the business or the farm, whatever it
is, in order to pay for the estate tax.

It would increase the number of es-
tates hit by the death tax from 3,600
this year to over 55,000 next year.
There would be 24 times more farm es-
tates that would be hit, 13 times more
small businesses, 15 times more taxable
estates.

This is not good for our economy,
and it is not good for our families. The
estate tax raises about 1 percent of all
the tax revenue. To hurt the small
businesses again by raising this death
tax rate is just unconscionable.

People need to stop and think. This
is not just about hitting the rich; this
is about hitting small business folks,
the very people we anticipate will cre-
ate the jobs coming out of the econ-
omy.

Let’s turn to job creation issue for
just a second. Ernst & Young, the re-
spected accounting firm, released a
study recently that estimated the long-
run effects of a plan very similar to the
Senate bill that the President is advo-
cating—the top two rates increasing,
combined with the ObamaCare tax
rates taking effect, all of this together,
that study found that 710,000 jobs
would be lost just as a result of this,
710,000 jobs.

The President likes to brag every
now and then that we have an increase
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of 100,000 or 115,000 jobs in a month.
Here is 710,000 jobs they say would be
lost just from the increase in these tax
rates. Our gross domestic product
would decline by $200 billion, and wages
would fall by 1.8 percent.

I know these statistics make our
eyes glaze over sometimes, but these
are the facts; these are the results. And
poorer families and a weak economy
and a lot of joblessness are the result.

To put these numbers into perspec-
tive, 42 Dbusiness organizations rep-
resenting tens of millions of American
employees—including those in whole-
saling, air conditioning, retail, fran-
chising industries, and others—re-
cently sent a letter to the congres-
sional leadership urging Congress not
to raise income taxes during negotia-
tions over the fiscal cliff and instead to
pursue comprehensive progrowth tax
reform.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
letter printed in the RECORD at the end
of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KYL. I will conclude by quoting
one sentence from it.

We call on Congress to avoid raising mar-
ginal tax rates on employers, either as part
of negotiations over the fiscal cliff, or as
part of a larger effort to reform the tax code.
Instead, Congress should seek to enact com-
prehensive tax reform that simplifies the tax
code and encourages economic growth for
both passthrough businesses and corpora-
tions.

As I said, the passthrough entities
are those small businesses, and the cor-
porations are those that pay under the
corporate tax rate. So I think the data,
as well as the voices from employers
around the country, make it clear that
the Senate bill, combined with the tax
increases from ObamaCare, would have
a devastating effect on economic
growth and our ability to create jobs.

What should we do instead, just to
summarize? I think the better ap-
proach is the one the Republicans have
been proposing. We actually have a
plan, as opposed to the administra-
tion’s plan—the only part of which I
can discern is to pass the Senate bill,
which raises tax rates. Our plan is to
avoid the tax rate increases that would
otherwise automatically occur on Jan-
uary 1 and commit to tax and entitle-
ment reform that raises revenue
through economic growth, eliminates
wasteful credits and deductions and
loopholes, and cuts spending in the fu-
ture.

Recall that, in 1986, President
Reagan signed into law a historic tax
reform bill that lowered corporate and
individual tax rates and eliminated a
lot of loopholes. It wasn’t a perfect bill,
but the 1986 reform package can serve
as a guide for revenue-neutral tax re-
form moving forward. Cutting our cor-
porate tax rate—which had a combined
rate of 39.2 percent as the highest in
the industrialized world—would dra-
matically boost American competitive-
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ness and improve our standard of liv-
ing.

Many studies have found that low-
ering our corporate rate will increase
growth, including one which found that
cutting the corporate tax rate by 10
percentage points can increase the an-
nual growth rate by around 1.1 percent.
Since we are only a little over 1.1 per-
cent as it is, cutting it by that much
would have a dramatic impact.

Comprehensive tax reform also
means lowering tax rates on individ-
uals, including the 95 percent of pass-
through entities that file as individ-
uals.

The Reagan tax reform also provided
relief for businesses that are not struc-
tured as C corporations. During Ronald
Reagan’s 8 years, 20 million new jobs
were created. More specifically, after
tax reform became law, inflation and
unemployment fell.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed an additional
1 minute.

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

Mr. KYL. If we are interested in
growth, Congress must avoid raising
tax rates in the lameduck session and
instead pursue tax reform, which sends
a signal to the world that we are open
for business.

Short of going off the fiscal cliff en-
tirely, passing the Senate tax increase
instead of pursuing these progrowth
and fiscal reform ideas is the worst
idea on the table. Raising the top two
marginal rates would reverse long-
standing tax policy and hit nearly 1
million business owners in the process,
and it would eliminate over 700,000
jobs.

So if the President is genuinely in-
terested in economic growth and high-
er tax revenues that come from it, he
should drop his demands for the Senate
bill and listen to the growing bipar-
tisan consensus that higher taxes hurt
growth and lower taxes help create jobs
and prosperity.

EXHIBIT 1
NOVEMBER 27, 2012.

Hon. HARRY REID,

Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Capitol Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,

Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Capitol Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,

Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-
atives, Capitol, Washington, DC.

Hon. NANCY PELOSI,

Minority Leader, U.S. House of Representatives,
Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSIONAL LEADERSHIP: AS orga-
nizations representing millions of pass-
through businesses employing tens of mil-
lions of workers, we strongly urge Congress
to pursue comprehensive tax reform that
lowers rates on all forms of business income
while enacting significant entitlement re-
forms that put the federal budget on a sus-
tainable fiscal path.

Congress faces two fiscal challenges in the
near future. First, it will need to take action
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on the ‘‘fiscal cliff” of expiring tax provi-
sions and automatic spending cuts. Second,
it will need to raise the debt ceiling.

In taking on these challenges, we call on
Congress to avoid raising marginal tax rates
on employers, either as part of negotiations
over the fiscal cliff, or as part of larger effort
to reform the tax code. Instead, Congress
should seek to enact comprehensive tax re-
form that simplifies the tax code and encour-
ages economic growth for both pass-through
businesses and corporations.

Raising rates on individuals and employers
will harm hiring and investment now and
into the future. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, allowing top tax rates
to rise to their pre-2001 levels and beyond
will result in 200,000 fewer jobs early next
year. Ernst & Young has estimated that the
impact of these higher tax rates will be to
reduce long-term employment levels by more
than 700,000, while also lowering overall in-
vestment and suppressing wage levels.

The prospect of higher marginal tax rates
is already having an adverse impact on the
economy. According to the National Federa-
tion of Independent Businesses, two-thirds of
business owners cite the uncertainty over fu-
ture fiscal policy as making it more difficult
for them to grow their businesses and in-
crease employment. At the same time, the
rate of business creation is at its lowest level
in two decades.

Although some have asked Congress to
enact corporate-only reform in the coming
year, there is no economic or political jus-
tification for reform that lowers marginal
tax rates on corporations while raising ei-
ther marginal or effective tax rates on the 95
percent of businesses structured as pass-
through entities who employ more than half
of the U.S. workforce.

Finally, we are eager to see Congress enact
permanent, comprehensive tax reform, but
this alone will not solve the long-term fiscal
imbalance. The Trustees to Social Security
and Medicare have made clear that, absent
reform, these programs are unsustainable.
While Congress should commit to tackling
comprehensive tax reform, it is also impera-
tive that Congress agree to develop a long-
term plan to address America’s entitlement
programs as well.

Simply put, we need to reform our tax code
and we need to reform our entitlements.

Sincerely,

Air Conditioning Contractors of Amer-
ica, American Council of Engineering
Companies, American Farm Bureau
Federation®, American Foundry Soci-
ety, American Supply Association,
American Trucking Association,
AMT—The Association For Manufac-
turing Technology, Associated Builders
and Contractors, Associated Equip-
ment Distributors, Associated General
Contractors of America, Automotive
Aftermarket Industry Association, Fi-
nancial Executives International, Food
Marketing Institute, Heating, Air-con-
ditioning & Refrigeration Distributors
International, Independent Insurance
Agents & Brokers of America, Inter-
national Foodservice Distributors As-
sociation, International Franchise As-
sociation, Metals Service Center Insti-
tute, National Apartment Association,
National Association of Convenience
Stores, National Association of Whole-
saler-Distributors.

National Automobile Dealers Associa-
tion, National Beer Wholesalers Asso-
ciation, National Electrical Contrac-
tors Association, National Federation
of Independent Business, National Gro-
cers Association, National Lumber and
Building Material Dealers Association,
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National Marine Manufacturers Asso-
ciation, National Multi Housing Coun-
cil, National Restaurant Association,
National Retail Federation, National
Roofing Contractors Association, Na-
tional Small Business Association, Na-
tional Utility Contractors Association,
Printing Industries of America, Profes-
sional Beauty Association, S Corpora-
tion Association, Service Station Deal-
ers of America & Allied Trades, Tire
Industry Association, Truck Renting
and Leasing Association, United States
Chamber of Commerce, Wine & Spirits
Wholesalers of America.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate Senator KYL’s comments, and
I share them. We are going to miss the
most knowledgeable fiscal tax expert
in the Senate, and his long career in-
cludes time on the Finance Committee.
I thank Senator KYL.

I want to express some reservations
about the negotiations that have been
going on, as I understand it from read-
ing the paper, involving the fiscal cliff.

Over the last 2 years, Congress and
the President have held an endless se-
ries of negotiations. There have been
Gangs of 6 and 8, a supercommittee of
12, talks at the Blair House and the
White House. But the only thing these
secret talks have produced is a govern-
ment that skips from one crisis to the
next. Everything has been tried but
open production of a 10-year plan from
this Senate that is required by law,
that would allow us to openly debate
and discuss concretely the financial
challenges we face today.

All of this secrecy allows the Presi-
dent to position himself as being in
favor of a balanced plan—which is what
he says: I favor a balanced plan—while
the only comprehensive proposal, to
my knowledge, he has actually laid out
was in January or February of this
year when he laid out his budget. Of
course, it was voted down unani-
mously. In both the House and the Sen-
ate not a single person voted for it. But
he did lay out a financial plan for the
country. He put it on paper.

Basically, it increases taxes to fuel
more spending. That is what the plan
did. It increased taxes $1.8 trillion and
increased spending $1.4 trillion over the
agreement we just reached under the
Budget Control Act in August, a year
ago.

So we reached agreement on 10 years
of spending limits in August, a year
ago. Then January, 6 months later, he
proposes a budget that would increase
taxes $1.8 trillion and spending that
would increase another $1.4 trillion
over that BCA baseline: tax and spend.
Not taxes to reduce deficits but taxes
to fund new spending. That is why the
budget puts us on track to have $25
trillion in total debt at the end of 10
years—another almost $10 trillion in
debt added to the current debt level.

Insofar as I can see, that tax-and-
spend policy remains his goal today.
The White House isn’t planning to
raise taxes to reduce the deficit. It
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raises taxes, under their plan, to ex-
pand government. That is not accept-
able. I don’t believe Congress will ac-
cept such a deal if that is what is going
on in these secret negotiations.

President Obama campaigned on tax
increases just on the wealthy, just on
raising their rates, just only $800 bil-
lion in tax increases. But now the
White House is demanding $1.6 trillion
in tax increases. Don’t the American
people have a right to see where those
taxes fall, who they will impact, and
how much they are?

Shouldn’t the President lay out his
plan? He is the President of the United
States and the only person who rep-
resents everybody in the country. Will
that remain a secret? Will it just be re-
vealed to us on the eve of Christmas or
the eve of the new calendar year? We
will be asked to vote for or to ratify
like lemmings, I suppose.

The White House has repeatedly as-
serted they believe in $2.50 in spending
cuts for every $1 in tax hikes, which
does not reflect sufficient spending
cuts. But if the White House now wants
$1.6 trillion in new taxes, where are the
$4 trillion in spending cuts? Have those
been laid out? Do we know what they
would be? And this is over 10 years.
These spending cuts would be very
achievable if we put our minds to it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican time has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
have the full 10 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank my col-
leagues for their courtesy.

In fact, the President has given
speeches calling for more spending. On
Tuesday, he gave a speech in which he
said he wants to use the tax hikes to
“invest in training, education, science,
and research.”’

When you are in a deep hole and you
are borrowing almost 40 cents of every
dollar you spend, shouldn’t you con-
strain yourself and not start new pro-
grams? Or if you start a new, needed
program, shouldn’t you reduce some
less valuable program to pay for it in-
stead of just taxing to create more pro-
grams?

Not once in the speech did he discuss
entitlements. That is the largest item
in our government, entitlements. Not
once did the President of the United
States discuss with the American peo-
ple the problem that Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid are on an
unsustainable path and are at great
risk. Shouldn’t the President honestly
talk to the American people about
that?

He didn’t discuss our $16 trillion debt
and how the Debt Commission he ap-
pointed indicates that we are on an
unsustainable path, heading to a fiscal
crisis. He did not discuss the economic
catastrophe that could occur if we
don’t get off this unsustainable path.

The President should lead on these
things. I don’t think this is a partisan
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complaint. I am saying the President
of the United States should be dis-
cussing with the American people the
great danger of our time: the debt.

The President will go out to the press
and use the buzz words that say he has
a balanced plan or a responsible path
to deficit reduction. But where are the
spending reductions? What is the plan?

It seems to me the plan is to talk in
general, to meet in secret day after
day, week after week, the deadlines
getting closer, the fiscal cliff getting
closer. Then, under threat of panic,
force through some deal that main-
tains the status quo: more taxes, more
spending, more debt. And it will be pre-
sented to the Senate in a way that, if
it is not adopted immediately, the
country will be in great fiscal danger.
This process needs to be taken out of
the shadows. We need public debate,
and then people would know the facts
that are now being hidden from us, hid-
den from Members of Congress. We
don’t know what is going on. The latest
article in Politico today said the deal—
the so-called deal has been negotiated
by the Speaker of the House and the
President. Not even HARRY REID is in
the meetings, apparently—certainly
not the Members of the Senate or the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives.

If we had a public debate, people
would discover that according to the
CBO, mandatory spending is going to
increase nearly 90 percent over the
next 10 years. To get the country under
control requires some real tough focus,
but it does not mean we are going to
have to cut spending dramatically, just
reduce the growth of spending. Ex-
penses on welfare are particularly in-
teresting. Mandatory spending, that is,
the entitlement programs of all kinds,
is set to automatically increase 90 per-
cent over the next decade. That is over
half of our budget. We already spend
$2.3 trillion on mandatory costs today
in our budget—this year we will spend
2.3 trillion—but we will spend $4.12 tril-
lion in the 10th year from now. Those
are the projected growth patterns we
are on. This is a huge increase, and we
do not have the money.

People would also learn from public
debate that welfare costs are now the
single largest item in the budget, ex-
ceeding Medicare—larger than Medi-
care, larger than Social Security, larg-
er than the defense budget. We spend
enough on these poverty programs to
send every household beneath the pov-
erty line in America a check for $60,000,
each family. That is how much we are
spending. The President’s plan appar-
ently would not deal with that at all.
Indeed, the Budget Control Act of 15
months ago that was passed explicitly
failed to address some of the biggest
items in that budget.

I do not see how we can support a
plan that does not at least begin to re-
form these programs and improve their
operation. Is this going on in the secret
talks? Are they talking about it or,
like the Budget Control Act, is this off-
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limits, not to be discussed? Will wel-
fare reform be a part of the framework
of the settlement that will be dropped
on the Senate? We do not know.

Meanwhile, the President demands
more taxes and refuses to do anything
about waste, really. I have not seen
any strong management leadership
from this White House that gives me
confidence that we should send more
money. There are lavish conferences,
duplicative programs, billions in re-
fundable tax credits being mailed every
year to illegal aliens or children not
even in the United States—billions
from their own department, the reports
tell us. No one is managing this gov-
ernment effectively. Why should the
American people send one more dime
in taxes to Washington when we will
not reform and manage the money we
are already getting from them? The
American people should not send more
money to this dysfunctional govern-
ment. They should insist that we fix
what is going on here first.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to share these
remarks. I ask for 1 additional minute
to wrap up.

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

Mr. SESSIONS.
leagues.

I would say I am concerned about the
nature of these secret talks, the fact
that the Senate is really not partici-
pating. From the reports, it is only the
Speaker and the President of the
United States discussing it, and that
appears to be—from what I picked up—
to be true. Apparently, the majority
leader is not intimately involved, the
chairman of the Budget Committee is
not involved, and the chairman of the
Finance Committee is not involved.
These are Democratic leaders in the
Senate, certainly not Republican lead-
ers in the Senate.

The Senate is a great institution. We
ought to be engaged, and the engage-
ment of the Senate allows the Amer-
ican people to know what is happening.
They are entitled to that. I really be-
lieve we can do better. We must do bet-
ter.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

I thank my col-

WIND ENERGY TAX CREDIT

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I return to the floor of the Senate
to urge all of us here to extend the pro-
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duction tax credit for wind energy.
This is a crucial tax credit that sup-
ports an industry that employs lit-
erally tens of thousands of workers
across our entire country. Our failure
in the Congress to quickly extend this
job-creating credit has already halted
further development and jeopardized
the future of this industry and the
good-paying jobs that come with it.

The PTC, as it is known, the produc-
tion tax credit, has been a major driver
of wind power development because it
literally leverages billions of dollars in
investment, which then in turn creates
thousands of jobs. But here in the Con-
gress we have gone back and forth re-
peatedly between extending it and re-
tiring it. This on-again/off-again status
has contributed to a boom-bust cycle
that threatens the future of this indus-
try and our energy security in turn. It
is time for us to act, act now, and ex-
tend the PTC so the wind industry and
its employees can have a secure and
prosperous future.

Mr. President, I look forward to talk-
ing about your State, New Mexico. You
know I come to the floor every day to
talk about the importance of the PTC,
and I focus on an individual State when
I come to the floor. Today I would like
to talk about New Jersey.

New Jersey’s wind industry will suf-
fer without an extension of the PTC.
Its industry is in the early stages of de-
velopment, but the Garden State is al-
ready making real progress in becom-
ing a manufacturing center for wind.
While it is a manufacturing center that
is building the turbines and blades, it
is also taking a leading role in devel-
oping coastal wind power and then har-
nessing the offshore wind potential we
know exists in the oceans off of New
Jersey. An environmental review ini-
tiative by the Interior Department has
paved the way for the sale of wind en-
ergy leases off the coast of New Jersey,
Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia in
the Outer Continental Shelf. Several
coastal projects are under way in the
Garden State, including in South Jer-
sey off the coast of Cape May, down
here in the southern part of New Jer-
sey. New Jersey is also home to the
first coastal wind farm in the United
States, the Jersey Atlantic Wind Farm.
There are five turbines at that wind
farm. They are producing a total of 7.5
megawatts, which is enough energy to
power 2,000 homes.

Like my Home State, like the home
State of the Presiding Officer, New Jer-
sey knows we need an all-of-the-above
energy strategy to improve our energy
security. My colleagues from New Jer-
sey, Senator MENENDEZ and Senator
LAUTENBERG, have been fighting to ac-
celerate the transition to renewable
domestic energy. Both have been cham-
pions for extending crucial tax credits
such as the PTC. They know these
credits help both New Jersey con-
sumers and New Jersey businesses in-
stall and utilize energy from the wind.

The wind energy industry supports
close to 500 New Jersey jobs, many of
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which are located at the 9 manufac-
turing facilities that make components
for wind turbines. Those facilities are
located in the green circles shown here
on the map of New Jersey. The current
level of wind production in New Jersey
has helped the State reduce its carbon
emissions by some 1,500 metric tons
every year.

I want to return to the point I make
every day I come to the floor to talk
about the production tax credit. If we
do not extend it, the manufacturing
sector in New Jersey and many other
States will literally wither. If we do
not extend the PTC, we risk sending
our energy jobs overseas. This is
flatout unacceptable.

The wind production tax credit has
strong support from a broad array of
industry groups. Let me share some of
those groups with my colleagues and
with the viewers. The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce has endorsed the extension,
as well as the Governors’ Wind Energy
Coalition, the National Governors As-
sociation, and the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation, among a number of
other groups that support this exten-
sion.

Think of it this way: Wind energy is
made-in-America energy that bolsters
U.S. manufacturing. It creates good-
paying American jobs, and it puts us
on the path to energy independence. I
urge my colleagues, I ask my col-
leagues of both parties to stand with
me and stand for American manufac-
turing and made-in-America energy.
Our wind energy industry and our en-
ergy security are depending on it. We
need to extend the PTC as soon as pos-
sible. It is that simple. The PTC equals
jobs. Let’s pass it as soon as possible.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013. I wish to commend the work of
my colleagues on the committee, par-
ticularly Chairman LEVIN, who is here,
and Ranking Member McCAIN, for their
incredible diligence, dedication, and
commitment to the men and women of
our Armed Forces.

For 50 consecutive years, the Senate
has passed a Defense authorization bill,
and I hope very much that we will soon
be able to send the President a bill for
his signature consistent with that
record of faithful service to those who
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serve us so faithfully. We owe it to our
servicemembers and to the Nation to
quickly but very deliberately pass this
legislation and send it forward to the
President. We made tough decisions
putting this bill together—especially
in these difficult economic times—but
I am confident this bill provides a
budget that allows the DOD to combat
current threats, plan for future
threats, and to provide for the welfare
of our extraordinary men and women
in uniform.

I wish to note a few issues in this leg-
islation.

First, we have endeavored to make
improvements to the Military Lending
Act, which Congress passed in 2006 in
order to protect Active-Duty service-
members and their families from some
types of high-cost loans and unfair
credit practices. The Military Lending
Act imposed a 36-percent annual per-
centage rate cap on certain types of
consumer credit extended to service-
members. Our intention was to protect
Active-Duty servicemembers and their
families from high-cost loans and un-
fair credit practices. Unfortunately,
lenders have been finding ways to cir-
cumvent these regulations. For exam-
ple, some payday lenders have made su-
perficial changes to the structure of
their loans, styling them as ‘‘open-
end”’ credit or setting the terms slight-
ly longer than the regulations to get
around the rules under the Department
of Defense of what constitutes ‘‘con-
sumer credit.”

I am pleased that provisions I added
to the underlying bill address some of
these problems with targeted changes
to improve how this law is imple-
mented. In particular, it removes defi-
nitional loopholes to ensure that pay-
day and car title loans, whether struc-
tured as closed-ended or open-ended
credit, are subject to the 36-percent cap
and other protections of the MLA. Let
me underscore the 36-percent cap. We
are talking about a very generous rate
of return on these loans to lenders, par-
ticularly in the context of very low
rates across the economy. It also re-
quires the DOD to review its MLA rules
periodically and to consult with finan-
cial regulators biannually to determine
if new credit products are harming
servicemembers and should be covered
by the Military Lending Act protec-
tions.

The bill has been strengthened by the
recent passage of an amendment of-
fered by Senator MARK UDALL to re-
move a provision in the Senate Armed
Services Committee-reported bill that
would have limited the ability of the
Department of Defense to purchase al-
ternative fuels, such as advanced
biofuels. I voted against this provision
in the committee and joined my col-
leagues in urging a vote for this
amendment. Reducing our dependence
on oil requires a smart, balanced, and
responsible energy policy, one that in-
volves all government agencies, includ-
ing the Department of Defense. I am
pleased that the Department of Defense
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will retain the flexibility to pursue al-
ternative fuel technologies that not
only help them achieve their mission
but also help our country reduce our
dependence on oil.

In addition, Senator HAGAN has of-
fered an amendment to remove a provi-
sion that would prohibit the DOD from
being able to enter into contracts for
the planning, construction, or retro-
fitting of plants and refineries to
produce advanced biofuels. I opposed
this provision in the committee and en-
courage my colleagues to support Sen-
ator HAGAN’s amendment.

I am also working on a few amend-
ments I would like to mention. One
would provide further consumer credit
protections for servicemembers, an-
other would limit the increases of out-
of-pocket prescription drug costs, and a
third would create a pilot program to
allow nonprofits to apply for grants to
rehabilitate and modify homes for dis-
abled veterans.

My amendment No. 3014 would fur-
ther improve the Military Lending Act
provisions in the underlying bill by
strengthening its enforcement. During
the past 5 years, we have learned that
enforcement rules provided in the MLA
are not up to the task. Currently, if a
lender violates the Military Lending
Act, it is a criminal misdemeanor, with
violators to be fined as provided for in
title XVIII or up to 1 year imprison-
ment or both. Criminal liability at-
taches only for knowingly violating
the statute.

My amendment will clarify that all
Federal agencies that enforce Federal
credit laws can enforce the Military
Lending Act. In addition, it will ensure
that State attorneys general and State
credit regulators who license and su-
pervise many of the lenders who lend
to our servicemembers and their fami-
lies can enforce the Federal law protec-
tions provided by the Military Lending
Act. 1 believe our service men and
women need a full panoply of protec-
tion not just from the Department of
Defense but from every Federal agency
involved in these issues, including
State and local agencies. I honestly be-
lieve that State and local officials, par-
ticularly where there are major instal-
lations, vigorously want to protect the
rights and the benefits of our men and
women in uniform, and they should
have that opportunity.

Comprehensive and fair enforcement
of the Military Lending Act is critical
to Active-Duty servicemembers and
their families. My amendment is sup-
ported by the Fleet Reserve Associa-
tion, the Military Officers Association
of America, the National Association
of Consumer Advocates, the Military
Justice Project, the National Military
Family Association, Americans for Fi-
nancial Reform, the Center for Respon-
sible Lending, the Consumer Federa-
tion of America, the National Con-
sumer Law Center on behalf of its low-
income clients, and the U.S. PIRG. All
of these agencies recognize the need to
protect our men and women in uni-
form.
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I have joined with Senators RUBIO,
McCASKILL, and WHITEHOUSE to intro-
duce amendment No. 3017 to curb the
out-of-pocket prescription drug costs
proposed for TRICARE beneficiaries.
The Department of Defense has pro-
posed an increase in prescription drug
copayments for TRICARE bene-
ficiaries. In some cases, copayments
could almost double or even triple. For
example, under the proposal, out-of-
pocket costs for a brandname drug
picked up at a local pharmacy would
more than double, increasing from $12
to $26. Ensuring the fiscal soundness of
TRICARE is critical, but we should
limit the burden on beneficiaries in our
efforts to shore up the program.

This amendment would curb the out-
of-pocket prescription drug costs pro-
posed for TRICARE beneficiaries. For
instance, instead of paying $26 for a
brandname drug, a TRICARE bene-
ficiary would pay $17 at a retail phar-
macy, a $6 increase from last year as
opposed to a $14 increase. DOD would
be prohibited from instituting dra-
matic increases in prescription drug
copayments in future years. Copay-
ments could only increase at the rate
of the annual cost-of-living adjust-
ment, or COLA.

To protect beneficiaries from out-of-
pocket increases, the amendment pro-
poses to achieve the necessary savings
by requiring the Secretary to enroll
beneficiaries age 65 and older with
maintenance medication—that is,
medications for chronic conditions—in
a b-year mail order pharmacy pilot pro-
gram. Beneficiaries would be eligible to
opt out of the mail order program after
1 year if they felt it did not adequately
meet their needs.

To ensure TRICARE beneficiaries
have access to their prescription medi-
cations, they would be able to secure
an initial 30-day fill at a local retail
pharmacy. And the amendment ensures
that they will not be denied a mainte-
nance medication at a retail pharmacy
if they ever find themselves running
low and in need of a quick refill.

The amendment would expressly pro-
hibit the Secretary from including
medications for acute care needs in the
mail order pilot program, as well as
medications dispensed to residents of
long-term care facilities. The Sec-
retary would also have the discretion
to exempt other medications and other
populations.

This amendment is supported by the
Military Coalition, a group of 30 orga-
nizations representing more than 5.5
million members of the uniform serv-
ices—active, Reserve, retired, sur-
vivors, veterans—and their families.

My third amendment, No. 3165, which
is identical to the Housing Assistance
for Veterans Act that I recently intro-
duced, would create a new pilot pro-
gram at the Department of Housing
and Urban Development that would
provide home rehabilitation and modi-
fication for veterans who are low in-
come or disabled and who own their
homes or are living in the owner-occu-
pied home of a family member.
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This amendment fills a crucial gap
because it would serve all veterans
with disabilities, regardless of the se-
verity of the disability and whether the
disability is service connected or not.

With this amendment, eligible vet-
erans would have the opportunity to
renovate and modify their existing
homes by installing wheelchair ramps,
widening doors, re-equipping rooms,
and making necessary additions and
adjustments to existing structures—all
so these homes are more suitable and
safer for our veterans.

I hope we can work together to con-
sider these amendments, and other
amendments that have been proposed
by my colleagues.

As for the underlying bill, I wish to
point out a few more of its highlights.

The bill authorizes a 1.7-percent
across-the-board pay raise and reau-
thorizes over 30 types of bonuses and
special payments for our men and
women in uniform.

It authorizes the Secretary of De-
fense to carry out a research program
with community partners to enhance
DOD efforts in research, treatment,
education, and outreach on mental
health, substance use disorders, and
traumatic brain injury in Guard and
Reserve members, their families, and
their caregivers—a provision which I
worked on with Senator AYOTTE to
have included in this bill. We have an
incredible problem with respect to re-
turning veterans, active-duty per-
sonnel, and their families in addressing
their mental health challenges, and un-
less we fully engage all the resources
across this country, we will not be able
to successfully meet the needs of these
young men and women. We hope this
amendment will help in that regard.

The legislation also extends authori-
ties to continue several ‘‘train and
equip’”’ programs to assist foreign mili-
taries in counterterrorism and counter-
narcotics missions. This is one of the
emerging and critical roles that in the
future we must embrace and support.

Additionally, the legislation author-
izes $5.7 billion for the Afghanistan Se-
curity Forces Fund to build the capac-
ity of the Afghan Army and police so
those forces can continue to take the
security lead throughout Afghanistan.
Once again, this is a central foundation
to our plans to withdraw the vast ma-
jority of our forces by 2014.

This year once again I had the honor
of serving as the chairman of the
Seapower Subcommittee, alongside
Senator WICKER, my colleague from
Mississippi, the ranking member.
Working together, our subcommittee
focused on the needs of the Navy, the
Marine Corps, and strategic mobility
forces. We put particular emphasis on
supporting marine and naval forces en-
gaged in combat operations, improving
efficiencies, and applying the savings
to higher priority programs.

Specifically, the bill includes the re-
quired funding for two Virginia-class
submarines, provides multiyear pro-
curement authority to the Navy to
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purchase the next block of submarines,
authorizes the Navy to use incremental
funding to buy an additional Virginia-
class submarine in fiscal year 2014, and
provides an additional $777.7 million in
advance procurement for that second
boat in 2014.

The bill also approves the funding for
other major programs, including the
DDG-1000, the Aircraft Carrier Re-
placement Program, the DDG-51 Aegis
destroyer program, the Littoral Com-
bat Ship, the Joint High Speed Vessel,
and the P-8 maritime patrol aircraft.

I am particularly pleased about the
funding for the Virginia-class sub-
marines and the DDG-1000, which so
many Rhode Islanders help to build.

We also included language that would
permit the Navy to use multiyear pro-
curement authority to buy the V-22 Os-
prey aircraft and the Arleigh Burke-
class destroyers so we can procure
these platforms as efficiently as pos-
sible.

I want to offer my particular thanks
to Senator WICKER, the other members
of the Seapower Subcommittee, and
our staffs who have done an extraor-
dinary job through their diligence,
their dedication, and their profound
commitment to the men and women,
particularly, of the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps.

We have a good bill before the Sen-
ate. I urge adoption of the amendments
I have discussed, and I would urge very
quickly and very timely the passage of
the legislation so we can once again
send the Defense authorization bill to
the President for his signature.

With that, I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN of Ohio). Morning business is
closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 32564, which
the clerk will report by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 32564) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2013 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes.

Pending:

Kyl amendment No. 3123, to require regular
updates of Congress on the military implica-
tions of proposals of the United States and
Russia under consideration in negotiations
on nuclear arms, missile defense, and long-
range conventional strike system matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, before
Senator REED leaves the floor, I want
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to first thank him for his comments
about myself and Senator MCcCAIN and
the other members of our committee.
Senator REED of Rhode Island has and
will continue to make—and, hopefully,
for many decades to come—an extraor-
dinary contribution to the work of this
body. I have seen it firsthand on the
Armed Services Committee where he is
the chairman of the SeaPower Sub-
committee, but way beyond that. He
brings an experience and a thoughtful
commitment to this work which is sec-
ond to none, and it is incredibly valu-
able to every member of our committee
to have him as a member of the com-
mittee. I cannot express how grateful 1
am for that, and I cannot exaggerate
how grateful I am for his presence and
for his work.

Mr. REED. If I may simply say that
I thank the chairman.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in a few
minutes I hope to be able to lay out a
roadmap for our work here—at least
for the next couple hours. We hope to
be able to deal with a modified Kyl
amendment as well as dispose of, we
hope, an Ayotte amendment and a
Hagan amendment. There will be de-
bate with each of those, and this is just
tentative because I want to discuss
this, obviously, with Senator MCCAIN.
But if this works out, there could be a
couple votes in an hour or so. But,
again, I am not announcing that; I am
just sort of giving as early a warning
as I can to our colleagues as to what is
at least a likely prospect at this time.
But, again, that is going to have to
await the presence of Senator MCCAIN,
with whom I am working so closely on
this matter.

So with that, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2888, 2924, 2949, 2960, 2963, 2969,
2991, 3083

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside and that the
following amendments be called up and
agreed to en bloc, the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate: Kohl No. 2888, Manchin No.
2924, Webb No. 2949, Wyden No. 2960,
Sessions No. 2963, Heller No. 2969,
Hoeven No. 2991, and Barrasso No. 3083.

Mr. MCCAIN. All these amendments
have been cleared on our side.

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

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 2888

(Purpose: To provide for the payment of a
benefit for the nonparticipation of eligible
members in the Post-Deployment/Mobiliza-
tion Respite Absence program due to Gov-
ernment error)

At the end of subtitle A of title VI, insert
the following:

SEC. 602. PAYMENT OF BENEFIT FOR NON-
PARTICIPATION OF ELIGIBLE MEM-
BERS IN POST-DEPLOYMENT/MOBILI-
ZATION RESPITE ABSENCE PRO-
GRAM DUE TO GOVERNMENT
ERROR.

(a) PAYMENT OF BENEFIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (e),
the Secretary concerned shall, upon applica-
tion therefor, make a payment to each indi-
vidual described in paragraph (2) of $200 for
each day of nonparticipation of such indi-
vidual in the Post-Deployment/Mobilization
Respite Absence program as described in
that paragraph.

(2) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—An individual
described in this paragraph is an individual
who—

(A) was eligible for participation as a
member of the Armed Forces in the Post-De-
ployment/Mobilization Respite Absence pro-
gram; but

(B) as determined by the Secretary con-
cerned pursuant to an application for the
correction of the military records of such in-
dividual pursuant to section 1552 of title 10,
United States Code, did not participate in
one or more days in the program for which
the individual was so eligible due to Govern-
ment error.

(b) DECEASED INDIVIDUALS.—

(1) APPLICATIONS.—If an individual other-
wise covered by subsection (a) is deceased,
the application required by that subsection
shall be made by the individual’s legal rep-
resentative.

(2) PAYMENT.—If an individual to whom
payment would be made under subsection (a)
is deceased at time of payment, payment
shall be made in the manner specified in sec-
tion 15652(c)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

(¢c) PAYMENT IN LIEU OF ADMINISTRATIVE
ABSENCE.—Payment under subsection (a)
with respect to a day described in that sub-
section shall be in lieu of any entitlement of
the individual concerned to a day of adminis-
trative absence for such day.

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) CONSTRUCTION WITH OTHER PAY.—Any
payment with respect to an individual under
subsection (a) is in addition to any other pay
provided by law.

(2) CONSTRUCTION OF AUTHORITY.—It is the
sense of Congress that—

(A) the sole purpose of the authority in
this section is to remedy administrative er-
rors; and

(B) the authority in this section is not in-
tended to establish any entitlement in con-
nection with the Post-Deployment/Mobiliza-
tion Respite Absence program.

(e) OFFSET.—The Secretary of Defense
shall transfer $2,000,000 from the unobligated
balances of the Pentagon Reservation Main-
tenance Revolving Fund established under
section 2674(e) of title 10, United States Code,
to the Miscellaneous Receipts Fund of the
United States Treasury.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
“Post-Deployment/Mobilization Respite Ab-
sence program’ and ‘‘Secretary concerned’
have the meaning given such terms in sec-
tion 604(f) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law
111-84; 123 Stat. 2350).
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AMENDMENT NO. 2924
(Purpose: To require an additional element
in the report on the accuracy of the De-
fense Enrollment Eligibility Reporting

System)

On page 175, line 10, insert after ‘‘in order”’
the following ‘‘to provide for the standard-
ization of identification credentials required
for eligibility, enrollment, transactions, and
updates across all Department of Defense in-
stallations and”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2949
(Purpose: To extend the temporary increase
in accumulated leave carryover for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces)

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 526. EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY INCREASE
IN ACCUMULATED LEAVE CARRY-
OVER FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES.

Section 701(d) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘September 30,
2013 and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2015,

AMENDMENT NO. 2960
(Purpose: To require a report on mechanisms
to ease the reintegration into civilian life
of members of the National Guard and the

Reserves following a deployment on active

duty)

At the end of subtitle B of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 513. REPORT ON MECHANISMS TO EASE THE
REINTEGRATION INTO CIVILIAN
LIFE OF MEMBERS OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD AND THE RESERVES
FOLLOWING A DEPLOYMENT ON AC-
TIVE DUTY.

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall conduct a study of the adequacy
of mechanisms for the reintegration into ci-
vilian life of members of the National Guard
and the Reserves following a deployment on
active duty in the Armed Forces, including
whether permitting such members to remain
on active duty for a limited period after such
deployment (often referred to as a ‘‘soft
landing”’) is feasible and advisable for facili-
tating and easing that reintegration.

(b) ELEMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The study required by
subsection (a) shall address the unique chal-
lenges members of the National Guard and
the Reserves face when reintegrating into ci-
vilian life following a deployment on active
duty in the Armed Forces and the adequacy
of the policies, programs, and activities of
the Department of Defense to assist such
members in meeting such challenges.

(2) PARTICULAR ELEMENTS.—The study shall
take into consideration the following:

(A) Disparities in reintegration after de-
ployment between members of the regular
components of the Armed Forces and mem-
bers of the reserve components of the Armed
Forces, including—

(i) disparities in access to services, includ-
ing, but not limited to, health care, mental
health counseling, job counseling, and fam-
ily counseling;

(ii) disparities in amounts of compensated
time provided to take care of personal af-
fairs;

(iii) disparities in amounts of time re-
quired to properly access services and to
take care of personal affairs, including trav-
el time; and

(iv) disparities in costs of uncompensated
events or requirements, including, but not
limited to, travel costs and legal fees.

(B) Disparities in reintegration policies
and practices among the various Armed
Forces and between the regular and reserve
components of the Armed Forces.

(C) Disparities in the lengths of time of de-
ployment between the regular and reserve
components of the Armed Forces.
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(D) Applicable medical studies on re-
integration, including studies on the rest
and recuperation needed to appropriately re-
cover from combat and training stress.

(E) Other applicable studies on reintegra-
tion policies and practices, including the rec-
ommendations made by such studies.

(F) Appropriate recommendations for the
elements of a program to assist members of
the National Guard and the Reserves fol-
lowing a deployment on active duty in the
Armed Forces in reintegrating into civilian
life, including means of ensuring that the
program applies uniformly across the Armed
Forces and between the regular components
and reserve components of the Armed
Forces.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the congressional
defense committees a report on the study re-
quired by subsection (a). The report shall set
forth the results of the study, including the
matters specified in subsection (b), and in-
clude such comments and recommendation
in light of the study as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2963

(Purpose: To authorize the posthumous hon-
orary promotion of Sergeant Paschal
Conley to second lieutenant in the Army)
At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the

following:

SEC. 585. POSTHUMOUS HONORARY PROMOTION

OF SERGEANT PASCHAL CONLEY TO

SECOND LIEUTENANT IN THE ARMY.
Notwithstanding the time limitation speci-

fied in section 1521 of title 10, United States
Code, or any other time limitation with re-
spect to posthumous promotions for persons
who served in the Armed Forces, the Presi-
dent is authorized to issue an appropriate
posthumous honorary commission promoting
to second lieutenant in the Army under sec-
tion 15621 of such title Sergeant (retired) Pas-
chal Conley, a distinguished Buffalo Soldier
who was recommended for promotion to sec-
ond lieutenant under then-existing proce-
dures by General John J. Pershing.

AMENDMENT NO. 2969

(Purpose: To require a report on the future
availability of TRICARE Prime through-
out the United States)

At the end of subtitle A of title VII, add
the following:

SEC. 704. REPORT ON THE FUTURE AVAILABILITY
OF TRICARE PRIME THROUGHOUT
THE UNITED STATES.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 120
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Representatives a
report setting forth the policy of the Depart-
ment of Defense on the future availability of
TRICARE Prime under the TRICARE pro-

gram for eligible beneficiaries in all
TRICARE regions throughout the United
States.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description, by region, of the dif-
ference in availability of TRICARE Prime
for eligible beneficiaries (other than eligible
beneficiaries on active duty in the Armed
Forces) under newly-awarded TRICARE
managed care contracts, including, in par-
ticular, an identification of the regions or
areas in which TRICARE Prime will no
longer be available for such beneficiaries
under such contracts.

(2) A description of the transition and out-
reach plans for eligible beneficiaries de-
scribed in paragraph (1) who will no longer
have access to TRICARE Prime under the
contracts described in that paragraph.
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(3) An estimate of the increased costs to be
incurred for healthcare under the TRICARE
program for eligible beneficiaries described
in paragraph (2).

(4) An estimate of the saving to be
achieved by the Department as a result of
the contracts described in paragraph (1).

(5) A description of the plans of the Depart-
ment to continue to assess the impact on ac-
cess to healthcare for eligible beneficiaries
described in paragraph (2).

AMENDMENT NO. 2991
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on the maintenance by the United States
of a triad of strategic nuclear delivery sys-
tems)

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1084. SENSE OF SENATE ON THE MAINTE-
NANCE BY THE UNITED STATES OF A
TRIAD OF STRATEGIC NUCLEAR DE-
LIVERY SYSTEMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review
concluded that even with the reductions
specified in the New START Treaty, the
United States should retain a nuclear
“Triad” of land-based intercontinental bal-
listic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic
missiles and nuclear capable heavy bombers,
noting that ‘“‘[rletaining all three Triad legs
will best maintain strategic stability at rea-
sonable cost, while hedging against potential
technical problems or vulnerabilities’.

(2) The resolution of ratification for the
New START Treaty, which the Senate ap-
proved on December 22, 2010, stated that ‘it
is the sense of the Senate that United States
deterrence and flexibility is assured by a ro-
bust triad of strategic delivery vehicles. To
this end, the United States is committed to
accomplishing the modernization and re-
placement of its strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles, and to ensuring the continued flexi-
bility of United States conventional and nu-
clear delivery systems’’.

(3) In a message to the Senate on February
2, 2011, President Obama certified that he in-
tended to ‘‘modernize or replace the triad of
strategic nuclear delivery systems: a heavy
bomber and air-launched cruise missile, an
ICBM, and a nuclear-powered ballistic mis-
sile submarine (SSBN) and SLBM” and to
“maintain the United States rocket motor
industrial base’’.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that—

(1) the United States should maintain a
triad of strategic nuclear delivery systems;
and

(2) the United States is committed to mod-
ernizing the component weapons and deliv-
ery systems of that triad.

AMENDMENT NO. 3083
(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of De-
fense to maintain the readiness nd flexi-
bility of the intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile force)

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the
following:

SEC. 238. READINESS AND FLEXIBILITY OF
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MIS-
SILE FORCE.

The Secretary of Defense may, in a manner
consistent with the obligations of the United
States under international agreements—

(1) retain intercontinental ballistic missile
launch facilities currently supporting de-
ployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
within the limit of 800 deployed and non-de-
ployed strategic launchers;

(2) maintain intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles on alert or operationally deployed sta-
tus; and

(3) preserve intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile silos in operational or warm status.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I wish
to talk this morning about an amend-
ment I had intended to offer but I am
not going to be offering today because
there is an important portion in the
House Armed Services Committee that
covers my concerns. That was the
amendment I had drafted that is co-
sponsored by Senators LIEBERMAN and
CoOLLINS. I appreciate their support.

My amendment would establish an
east coast ballistic missile defense site
to make sure the east coast of our
country is protected from missile
threats. Let me describe why I thought
it was very important. My amendment
would have established both a study on
three potential locations for an east
coast missile defense site, an environ-
mental impact study, and a plan for de-
ployment of that site.

Where we are right now, unfortu-
nately, is we have Iran, and no one dis-
agrees that Iran has an active ballistic
development program. They can al-
ready reach Eastern Europe. Many ana-
lysts believe Iran will be able to de-
velop the capacity to strike the main-
land United States with an ICBM by
2015. Our existing missile defense sites
right now that protect this country
have the capacity—if, for example,
North Korea were to launch an ICBM
toward the west coast, we would have
an opportunity for two shots at that
missile to protect our country.

In other words, if the President of
the United States got an awful call
that a missile was coming from North
Korea toward the western coast of our
country, he would have an opportunity
to have one shot, a look, and then a
shot to take that missile down to pro-
tect our country; two shots to take the
missile down.

But as it stands right now, when it
comes to the east coast of our country,
including the Capital, Washington, DC,
the center of our government where we
stand right now, my home State of
New Hampshire, New York, all those
population centers, if Iran were to de-
velop the capacity to have an ICBM,
where we are today is we would only
get one shot at that missile if it were
to be shot at the eastern coast of the
United States instead of a shoot, look,
shoot that we have if North Korea were
to shoot a missile toward the western
part of our country.

I think this is deeply troubling. We
should be developing that capacity to
make sure our country is fully pro-
tected.

I would like to address others who
have looked at this. This year the Na-
tional Research Council recommended
an additional ballistic missile site in
the United States in the Northeast to
more effectively protect the Eastern
United States and Canada, particularly
against Iranian ICBM threats should
they emerge. That is, of course, be-
cause some analysts believe they could
develop that capacity as soon as 2015.

The markup coming out of the House
Armed Services Committee already
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contains language and authorization
for the actual establishment of an east
coast missile site. That is one of the
reasons I will not be offering my
amendment today to conduct this
study on environmental impact and
also planned deployment because the
House version already contains a re-
quirement that an east coast missile
defense site be developed.

Some would say—in fact, one thing I
would like to address is that we may
hear from the administration that they
are working on a hedging—and a dif-
ferent hedging strategy—to make sure
the east coast is protected. And that
hedging strategy would be plans to de-
ploy the SM-3 Block IIB missile in Po-
land. But where we are today with the
SM-3 Block IIB shows why it is impor-
tant for us to use technology that al-
ready exists to protect the east coast;
that is, because the SM-3 Block IIB is
only a plan on a piece of paper. It
doesn’t exist yet, and there have been
concerns relayed about its development
and, in fact, the development of the
SM-3 Block IIB has already been de-
layed to 2021, which does not meet
where we are with the potential that
Iran could develop ICBM capacity by
2015. It just would not work.

But what we do know is that we al-
ready have technology that exists, and
if we were to deploy a missile defense
site now on the east coast, that we
would get the opportunity to have a
look, shoot, look on the east coast
were Iran to launch a missile toward
the east coast of our country.

We only need to look at what hap-
pened recently in the conflict with
Hamas, the missiles that were being
shot into Israel and the Iron Dome sys-
tem to understand the importance of
missile defense. Now, that is a system
that focuses on short-range missiles,
but we all saw the number of civilians
that could be protected by the capacity
of having a robust missile defense sys-
tem, and I can’t imagine why we
wouldn’t want to be in the position to
make sure the east coast of our coun-
try would be as protected as the west
coast when it comes to an emerging
threat from Iran.

There is no question that the more
we hear about the behavior of Iran, the
more troubled we should be as a coun-
try. Not only do they have a robust
missile development program, but we
all know they are also making efforts
to acquire the capability of having a
nuclear weapon.

Now is the time for us to act, not to
find ourselves in 2015 with no plans as
to how to deploy an east coast missile
defense site to make sure the east
coast of our country has the same pro-
tection as the west coast. Now is the
time to act because, in addition, in 2012
in the defense authorization, we asked
the administration to submit a plan to
us as to how they would hedge, a hedg-
ing strategy to make sure the east
coast was as protected as the west
coast.

They have yet to submit that plan,
and so now is the time for us to make
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sure we go forward with technology
that already exists to ensure that the
east coast of our country is protected.

I cannot imagine the President of the
United States being in a position as we
go forward in our country where, if a
missile were coming from Iran toward
our Capital, he would be told we only
have one shot to take that missile
down versus if a missile were coming to
the west coast of our country in L.A.
from North Korea, that we would have
two shots to take that missile down.

We want to make sure our country is
protected. The threat from Iran is a
very real threat. That is why I was
going to offer this amendment, to
make sure we had a study, an environ-
mental impact analysis and a plan that
the Department of Defense could use to
deploy an east coast missile defense
site.

But my colleagues in the House, in-
cluding Representative TURNER, have
already addressed this issue directly
with the requirement contained in the
House mark of the Armed Services
Committee. I think it is very impor-
tant what they have done.

I thank the Chair very much for giv-
ing me the opportunity to speak today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. KYL. First, I would like to speak
to the Senator’s amendment. I want to
compliment her, commend her and her
other cosponsors—Senator LIEBERMAN,
Senator COLLINS, and others—in their
effort to bring attention to what is
clearly a great need that is going
unmet. I agree the House’s action is
very important to begin to move this
process forward.

The Senator’s amendment is even
less specific than the action taken by
the House. We are going to need a
study of the environmental impacts
and evaluate possible locations. It is
going to have to be done. It seems to
me to make sense that this amendment
would begin that process, and so I sup-
port that very strongly.

I would also like to speak to some of
the military requirements which go to
the fundamental question of whether
we are going to move forward. If the
Senator does not want to speak further
right now, I would like to speak to that
issue.

Ms. AYOTTE. Yes. Thank you.

Mr. KYL. All right. Mr. President, as
I said, this particular amendment
doesn’t require that the administration
actually establish a site for an east
coast defense, but I do believe such a
site would provide an important and
critical measure of protection for the
east coast of the United States and
also those in the southeastern part of
the United States.

This has become more important due
to the cancellation of earlier plans to
deploy long-range ground-based inter-
ceptors in Poland. That is what it
originally was going to provide, full
protection for the United States. That
would have provided what is called an
“‘early shot” or a shot early in the tra-
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jectory of a missile coming from some-
place—for example, the Middle East—
toward the United States.

In conjunction with the missile de-
fense sites that we already have in
Alaska and in California, a site further
to the east would provide what is
called a multiple-shot opportunity or
an ability in the event that there was
more than one missile or one had to
distinguish between decoys or one of
our first missiles wasn’t effective in
reaching its target; it would give us, in
effect, a second chance to shoot down
the missile, which is always what we
want to do in planning these kinds of
missile defense systems.

In fact, this was the actual rationale
for, the actual basis for the third site
deployment in Poland, to improve pro-
tection of the United States, while at
the same time affording protection for
our European allies against longer
range ballistic missile threats from the
Middle East.

This is a critical point. We are in-
volved in missile defense not just to
protect our allies, say, in Europe but
also to protect the homeland of the
United States of America. But the cur-
rent administration’s plan seems to be
oriented toward protecting allies in
Europe and not strengthening the pro-
tection of the people in the United
States of America.

The administration says it can cover
the ballistic missile threat from the
Middle East with the current inventory
of 30 ground-based interceptors. First
of all, I seriously disagree with that as-
sessment. In any event, there is no way
to know if that can be done for sure.

Let me cite the President’s own Bal-
listic Missile Defense Review report,
which says:

Looking ahead, it is difficult to predict
precisely how the threat to the U.S. home-
land will evolve, but it is certain that it will
do so.

So you can’t say based upon what
happened a couple of years ago, or the
deployment of the ground-based inter-
ceptors, that only 30 of them, bear in
mind, are going to protect our home-
land at all.

Now how does the administration
then plan to make up for what it has
done in terms of canceling programs
that further develop the so-called
Ground-Based Interceptor. Well, it
plans to compensate for this loss of
original Ground-Based Interceptor de-
ployments with something that is
called the IIB missile, the SM-3 Block
IIB.

That is a missile that would be de-
ployed in Poland, for example, but the
problem is there is no SM-3 Block IIB
missile. That is something that is in
the minds of some scientists. It is on
vu-graphs. There are pictures of what
it might look like, but there is no such
missile.

Indeed, without discussing classified
material here there is no way to know
whether we are actually even going to
be able to develop such a missile. In
fact, its development, rather, has al-
ready been delayed to the year 2021.
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Now, think about it. Think about it.
This is 2012, and we wouldn’t even
begin developing such a missile for an-
other 9 years? This is something way
off into the future, if it works, and
there is no commitment to deploy it
and, indeed, the President has already
talked with President Medvedev of
Russia about further flexibility in de-
signing our missile defense system. It
is no secret that this is potentially on
the chopping block, notwithstanding
the commitments of the President ear-
lier to deploy it.

The NRC has, in fact, recommended
that there be an interceptor site on the
east coast of the United States as a
possible substitute for this Block IIB.
This concern has been raised before,
and the administration has yet failed
to provide a hedging strategy that the
fiscal year 2012 NDAA required. So we
have known of this deficiency, the fact
that the GBI system is not adequate,
the fact that the SM-3 Block IIB sys-
tem may never be deployed. We have
asked for a hedging strategy.

So what do we do if none of this
works, if we don’t go forward with it?
We don’t have that even if the law has
required it.

What this amendment does is to
shine an even brighter light on the con-
cern that I have had for a long time,
which is why the administration hasn’t
provided sufficient resources and atten-
tion to our missile defense efforts to
protect the homeland of the United
States. That is precisely what this
would do. Sure, it would help with re-
gard to our friends in Europe, but the
primary point of this is to protect the
American people. What is wrong with
that?

Some examples that lead to my con-
cern are that in his first budget, the
President reduced funding for the
ground-based system. That is the
Ground-Based Midcourse Defense Sys-
tem that is also known as the national
missile defense system, by $5600 million,
$% billion. Then another billion dollars
was reduced between his fiscal year
2011 and fiscal year 2012, 5-year budget
plans. So they have taken an enormous
amount of money out of the develop-
ment of the system that was supposed
to protect the United States. The
President cut back the number of
Ground-Based Interceptors for the de-
fense of the homeland.

Originally, under the Bush adminis-
tration, it was going to be 44. Well,
that is a pretty small number when
you stop to think about it, but they
have cut it back to 30. Then in addition
they subsequently cancelled the 10 GBI
interceptors that we were going to send
to Poland for defense of Europe as well
as the United States.

So they have not only cut back on
the funding for the development of the
program, they have cut back on the ac-
tual number of the interceptors that
we have already developed.

Third, the President curtailed any
significant development and mod-
ernization of the GMD system, and he
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cancelled the Multiple Kill Vehicle
Program, which was intended to be a
significant upgrade to the current Kill
Vehicle. The current design is over 20
years old.

When we talk about a kill vehicle, of
course, we are talking about what is on
the nose of the missile that goes up,
the interceptor missile, how it inter-
cepts the ballistic missile in flight,
how it finds it, how it triggers the final
phase of the intercept, and how it actu-
ally impacts the offending missile.

The technology has improved dra-
matically since the 20 years that has
elapsed from the design of the original
kill vehicle of the GBI. First of all,
they have reduced funding for the pro-
gram. Secondly, they have cut back
the number of missiles in the program.
Third, they have stopped the develop-
ment of the next generation of the real
business end of the missile, the kill ve-
hicle, so that it can’t improve with
technology and improve to meet the
evolving threats of those that are de-
veloping missiles against us.

Remember, countries such as Russia,
for example, have extraordinarily so-
phisticated multiple-entry vehicles
with decoys and other technology to
try to evade a missile defense that the
United States has produced. If we don’t
develop our technology and deploy it to
keep up with these developments, we
are not going to have an effective sys-
tem.

Over the next 5 years the administra-
tion intends to spend $20 billion on re-
gional missile defense compared with
only $4 billion for homeland missile de-
fense. So we are going to provide pro-
tection for our allies—European allies
and so on—but only $4 billion over the
next 5 years. That is about $1 billion a
year on a system that is critical for the
protection of the United States.

I would ask my colleagues to recall
the Missile Defense Act of 1999, going
all the way back then, which requires
the United States to build a missile de-
fense system capable of protecting our
Nation against limited ballistic missile
attacks from rogue nations and protect
against any accidental and unauthor-
ized launches from any source. We need
to ensure our homeland missile defense
system is as robust as possible, and a
missile defense site on the east coast
may be one of the best means for ac-
complishing this.

In other words, of course, we are con-
cerned about North Korea or Iran, but
there are a couple other countries in
the world that may not wish us any
harm but that have extraordinarily ca-
pable systems—I speak specifically of
China and Russia. We have always
wanted—and the law requires us—to
provide protection against the kind of
unauthorized or accidental launch that
can occur. This is not an idle concern.
We spend enormous amounts of time
and energy and money trying to make
sure these extraordinarily lethal weap-
ons are never launched by accident or
by some unauthorized event. That is
one of the reasons for a missile defense

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

system, to ensure that kind of accident
never would result in harm to the
United States. Of course, what they are
also worried about is, if that ever hap-
pens, then there is the question of re-
taliation. How do we know this is not
intentional? How do we know we
shouldn’t retaliate?

Wars can be started almost by acci-
dent, and the best protection against
that is a missile defense system that
can ensure no harm is done even if
there is such a launch. In the mean-
time, we can find out whether this is
real, whether we need to respond,
whether we need to start another war.
That is the benefit of a missile defense
system.

It is beyond me why the administra-
tion reduces the funding, cuts back the
numbers, and kills the advanced tech-
nology we could put into our system to
protect the people of the United States
of America. I understand the difficult
choices that have to be made in a time
of austerity, but we are not talking
about extraordinary amounts of
money. The amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire simply calls for a
study of the location of the site and
what the impact of that would be. That
is the first step in deciding where to
put this additional bit of protection.

I think this is a priority. To oppose
just the idea of investigating how we
are going to be proceeding, especially
with the little bit of money that en-
tails, is difficult to understand. It is
not too much to ask. We have a moral
responsibility to protect our people. It
makes strategic sense because of the
exposure of our American homeland to
these long-range missile threats and
because of the critical vulnerability we
have right now.

The commander of NORTHCOM, the
military entity with responsibility
here—General Jacoby—told Congress
last March:

No homeland task is more important than
protecting the United States from a limited
ICBM attack . . . we must not allow regional
actors, such as North Korea, to hold U.S. pol-
icy hostage by making our citizens vulner-
able to a nuclear ICBM attack.

That is part of the problem. There
are some people in the United States
who actually believe it would be bene-
ficial for the United States to be vul-
nerable to a missile attack from an-
other country. They actually believe
that would be advantageous. The rea-
soning is rather weird, but it goes
something like this: If we develop de-
fenses that could protect the American
people, then other countries will want
to develop even more effective systems
that can try to override those defenses,
and that puts us into a spiral of arms
development that would be very costly.

One can argue that theory, but there
are a couple things wrong with it. First
of all, recall this was the argument
used against getting out of the ABM
Treaty to enable the United States to
develop an antiballistic missile de-
fense. It was going to create this big
arms war between then-Soviet Union
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and the United States. It didn’t. Both
sides have reduced our warheads. One
of the reasons why is because it is so
expensive, and the Soviet Union, now
Russia, realized we could have driven
them into bankruptcy. It is one of the
reasons—one of the reasons—Russian
officials have cited for the collapse of
the Soviet Union. They knew Ronald
Reagan meant it when he said he was
going to develop a missile defense sys-
tem. They knew they couldn’t spend
enough money to overcome it or, if
they tried, they would go into bank-
ruptcy. It is expensive.

I don’t necessarily think we have to
fear a new expensive arms race because
there are very intelligent people in
other countries, such as Russia, for ex-
ample, who appreciate the fact that
would be a fools’s errand. They may
want to threaten, but they are not
going to do it because they can’t afford
it any more now than they could back
in the days of the Soviet Union. They
know the United States has the re-
sources to trump whatever they do
come up with. That is the first point.

But the second point is the moral
one. Is it moral for leaders who have
responsibility for the national security
of the American people to delib-
erately—knowing this is the case—
leave them vulnerable to an attack
that could kill millions of Americans
at a time? If we have the means of
avoiding that result, we should. We do.
We have that means. It may require a
little bit more money. It may require
not cutting back the number of inter-
ceptors we have deployed. It may re-
quire continuing with the advancement
of technologies we know are out there.
It may require siting missiles in a
country of Europe, on Aegis cruisers or
on the east coast of the United States.
We know how to do all these things.

Is it moral for leaders of the United
States to leave our people deliberately
vulnerable to an attack by others when
we know we have the means to prevent
it, and there is a cost-benefit that obvi-
ously favors the deployment of an addi-
tional site of ground-based intercep-
tors?

I think for the Senator from New
Hampshire to propose that we begin
looking at where a new site might be
and determine what the environmental
impacts of that are as a complement to
what the House of Representatives has
already done in passing the bill that
says we need to move forward is a per-
fectly reasonable step, and I commend
her and the other cosponsors of this
amendment for bringing this matter to
the attention of the Senate and to the
people of the United States. This is
part of our responsibility to our con-
stituents and all the other citizens of
our great Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I just
to want follow up on the remarks of
my colleagues Senator KYL and Sen-
ator AYOTTE.

Last year, I asked for and obtained
language in the Defense bill that would
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require the Defense Department to re-
port on the effectiveness and need and
ramifications of a hedging strategy for
the United States, and that was due
within 75 days of the bill being passed.
My understanding is the Defense De-
partment produced that analysis and
they sent it to the White House as
early as last spring and it has not been
produced.

So now we have the House having
passed language that actually funds
moving forward with a hedging strat-
egy on an American-based system to
give us a layered defense, which I think
is probably necessary but because we
have not gotten a report from the De-
fense Department it is hard to know. I
would first say it is not acceptable that
we have not received that report. It has
gone on too long. I guess I and Con-
gress have been too reticent in insist-
ing that it be produced.

I would say to the Defense Depart-
ment and the administration, we ex-
pect that report to be produced. I don’t
want to cause trouble in your world,
but it has been made, it has been sent
forward, and it is time to have it come
to the people’s representatives who
have to make decisions about how we
are going to defend America. I will be
using the various rights I have as a
Senator to move that forward.

I wish to quote from a story in to-
day’s Washington Times, referring to a
statement made by Mr. Fereidoun
Abbasi, who is Iran’s nuclear chief. The
article states: ‘“‘Iran will step up its
uranium enrichment program by sharp-
ly increasing the number of centrifuges
used to make nuclear fuel.”

There are some people still saying we
don’t know if Iran wants to go forward
with a nuclear weapon. How could this
possibly be? They have been subjected
to the most rigorous sanctions that are
damaging their economy. Yet in to-
day’s paper their nuclear chief says
they are accelerating their plans to go
forward. There is no doubt about what
they are doing. I wish it weren’t so. I
truly wish it weren’t so. I had hoped
they would change their mind. Maybe
they will change their mind, but it is
false to say they haven’t made up their
mind and they are not going forward to
build a nuclear weapon. That is so
plainly obvious I don’t know how any-
body could ever suggest otherwise. The
only question is, Can we somehow
bring to bear enough pressure on them
to get them to change their mind?
There is a long article about that in to-
day’s paper.

I was pleased Chairman LEVIN and
both Democratic and Republican mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee
produced a unanimous bill. Senator
MCcCAIN, Senator LEVIN, both fine, won-
derful leaders of our committee, and
every member all signed off on the leg-
islation. I think that speaks well for
our committee. They also approved
this language dealing with the failure
of the Department to produce the hedg-
ing report—and it has a number of fact-
finding points in it which I will share
with my colleagues:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The Director of National Intelligence,
James Clapper, has testified to Congress that
. . . “Iran already has the largest inventory
of ballistic missiles in the Middle East, and
it is expanding the scale, reach, and sophis-
tication of its ballistic missile forces, many
of which are inherently capable of carrying a
nuclear payload.”

That is President Obama’s National
Intelligence Director, and he is the
man to make the final opinion on that
for the President. Let me quote addi-
tional language from the committee:

The 2012 Annual Report to Congress on the
Military Power of Iran by the Department of
Defense states that, in addition to increasing
its missile inventories, ‘‘Iran has boosted the
lethality and effectiveness of its existing
missile systems with accuracy improve-
ments and new submissions payloads.”’

Also in the report:

North Korea warned the United States in
October 2012 that the United States main-
land is within reach of its missiles.

I will wrap up, since I can’t talk
much longer anyway. We have to rec-
ognize the grim fact there are very
dangerous countries with nuclear
weapons—North Korea—or are rapidly
developing them—Iran—capable of put-
ting them on missiles and that have
missile systems already. So North
Korea has a missile system they be-
lieve can reach the United States right
now. We need to be sure our defense
system is sufficient. I wish it weren’t
so, but that is the way it is. I think the
Defense Department understands this.

I think the administration says it
does, and we are doing some good
things to be prepared for that. How-
ever, we have to confront this question
of an east coast site, and we need this
report. I believe we are going to need
additional layered defenses, and we
might as well prepare to do it. In the
scheme of the entire investment in our
national defense, it won’t be the kind
of expenditure that will break the de-
fense budget. It is something we can
work into our defense budgets.

I thank Senators AYOTTE and KYL for
their comments.

I yield the floor.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, we are
waiting for Senator CORNYN to come to
the floor, and he will be speaking on
the modified Cornyn amendment. We
also are waiting for Senator INHOFE to
come to the floor, and he will be speak-
ing on a Hagan amendment. Then we
would expect, after a fairly short
amount of debate—perhaps 10 minutes
but not set yet—by each of them, per-
haps a minute or two by the sponsors
of the amendment, particularly in the
case of the Hagan amendment, to de-
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scribe the amendment, we would then
g0 to a rollcall vote on both of those
amendments. That is the plan. It is not
yet in a UC agreement formally be-
cause we want to make sure we are
protecting the Senators in terms of the
length of time they need to describe ei-
ther their opposition to the Hagan
amendment in the case of Senator
INHOFE or their support of the Cornyn
amendment in the case of Senator COR-
NYN.

We hope Senator KLOBUCHAR will now
be recognized for a few minutes to de-
scribe a couple of amendments she has
filed. She is not going to call them up
at this point, but this would be a pe-
riod for her to describe those two
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I thank Senator LEVIN and Senator
McCAIN for their leadership, including
their leadership on this very issue last
year when the Defense Authorization
Act was on the floor. Last year we
made some improvements.

Here is the issue. According to the
Veterans Affairs Administration, a full
one in five female veterans at VA fa-
cilities across the country says she has
had an issue with sexual assault or har-
assment. In 2010 the Department of De-
fense cited more than 3,000 reports in
the military. We know that the vast
majority of our soldiers are law-abid-
ing and would not engage in this kind
of behavior, but this is clearly an issue,
and we have seen an increase.

I would like to again take the time
to recognize Senator LEVIN and Sen-
ator MCCAIN, who last year supported
the inclusion of the amendment that I
introduced to preserve records of mili-
tary sexual assault in the 2012 National
Defense Authorization Act. Until that
time, it was really a patchwork of rules
for each branch of the military as far
as how long those records would be pre-
served. Thanks to the support of every
woman Senator, we were able to get
this changed, and so now these records
are preserved.

But there are still some additional
changes that can be made. Those are
the amendments that I submitted.
There is a records retention amend-
ment—and I am working with the
chairman and ranking member on this
issue—that once again tackles this
issue. Unfortunately, not all records
are being stored for 50 years, as was our
agreement last year. Documents filed
in a restrictive reporting setting are
stored for just 5 years, and this amend-
ment changes that.

Our second amendment, No. 3103, ad-
dresses another area of records reten-
tion, and its purpose is to target the
issue of repeat offenders. As we all
know, sex offenders are often repeat of-
fenders, and what this does is target it
and makes clear that only substan-
tiated charges of sexual offenses would
be preserved in the permanent per-
sonnel file of the perpetrator.
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The third amendment, No. 3104, in-
volves sexual assault reporting and ex-
pands the data the Department of De-
fense reports on sexual assault inci-
dents in the military.

The fourth amendment, No. 3105,
tackles one of the key precursors to
sexual assault—sexual harassment.

The fifth and final amendment in-
volves the disposition of sexual assault
cases. It makes a statement about
what the U.S. policy should be regard-
ing the disposition of sexual assault
charges in the military.

All of these requests came from
women in the military. My office has
been working with these women. They
signed up to serve. They performed
their service well and honorably. In the
course of their service, if they experi-
enced an assault that could have been
prevented, an assault that would not
have been experienced had they not
volunteered for the service, then our
country owes them the basic decency
of ensuring them a fair trial, fair ac-
cess to health benefits, and the promise
of justice. That is the goal of our
amendments.

I appreciate the leadership of Senator
LEVIN and Senator MCCAIN in not only
working with me last year to dramati-
cally alter this policy so these records
are now preserved for 50 years but for
working this year on improvements to
that policy once again.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I re-
quest that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded for a point of inquiry.

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

Mr. INHOFE. It is my understanding
that the chair has an amendment that
is going be considered at the present
time, and my question is, Are we ready
to go into that? Is the Presiding Officer
going to be able to do that from up
there?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator would
yield, we thank him for noting that.

Senator HAGAN did have an oppor-
tunity last night to go into her amend-
ment, and she was willing to do that at
that time. We understood that, of
course, the Senator would like an op-
portunity to speak against the Hagan
amendment, which is the opportunity
that is being provided now, and then I
think it would be appropriate for some-
one to take Senator HAGAN’s place at
the Presiding Officer’s position so she
can speak for a few minutes in support
of her amendment after the Senator
has completed. If the Senator could
give us an idea about how long he ex-
pects?

Mr. INHOFE. Not more than 7 or 8
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I was
not here when the Presiding Officer
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spoke last night; however, I am famil-
iar with the amendment that is here.

Let me share with some of the Mem-
bers here. I hope they don’t look at
this amendment as just part of the
amendment that was defeated yester-
day.

We talked about biofuels. There are a
lot of people here who are supportive of
biofuels. I am supportive of biofuels. In
fact, we are very active in Oklahoma
right now in developing various
biofuels. We are one of the leaders in
the Nation, and we actually have a lot
of plants located in my State of Okla-
homa. This is not that issue. It is not
whether you believe biofuels is some-
thing we are working toward in the fu-
ture. We are. We all know that. This is
whether we should take our very scarce
defense dollars—in this case, the dol-
lars that would otherwise go to the De-
partment of Navy—and put them into
subsidizing the private sector in build-
ing these plants.

What we are looking at now is to ei-
ther retrofit or build biofuel refineries.
This is interesting because right now I
have a list of about 100 different biofuel
plants—many of which are in my State
of Oklahoma—that are not subsidized
by the Federal Government, and there
is no reason for these to be subsidized
by the Federal Government. This is
something that can be done.

If you look at the Navy and the prob-
lems they are having right now, I think
people realize their operation and
maintenance funds are stretched to the
maximum. They have readiness prob-
lems right now. They have a higher op
tempo than they have had in the past.
And I think it is important for people
to understand that if you keep giving
away $170 million here and more there,
that is coming out of O&M. It is com-
ing out of our readiness. Right now, if
you talk to any of the higher levels in
the Navy, they will say they have
never been in this situation before.
They have already had readiness prob-
lems over the past few years, with
more than one-fifth of the ships falling
short of combat readiness and fewer
than half of their deployed combat air-
craft being mission-ready at any given
time.

I urge us to reconsider whether we
should be in the business of building
these plants or retrofitting them be-
cause this is something we haven’t
done before.

Now, Energy and Agriculture are
doing it currently. Yesterday I stood
on the floor and talked about how we
are taking over the responsibility of
the Department of Energy. We are try-
ing to make the decisions as to how we
are going to do this. Should we be de-
veloping the progress of the biofuels—
which we are doing in the State of
Oklahoma without any Federal Gov-
ernment assistance—or should we be
defending America with these dollars?
Now, Emnergy, yes, they are going to
spend money on this, and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is certainly cur-
rently spending money on it, but we
have not been doing it.
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I understand that the Presiding Offi-
cer, who is the author of this amend-
ment and who is from North Carolina—
and I am reading now from one of the
Web sites, from a newspaper there say-
ing that a private company backed by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
will build a $130 million biofuel refin-
ery in Sampson County, with an esti-
mated 300 jobs there. They talk about
what they may be doing through the
Department of Defense. ChemTex was
awarded a $3.9 million grant in June to
convert more than 4,000 acres across 11
counties to begin producing
miscanthus and switchgrass and
biofuel conversions. The USDA, which
is supposed to be doing this, estimates
that farmers will see a net revenue in-
crease of $4.5 million in growing and
selling grass.

I come to two conclusions on this.
One is, as I just read, they are already
doing it now in the State of North
Carolina. They are already paying, sub-
sidizing these plants. That is their job,
to evaluate and decide whether to sub-
sidize these biotech plants or whether
that should be a function of the De-
partment of Energy.

When we look at these—I asked my
staff before this—we didn’t have notice,
to my knowledge—I asked my staff on
the floor to tell me whether there are
any of these plants currently being
subsidized in any way by the Depart-
ment of Defense. His answer was no,
after a very cursory look.

We do have the DOE and DOA, De-
partment of Agriculture and Energy,
doing that. I hope everyone here will
look at this. I will actually join the au-
thor of this amendment in encouraging
the Department of Agriculture and De-
partment of Energy to look carefully
at this, as well as some of our plants in
my State of Oklahoma. On this list I
am going to submit as part of the
RECORD, there are about 100 plants
scattered throughout the country, in-
cluding my State of Oklahoma. We
need to look at those and evaluate
those and make the determination is
this a function government should per-
form? If so, wouldn’t it be more logical
to do it as we are doing it today,
through the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Energy and not
use our scarce readiness—in this case
Navy—dollars that are desperately
needed to subsidize this?

I retain the remainder of my time. I
know the Senator who is offering the
amendment may want to make some
comments. Maybe not. But I urge my
colleagues to stop and realize this is
something brandnew, having the De-
partment of Defense do a function that
has heretofore been done by the De-
partment of Agriculture and Depart-
ment of Energy, and Keep it that way.

When the appropriate time comes, 1
will ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the next
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amendment in order to be called up is
the Cornyn amendment, No. 3158; that
after the Cornyn amendment is re-
ported it be in order for Senator HAGAN
or designee to call up her amendment,
No. 3095; that there be up to 10 minutes
of debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking member or their
designees prior to votes in relation to
the amendments in the order offered;
finally, there be no amendments in
order to either amendment prior to the
votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. That means we would be
voting on the amendment of Senator
CORNYN first, the amendment of Sen-
ator HAGAN second.

I yield the floor.

Mr. McCAIN. That will take approxi-
mately 30 minutes? Before the vote?

Mr. LEVIN. I think Senator CORNYN
only needs about 5 minutes. We have
cleared that amendment. There is sup-
port for it.

Senator HAGAN only needs, I believe,
5 minutes. That means that in about 10
minutes——

Mr. McCAIN. Ten minutes we will be
ready to vote.

Mr. LEVIN. Unless there are others
who wish to speak. A couple of votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 3158

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished chair of the
Armed Services Committee and rank-
ing member for their work with us on
this important amendment.

The Veterans’ Administration defines
a backlogged claim as one that has
been pending for more than 125 days.
Scandalously, there are 600,000-plus
backlogged claims in the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration system and about two-
thirds of all pending claims are back-
logged.

There has been a lot of attention,
particularly in my State and across the
country, by veterans to this unaccept-
able situation. In my State we have
currently at the Veterans’ regional of-
fice in Texas a State agency called the
Texas Veterans Commission that is
working with both the Waco office and
other field offices in Houston and else-
where to clear these backlogs. The
Texas Veterans Commission is doing
outstanding work, working on a vol-
untary basis to help make sure vet-
erans file fully developed claims which
shortens the processing time dramati-
cally. The goal of the Texas Veterans
Commission is to reduce the backlog of
VA claims in Texas by 17,000 in 1 year.

You can see from the size of the prob-
lem this is an important first step but
it is only that, a first step. The purpose
of my amendment is to provide this
useful model across the country, to re-
quire a plan from the Veterans’ Admin-
istration to deal with this backlog. I
am confident that Members will have
no trouble voting for this amendment
because I am sure they have heard
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what I have heard from my constitu-
ents about how outraged and upset
they are at the current backlog of
claims.

In order to capitalize on the success-
ful model we have implemented, this
amendment would require the Vet-
erans’ Administration to report to Con-
gress with a plan to address the claims
backlog through partnerships between
the Veterans’ Administration and
other entities including State veterans
affairs offices and county veterans
service offices, similar to the Texas
Veterans Commission operation in my
State. The purpose, of course, is to
eliminate the current backlog of
claims and ensure that new claims are
fully developed when they are sub-
mitted, all with the purpose of making
sure that we keep our commitments to
veterans who have made great sac-
rifices serving our country, that we
will keep our commitments to them,
that we will keep our promises once
they return home having suffered the
wounds of war, both seen and unseen.

I ask the support of my colleagues on
this important amendment.

I ask unanimous consent to set aside
all pending amendments and call up
Cornyn amendment No. 3158.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3158.

Mr. CORNYN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Vet-

erans Affairs to submit to Congress a plan

to reduce the current backlog of veterans
claims)

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1084. PLAN TO PARTNER WITH STATE AND
LOCAL ENTITIES TO ADDRESS VET-
ERANS CLAIMS BACKLOG.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Department of Veterans Affairs de-
fines any claim for benefits under laws ad-
ministered by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs as backlogged if the claim has been
pending for 125 days or more.

(2) According to the Department, as of No-
vember 24, 2012, there were 899,540 pending
claims, with 604,583 (67.2 percent) of those
considered backlogged.

(3) The Department’s data further shows
that, on November 22, 2010, there were 749,934
claims pending, with only 244,129 (32.6 per-
cent) of those considered backlogged.

(4) During the past two years, both the
overall number of backlogged claims and the
percentage of all pending claims that are
backlogged have doubled.

(5) In order to reduce the claims backlog at
regional offices of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs located in Texas, the Texas
Veterans Commission announced two initia-
tives on July 19, 2012, to partner with the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs—

(A) to assist veterans whose claims are al-
ready backlogged to complete development
of those claims; and
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(B) to help veterans who are filing new
claims to fully develop those claims prior to
filing them, shortening the processing time
required.

(6) The common goal of the two initiatives
of the Texas Veterans Commission, called
the ‘‘Texas State Strike Force Team” and
the “Fully Developed Claims Team Initia-
tive”, is to reduce the backlog of claims
pending in Texas by 17,000 within one year.

(7) During the first two months of these
new initiatives, the Texas Veterans Commis-
sion helped veterans complete development
of more than 2,500 backlogged claims and as-
sisted veterans with the submission of more
than 800 fully developed claims.

(8) In testimony before the Subcommittee
on Disability Assistance and Memorial Af-
fairs of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
of the House of Representatives on Sep-
tember 21, 2012, Diana Rubens, Deputy Under
Secretary for Field Operations of the Vet-
erans Benefits Administration, indicated
that the Department of Veterans Affairs has
experienced positive outcomes in projects
with the Texas Veterans Commission, stat-
ing that both Veterans Service Organiza-
tions ‘“‘and state and county service
officers . . . are important partners in
VBA’s transformation to better serve Vet-
erans.”’.

(9) At the same hearing, Mr. John Limpose,
director of the regional office of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs in Waco, Texas, tes-
tified that the “TVC is working very, very
well” with regional offices of the Depart-
ment in Texas, calling the Texas Veterans
Commission a ‘‘very positive story that we
can branch out into ... all of our stake-
holders.”.

(b) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall sub-
mit to Congress a plan to reduce the current
backlog of pending claims for benefits under
laws administered by the Secretary and
more efficiently process claims for such ben-
efits in the future.

(2) CONTENTS.—The report required by
paragraph (1) shall include the following:

(A) A summary of all steps the Secretary
has taken thus far to partner with non-Fed-
eral entities in support of efforts to reduce
the backlog described in paragraph (1) and
more efficiently process claims described in
such paragraph in the future, including two
previous initiatives by the Texas Veterans
Commission, namely the 2008-2009 Develop-
ment Assistant Pilot Project and the 2009-
2011 Claims Processing Assistance Team.

(B) A plan for the Secretary to partner
with non-Federal entities to support efforts
to reduce such backlog and more efficiently
process such claims in the future, including
the following:

(i) State and local agencies relating to vet-
erans affairs.

(ii) Organizations recognized by the Sec-
retary for the representation of veterans
under section 5902 of title 38, United States
Code.

(iii) Such other relevant government and
non-government entities as the Secretary
considers appropriate.

(C) A description of how the Secretary in-
tends to leverage partnerships with non-Fed-
eral entities described in subparagraph (B) to
eliminate such backlog, including through
increasing the percentage of claims that are
fully developed prior to submittal to the
Secretary and ensuring that new claims are
fully developed prior to their submittal.

(D) A description of what steps the Sec-
retary has taken and will take—

(i) to expedite the processing of claims
that are already fully developed at the time
of submittal; and
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(ii) to support initiatives by non-Federal
entities described in subparagraph (B) to
help claimants gather and submit necessary
evidence for claims that were previously
filed but require further development.

(E) A description of how partnerships with
non-Federal entities described in subpara-
graph (B) will fit into the Secretary’s overall
claims processing transformation plan.

Mr. CORNYN. 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.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3095

Mrs. HAGAN. I call up amendment
No. 3095.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mrs.
HAGAN], for herself, Mr. JOHNSON of South
Dakota, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. UDALL of Col-
orado proposes an amendment numbered
3095.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strike the prohibition on
biofuel refinery construction)

Strike section 2823.

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senators
Shaheen, Collins, Schumer, Stabenow,
Whitehouse, Coons, Udall of New Mex-
ico, and Tester as cosponsors.

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

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I spoke
about this bill last night at length. I
want to give a brief summary today of
this amendment.

This bipartisan amendment would re-
move provisions from the underlying
bill that prohibit the Department of
Defense from participating in a pro-
gram with the Department of Agri-
culture and the Department of Energy
and private industry to develop ad-
vanced biofuels refineries. It is a 1-to-1
match. As the largest single consumer
of fuel in the world, the DOD uses ap-
proximately 120 million barrels of oil
each year, spending over $17 billion in
fiscal year 2011. This dependency on a
single source of energy leaves our mili-
tary readiness at risk. When the price
of oil goes up $1, it costs the Navy an
additional $30 million. We are looking
at an investment here of $170 million
by the Department of the Navy. Last
year alone, this additional fuel cost
forced the Navy to pay an additional
$5600 million more because the price of
fuel was $1 higher.

Our senior military leaders recognize
the importance of diversifying the fuel
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supply with advanced biofuels. The
Navy Secretary Mabus, Chief of Naval
Operations ADM Johnathon Greenert,
and Marine Corps Commandant GEN
James Amos wrote to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee about this.

I ask unanimous consent to have
their letter printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mrs. HAGAN. They write that:

The demand for fuel in theater means we
depend on vulnerable supply lines—the pro-
tection of which puts lives at risk. Our po-
tential adversaries, both on land and sea, un-
derstand this critical vulnerability and seek
to exploit it. The Navy and Marine Corps
have been aggressively evaluating how both
energy efficiency and alternative sources of
energy can provide tactical benefits to our
expeditionary forces.

If you look back in history, the
Navy’s leadership on energy innovation
is nothing new. It was the Navy that
shifted from sailing ships to steam-
powered ships in the middle of the 19th
century, steam to oil in the 20th, and
pioneered nuclear power in the middle
of the 20th century.

In the 1950s, the Defense Production
Act, which is the same entity the De-
partment of the Navy, Department of
Energy, and Department of Agriculture
are working under, played a critical
role in the development of nuclear-
powered submarines and the commer-
cial nuclear power industry.

Yesterday the Senate approved Sen-
ator UDALL’s amendment having to do
with the cost of fuel and being able to
invest in biofuels. With strong bipar-
tisan support this amendment passed.
However, our work is not done in this
area. It is critically important that we
approve this amendment so the Navy
can continue working with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Depart-
ment of Energy to spur the develop-
ment of advanced biofuels refineries
capable of producing cost-competitive
drop-in biofuels for our military.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
Washington, DC, July 9, 2012.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are concerned
that certain legislative provisions adopted
by the Senate Armed Services Committee
may restrict the Department of the Navy’s
ability to improve its exposure to the price
volatility of petroleum-based fuels.

The ability to use fuels other than petro-
leum will increase our flexibility and reduce
the services’ vulnerability to rapid and un-
foreseen price changes, which can negatively
impact readiness. A $1 change in the price of
a barrel of oil, for example. results in an ap-
proximately $30 million change in the Navy
budget. In addition to alternative fuels, oper-
ational and tactical energy efficiencies im-
prove the endurance of our forces, reduce de-
pendence on a vulnerable logistics tail, and
in the end, lower total ownership costs.
Shore energy efficiency improves the resil-
ience of our facilities and conserves re-
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sources that can be reapplied to enhance
readiness.

The demand for fuel in theater means we
depend on vulnerable supply lines—the pro-
tection of which puts lives at risk. Our po-
tential adversaries, both on land and at sea.
understand this critical vulnerability and
seek to exploit it. The Navy and Marine
Corps have been aggressively evaluating how
both energy efficiency and alternative
sources of energy can provide tactical bene-
fits to expeditionary forces by reducing their
dependence on external fuel supplies, as is
the case at many Combat Outposts in
Helmand Province today. We are quickly in-
corporating these promising technologies
into regular procurement.

Our military knows how to innovate in
areas crucial to our national defense. GPS,
the internet. and much of modern medical
and surgical procedures owe their existence
to military innovation. The Navy has been a
leader in energy innovation, moving from
wind to coal, coal to oil, and then nuclear
power. Our modest investment to qualify and
partner in developing alternative sources of
energy such as wind, solar, and advanced
biofuel, is a continuation of our long tradi-
tion of American ingenuity to provide great-
er energy security.

In accordance with Department of Defense
Policy. the Department of the Navy is pur-
suing assured access to enemy with a bal-
anced approach that includes the flexibility
to use alternate sources of energy. History
highlights that over-reliance on a single
critical resource jeopardizes operational suc-
cess and thereby degrades energy security.

We request your support in enabling the
Department to pursue a judicious, balanced
and diversified energy portfolio. This course
of action will enhance combat capability, re-
duce costs and improve the security of en-
ergy supplies for our forces.

Sincerely,
JONATHAN W. GREENERT,
Chief of Naval Oper-
ations.
JAMES F. AMOS,
Commandant of
Marine Corps,
RAY MABUS,
Secretary of the Navy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. With reference to the
Udall amendment yesterday, I want to
make sure our colleagues note this is
not the Udall amendment. This is
something different. This would mean
for the first time we would be spending
our DOD dollars, very scarce dollars—
in this case the Department of the
Navy—to build refineries or retrofit re-
fineries. That has not been done before.
As I said to the Senator from North
Carolina when she was presiding: This
is a function that has always been per-
formed by the Department of Energy
and the Department of Agriculture. In
my State of Oklahoma we have several
of these refineries and potential refin-
eries and retrofits that are needed.
However, we went through the proper
channels, the Department of Agri-
culture and the Department of Energy.
So if we vote for this amendment, it
will be the first time we are using our
readiness dollars to do something the
DOA and the DOE are supposed to be
doing. That is what distinguishes the
difference between the two.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I come to the floor today in

the
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strong support of amendment No. 3095
offered by Senator HAGAN to strike sec-
tion 2823 from the National Defense
Authorization Act.

Section 2823 would severely limit the
Department of Defense’s ability to use
alternative fuels to enhance our Na-
tion’s national security. This section
would needlessly prohibit the Depart-
ment of Defense from entering into a
contract to plan, design, refurbish, or
construct a biofuels refinery or any
other facility or infrastructure used to
refine biofuels unless such planning,
design, refurbishment, or construction
is specifically authorized by law.

Under the authorities of the Defense
Production Act, DPA, the Department
of Defense has created the Advanced
Drop-In Biofuels Production Project.
This initiative is focused on creating a
public-private partnership that will
provide incentives for private sector
investment in cost-competitive, ad-
vanced biofuels production capability.
This initiative requires at least a one-
to-one cost share with private stake-
holders.

In furtherance of this initiative, in
August 2011, the Department of Navy,
the Department of Agriculture and the
Department of Energy signed a memo-
randum of understanding to invest $510
million, equally shared among them,
for investments in the joint construc-
tion or retrofitting of plants and refin-
eries to produce advanced biofuels.
Now is not the time to prevent this im-
portant program from continuing. Be-
fore this project can be finalized, the
President has to determine that this is
essential to the national defense. Only
then will it go forward. I am confident
that this requirement in the DPA will
ensure that only the most important
projects for our national security will
go forward.

As chairman of the Banking Com-
mittee, which has jurisdiction over the
DPA, I believe it is misguided to limit
the authority of the Defense Depart-
ment to continue with this project. As
the largest single customer of oil in the
world, the Department of Defense spent
$17 billion in fiscal year 2011 on fuel.
This dependency on a single source of
energy forces the Department of De-
fense to reallocate funding from other
critical needs when oil prices spike. An
increase of $1.00 in the price of oil costs
the Department of Defense over $100
million. Last year alone, spikes in oil
prices required the Navy to pay an ad-
ditional $500 million on higher fuel
costs.

The renewable fuels industry has
played an important role in addressing
our energy needs. Unfortunately, sec-
tion 2823 would hinder our Nation’s
ability to promote renewable energy
sources within our country. By strik-
ing this provision, we will allow the
Defense Department to retain its au-
thority to take essential steps to diver-
sify the energy sources available to our
military. I believe that energy security
is an essential part of national secu-
rity.
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I thank Senator HAGAN for offering
this amendment. I urge all my col-
leagues to support this important
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

AMENDMENT NO. 3158

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to amendment No.
3158 offered by the Senator from Texas,
Mr. CORNYN.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Between the first and
second votes we are having now, we
will have an announcement as to the
next part of this roadmap. I hope all
Senators who wish amendments to be
considered will come between and dur-
ing these votes to Senator MCCAIN and
myself and our staffs to discuss other
amendments which are out there and
which there is interest in pursuing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays were previously ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. McCAS-
KILL) and the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) are necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), and the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. HELLER).

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

The result was announced—yeas 95,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 208 Leg.]

YEAS—95

Akaka Franken Moran
Alexander Gillibrand Murkowski
Ayotte Graham Murray
Barrasso Grassley Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL)
Begich Harkin Paul
Bennet Hatch Portman
Bingaman Hoeven Pryor
Blumenthal Hutchison Reed
Blunt Inhofe Reid
Boozman Inouye Risch
Boxer Isakson Roberts
Brown (MA) Johanns Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) X

Rubio
Burr Johnson (WI) Sanders
Cantwell Kerry
Cardin Klobuchar Schqmer
Carper Kohl Sessions
Casey Kyl Shaheen
Chambliss Landrieu Shelby
Coats Lautenberg Snowe
Coburn Leahy Stabenow
Cochran Lee Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lieberman Toomey
Coons Lugar Udall (CO)
Corker Manchin Udall (NM)
Cornyn McCain Vitter
Crapo McConnell Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Enzi Merkley Whitehouse
Feinstein Mikulski Wicker

NOT VOTING—5

DeMint Kirk Wyden
Heller McCaskill

The amendment (No. 3158) was agreed

to

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first,
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, immediately after you vote on
this second vote, please, we are trying
to clear nominations in the hallway, so
stay around for a couple minutes,
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee.

Secondly, I know the Ileader was
going to make this statement, but he
had to leave for a minute, so I will
make it for him. We are planning on
staying late tonight, and everyone can
expect to be here tomorrow. We are
going to have votes tomorrow unless
we somehow or other finish this bill to-
night. The leader would have said that
if he were here, so I am saying it for
him.

Next, after this vote, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator BAUCUS be
recognized for 10 minutes to speak on
amendments we have either adopted or
are going to adopt.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Then we will line up
some additional amendments. There
are two we can line up now. I thought
it was going to be four, but it can only
be two at the moment that we would
take up immediately after Senator
BAUCUS speaks.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that following Senator BAUCUS’s
remarks we then turn to Senator
MERKLEY, who will call up amendment
No. 3096 on Afghanistan, and following
him Senator PORTMAN, who will call up
amendment No. 2995, and I do not have
the subject of that amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that be the order.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we will
try to get time agreements on those
two amendments. In the meantime we
are continuing to work through amend-
ments. We are going to have more
cleared amendments. We are going to
get to the detention issue today. We
are going to try to get to all of the
issues people want to raise today so we
can finish by the end of the day tomor-
row. We have assured everyone who is
interested in the detention issue that
we will be getting to that later this
afternoon.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3095

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3095 offered
by the Senator from North Carolina.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. McCAS-
KILL), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) and are necessarily absent.



S7146

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. HELLER), and the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 41, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 209 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Akaka Gillibrand Merkley
Baucus Grassley Mikulski
Begich Hagan Murray
Bennet Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Inouye Nelson (FL)
Blumenthal Johanns Pryor
Boxer Johnson (SD) Reed
Brown (OH) Kerry Reid
Cantwell Klobuchar Rockefeller
Cardin Kohl Sanders
Carper Landrieu Schumer
Casey Lautenberg Shaheen
Collins Leahy Stabenow
Conrad Levin Tester
Coons Lieberman Udall (CO)
Durbin Lugar Udall (NM)
Feinstein Manchin Warner
Franken Menendez Whitehouse

NAYS—41
Alexander Enzi Paul
Ayotte Graham Portman
Barrasso Hatch Risch
Blunt Hoeven Roberts
Boozman Hutchison Rubio
Brown (MA) Inhofe Sessions
Burr ) Isakson Shelby
Chambliss Johnson (WI) Snowe
Coats Kyl Thune
Coburn Lee Toomey
Cochran McCain X
Corker McConnell Vitter
Cornyn Moran W?bb
Crapo Murkowski Wicker

NOT VOTING—5

DeMint Kirk Wyden
Heller McCaskill

The amendment (No. 3095) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to modify the consent agreement
that the Senators from New Hamp-
shire, Ms. AYOTTE and Mrs. SHAHEEN,
have 15 minutes equally divided fol-
lowing the remarks of Senator BAUCUS.

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

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. I wish to take a mo-
ment to shine the light on a dark topic
in my home State of Montana.

On Sunday I read something that hit
me in the gut. The Billings Gazette re-
ported that during 2010 at least 210
Montanans committed suicide. That is
according to the Montana Department
of Health and Human Services. That
was 2010. In 2011 that number was 225.
Another 5,600 Montanans attempted to
kill themselves last year. That is a
startling average of about 15 per day.
In a State with roughly 1 million resi-
dents, that is nearly twice the national
average.

We in Montana have a saying that I
think is quite accurate. Montana is
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really one big small town. We know
each other, only about 1 or 2 degrees of
separation. You know what. If you ask
if we know Uncle Joe, we all know each
other. We know somebody who knows
someone very close to us. We know
each other’s families.

These numbers are devastating.
Among the victims of suicide in Mon-
tana are children, parents, neighbors,
friends, and sadly many are also our
military veterans who return home
only to be held behind an invisible
enemy line known as PTSD.

In Montana, we are a proud home to
more veterans than nearly any other
State per capita. We also had more
Montanans volunteer for service after
9/11 than anywhere else in the country
per capita. There are nearly 300 Mon-
tanans serving in Afghanistan today.
We are proud of these men and women,
and we are grateful. We take our re-
sponsibility to honor them very seri-
ously. So the statistics are all the
more alarming. They are very impor-
tant.

In 2011 a report from the Center for a
New American Security found that
from 2005 to 2010, all across the country
a servicemember took his or her life al-
most every 36 hours.

Matt Kuntz, the executive director of
the Montana chapter of the National
Alliance of Mental Illness, has de-
scribed Montana’s suicide epidemic as
a public health crisis. Matt knows all
too well that behind each and every
one of those numbers is a family and
community devastated by the loss.
Matt is a veteran himself. In 2007 he
lost his stepbrother, an Iraq war vet-
eran. I know Matt, and I knew his step-
brother. He lost his stepbrother to sui-
cide. His stepbrother was so scared, so
frightened to go back to Iraq after
serving three or four tours of duty. He
knew—he said to Matt: If I go back, I
know I am going to die. So many of my
friends and buddies have died. I know if
I go back, I am going to die too.

That caused him to be very de-
pressed, and it caused his suicide. So
my friend Matt took action. He dedi-
cated himself to raising awareness.
Largely because of Matt’s dedication,
the Montana National Guard led the
way with a successful pilot program to
increase screening of veterans both be-
fore and after deployment. That is nat-
ural in Montana because, as I said ear-
lier, we are really one big small town.
We know each other, we want to take
action, and we want to get results.

I was proud to champion particularly
the 2010 Defense authorization bill that
took the Montana National Guard
model, which we developed in Montana.
With the DOD Defense bill, it is now
implemented nationwide. Now every
branch of the military has imple-
mented screenings. We started screen-
ing before kids go over, as soon as they
come back, 6 weeks later after they are
back, another 6 months later after they
are back, just continually screening,
personal screenings. Thousands of
health care providers have been trained
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under this legislation and, most impor-
tantly, thousands of servicemembers
are now getting personal and private
one-on-one attention from a trained
health care provider.

There is still a lot more to be done,
and I am proud we took steps to ad-
vance the ball yesterday by passing the
Mental Health ACCESS Act as an
amendment to the current bill. I ap-
plaud Senator MURRAY for her work on
the measure, and I am proud to be a co-
sponsor. This provision creates com-
prehensive standardized suicide preven-
tion within the DOD. It expands eligi-
bility for VA mental health services to
family members of veterans. It creates
more peer-to-peer counseling opportu-
nities, and it requires the VA to estab-
lish accurate, reliable measures for
mental health services.

When duty calls, we in Montana an-
swer proudly. This is about taking care
of these men and women just as they
have taken care of us. These people put
their lives on the line in the name of
our State, our country, and our free-
dom. We have a responsibility to try to
do all we can to help them return to
their families and live a reasonable,
healthful life back at home. Too many
Montanans are suffering in silence, as
in other parts of the country.

Thank you for the opportunity to
bring a voice to this important cause.
Thank you, Matt, and thank you all for
taking action in the Senate to further
our efforts to give servicemembers and
veterans the care and support they de-
serve.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

——

REMEMBERING WARREN B.
RUDMAN

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to come to the floor today,
along with my colleague from New
Hampshire, Senator AYOTTE, to honor
the life and service of a distinguished
former Member of this Senate and a
proud son of New Hampshire, Warren
B. Rudman.

Senator Rudman was widely and de-
servedly hailed in both life and now in
his death as a public servant who
reached across party lines to get the
job done for his country and his State.
Warren Rudman didn’t do this out of
weakness, he acted so because of the
strength and courage that marked his
entire life. An Army combat veteran of
the Korean conflict, Warren Rudman
earned a Bronze Star Medal. He was an
amateur boxer. As the attorney general
for the State of New Hampshire, he was
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a ferocious prosecutor. His memoir was
aptly entitled ‘‘Combat.”

As a Senator, Warren Rudman rel-
ished taking on big battles. In the
1980s, he joined with Senators Fritz
Hollings and Phil Gramm to tackle
deficits. If the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings Act had been followed by subse-
quent Congresses, we would not be
struggling today to reduce massive
deficits.

He didn’t shrink from holding a
President of his own party accountable
either, when he served on the congres-
sional panel investigating the Iran
Contra affair. Nor was he reluctant to
hold his fellow Senators accountable
when he chaired the Senate Ethics
Committee.

Warren Rudman’s public service did
not end after he left the Senate. Most
notably, he cochaired with another
former Senator, Gary Hart, a national
security commission that correctly
predicted a terrorist attack within
America’s borders.

Warren Rudman was always blunt
and outspoken. During the Iran Contra
hearings he said to Oliver North:

The American people have the constitu-
tional right to be wrong. And what Ronald
Reagan thinks or Oliver North thinks or
what I think or what anybody else thinks
matters not a whit.

He said he left the Senate because
Congress was ‘‘stuck in the mud of stri-
dent partisanship, excessive ideology,
never-ending campaigns.” That was
how he saw Congress 20 years ago. Ob-
viously, he was very aware of what was
happening in this body.

But it was his more quiet work that
Warren Rudman was most proud of. His
greatest achievement, he said, was his
behind-the-scenes efforts to get David
Souter, another son of New Hampshire,
nominated to serve on the Supreme
Court.

Sometimes forgotten is Senator Rud-
man’s authorship and successful push
to enact the Small Business Innovation
Research Program, which to this day
still enables small businesses to com-
pete for Federal research and develop-
ment awards.

Warren B. Rudman lived a long and
full life. His service graced the Senate,
and to the end he had New Hampshire
granite in his veins.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I join
my colleague from New Hampshire,
Senator SHAHEEN, in paying tribute to
and honoring the life and legacy of
Warren Rudman. Warren Rudman was
a Senator from New Hampshire whose
intellect, courage, and conviction
brought great honor to this institution.

Warren Rudman embodied the very
best of New Hampshire: frugal, fiercely
independent, and totally committed to
the common good. He didn’t aspire to
be a politician, but when he saw his
country was headed in the wrong direc-
tion, he stepped up to serve, and his
focus was always doing the right thing
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for our country and the people of New
Hampshire.

It wasn’t the first time Warren Rud-
man had been called to duty. He had al-
ready distinguished himself in the U.S.
Army, serving as a combat platoon
leader and company commander during
the Korean War. It was there that he
saw the horrors of war and became con-
vinced of the need for American mili-
tary supremacy and strength. For his
brave service he was presented the
Bronze Star.

Following his return home, Warren
Rudman settled in Nashua, his home-
town—also my hometown—where he
raised his family. After completing law
school, Warren entered private prac-
tice, where he remained until he was
called to serve once again—only this
time he was recruited to bring his en-
ergy and ideas to New Hampshire State
government. Warren quickly proved
himself as Governor Peterson’s chief of
staff. Then, at age 39, he was appointed
to serve as New Hampshire’s attorney
general.

I am very proud to have also served
as New Hampshire’s attorney general.
In my view, Warren Rudman is prob-
ably the greatest attorney general to
serve in New Hampshire’s history. He
modernized the office of the attorney
general to meet the needs of a chang-
ing State. He was a tough-on-crime at-
torney general who personally tried
criminal cases.

Warren Rudman earned a reputation
for standing firm on principle even
when it wasn’t popular. It was perfect
practice for the battles he would later
fight in Washington on behalf of the
people of this country.

Warren ran for the Senate in 1980 be-
cause the issues he cared about were
being mneglected. He believed in a
strong national defense and he saw the
Nation’s fiscal situation careening dan-
gerously off course. He was worried
about the threat that presented to our
country’s future.

As a first-term Senator, Warren Rud-
man truly made his mark, and that is
certainly not easy to do. But it showed
his character, his leadership, and his
persistence because Warren Rudman’s
name will forever be linked with his
landmark effort to rein in Federal
spending. The Gramm-Rudman legisla-
tion was born of the bold idea the Fed-
eral Government shouldn’t spend be-
yond its means. When it was signed
into law, annual deficits were $200 bil-
lion. Imagine how much better off we
would be if we had heeded Warren Rud-
man’s warnings and truly followed
through on the work he did in this
body.

Warren’s zeal for responsible govern-
ment went beyond reducing spending.
As a former prosecutor, he was seen by
his colleagues as someone who was
committed to fairness, truth, and inde-
pendence. When the Iran Contra scan-
dal erupted in 1986, the Senate moved
to investigate and Warren Rudman was
selected to serve as the committee’s
top Republican. At the outset, he made
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one thing clear, and that always guided
Warren Rudman in everything he did.
This is what he said:

‘I consider myself an American first
and a Republican second.”

That was a commitment he Kkept,
helping to lead a nonpartisan inquiry
that pursued the facts. He saw himself
as asking tough questions on behalf of
the American people and he expected
answers. With the Nation in turmoil,
Warren Rudman stood firm for the rule
of law. His rigorous commitment to un-
covering the truth brought credit to
this body and great pride to the people
of New Hampshire.

Of course, representing their inter-
ests was always Warren Rudman’s true
passion. Warren Rudman had New
Hampshire in his blood and he brought
New Hampshire common sense to Cap-
itol Hill. While Warren was at the cen-
ter of some of the most consequential
debates in Washington, he always put
his constituents first. In fact, legisla-
tion he authored to help small busi-
nesses continues to benefit entre-
preneurs to this day in the Granite
State.

Shortly after arriving in the Senate,
the first bill he introduced on behalf of
the State of New Hampshire and our
country was a bill called the Small
Business Innovation Research Act,
which was aimed at bolstering small
high-tech companies in New Hampshire
and across the Nation. To this day, the
SBIR Program continues to help small
defense and technology companies
through competitive grants, and it has
been a very important program. That
was the idea of Warren Rudman the
day he came to the Senate, which is so
impressive, and Senator SHAHEEN and I
have proudly worked together across
party lines to make sure this impor-
tant program continues to be effective.

Warren Rudman will be remembered
as a statesman, someone who loved his
country and wanted to make it better.
In bidding farewell to the Senate in
1992, he expressed gratitude for the op-
portunity to serve with such talented
colleagues in this esteemed body. He
also expressed his hopes for the future
of this body, and this is what he said:
“It is a very special place, with very
special people, and I hope in the com-
ing years the institution can coalesce
to bring those talents together in a bi-
partisan way to do what is good for
America.”

As our country continues to face
great challenges, may all of us remain
mindful of Warren Rudman’s wise
words and the powerful example he set
for this body. Granite Staters through-
out all New Hampshire mourn his loss,
but we will never forget his legacy as
an esteemed representative of the peo-
ple of New Hampshire and someone
who always put America first.

Mr. LEAHY. It was a pleasure and an
honor for this Senator to serve side by
side with the late Senator from New
Hampshire, Warren Rudman.



S7148

As we in New England knew and, of
course, as the people of New Hamp-
shire, and we neighbors in Vermont, es-
pecially knew—he was a skilled and ac-
complished legislator. He was a credit
to this body. He was a catalyst for re-
form. He always Kkept his word. What
was most important to me personally
is that he was a good and close friend.
We traveled together, we worked to-
gether, and we never let our different
political parties get in the way of doing
things that helped our part of the
country or our country at large.

I think he was shaped by his experi-
ence as well as by his Yankee origins.
An Army combat infantry commander,
he saw much action during the Korean
conflict before coming to the Senate.
He had been a widely respected attor-
ney general from New Hampshire.

Senator Rudman embodied the char-
acteristics that many of us call the old
school of Senate values. We served to-
gether on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. We often worked together on
national issues, as well as on behalf of
our two adjoining States. As I said ear-
lier, I quickly learned that when War-
ren Rudman gave his word, you could
count on it.

He served during a time when Sen-
ators would readily put aside party af-
filiations to work together. When
progress required compromise, as it
usually does, he was able to help chart
the way forward to accommodate dif-
ferent viewpoints and interests. Re-
grettably, that kind of bipartisanship
at this point in the Senate’s history is
too rare, and I think we have to work
to recapture it.

In the can-do Yankee spirit, he took
on difficult challenges and stuck with
them. From national security and for-
eign affairs to budget policy, he dug
into pressing and often prickly issues,
and he made a difference.

Well after his retirement from this
body—a voluntary retirement—he con-
tinued to serve the country he loved so
deeply. Well before the attacks on our
Nation of September 11, 2001, he and
former Senator Gary Hart headed a na-
tional advisory panel investigating the
threat of international terrorism. The
sobering conclusions they reached
about our susceptibility to terrorist at-
tacks were prescient, but largely for-
gotten, until 9/11.

When I was asked to serve on the ad-
visory board of the Warren B. Rudman
Center for Justice, Leadership and
Public Policy at the University of New
Hampshire, of course I was pleased to
accept. His legacy will be reflected well
at the Rudman Center, just as his leg-
acy of service and accomplishment will
continue to be reflected and appre-
ciated in this body.

Madam President, as I say this, it
seems perfectly fitting that the distin-
guished senior Senator from New
Hampshire is presiding: The Senate,
and the Nation, are better for Warren
Rudman’s service.
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2013—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3096, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to call up Merkley
amendment No. 3096, as modified.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY],
for himself, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. MANCHIN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3096, as modi-
fied.

Mr. MERKLEY. I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
amendment be waived.

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

The amendment (No. 3096), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add
the following:

SEC. 1221. COMPLETION OF ACCELERATED TRAN-
SITION OF UNITED STATES COMBAT
AND MILITARY AND SECURITY OP-
ERATIONS TO THE GOVERNMENT OF
AFGHANISTAN.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the President should, in co-
ordination with the Government of Afghani-
stan, North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) member countries, and other allies
in Afghanistan, seek to—

(1) undertake all appropriate activities to
accomplish the President’s stated goal of
transitioning the lead responsibility for se-
curity to the Government of Afghanistan by
mid-summer 2013;

(2) as part of accomplishing this transition
of the lead responsibility for security to the
Government of Afghanistan, draw down
United States troops to a level sufficient to
meet this goal;

(3) as previously announced by the Presi-
dent, continue to draw down United States
troop levels at a steady pace through the end
of 2014; and

(4) end all regular combat operations by
United States troops by not later than De-
cember 31, 2014, and take all possible steps to
end such operations at the earliest date con-
sistent with a safe and orderly draw down of
United States troops in Afghanistan.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to recommend
or support any limitation or prohibition on
any authority of the President—

(1) to modify the military strategy, tac-
tics, and operations of United States Armed
Forces as such Armed Forces redeploy from
Afghanistan;

(2) to authorize United States forces in Af-
ghanistan to defend themselves whenever
they may be threatened;

(3) to attack Al Qaeda forces wherever such
forces are located;

(4) to provide financial support and equip-
ment to the Government of Afghanistan for
the training and supply of Afghanistan mili-
tary and security forces; or

(5) to gather, provide, and share intel-
ligence with United States allies operating
in Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be able to present this
amendment in this Chamber. I appre-
ciate that my lead cosponsor RAND
PAUL and nine other Senators have
signed on to sponsor this amendment.
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This amendment is designed to help
draw down the war in Afghanistan in a
timely and responsible manner. It is
time to bring home our sons and
daughters, our brothers and sisters, our
husbands and our wives as quickly and
as safely as possible and put an end to
America’s longest war.

We went to Afghanistan with two ob-
jectives: destroy al-Qaida training
camps and hunt down those responsible
for 9/11. Our capable American troops
and NATO partners have accomplished
those goals. Afghanistan is no longer,
and has not been for years, an impor-
tant hub for al-Qaida activity. Al-
Qaida has robust operations in a num-
ber of nations around the world, in-
cluding Yemen and Somalia, but not in
Afghanistan.

American forces have also accom-
plished the second objective: capturing
or killing those who attacked America
on 9/11. So it is time to put an end to
this war.

Simply put, we are currently in the
midst of a nation-building strategy
that is not working. It simply makes
no sense to have nearly 70,000 troops on
the ground in Afghanistan when the
biggest terrorist threats are elsewhere.

Our President recognizes this fact
and has committed to a steady course
of drawing down troop levels and hand-
ing over security responsibilities to the
Government of Afghanistan. In con-
trast, the House-passed version of this
bill calls for keeping at least 68,000
troops in Afghanistan through the end
of 2014.

Let me give some details about what
this short amendment does. It is a
sense of Congress resolution that the
President should undertake all appro-
priate activities to accomplish his
stated goal of transitioning the lead re-
sponsibility for security to the Govern-
ment of Afghanistan by midsummer
2013.

This is the President’s goal, and our
team has been working to make this
happen; second, as a part of accom-
plishing this transition of lead respon-
sibility for security to the Government
of Afghanistan, drive down United
States troops to a level sufficient to
meet this goal.

Third, as previously announced by
the President, continue to draw down
U.S. troop levels at a steady pace
through the end of 2014; and, very im-
portantly, end all regular combat oper-
ations by the U.S. troops by not later
than December 31, 2014, and take all
possible steps to end such operations
earlier if it can be done in a manner
consistent with a safe and orderly
drawdown of U.S. troops.

This amendment very clearly sets
out that it is not to be construed that
we are recommending or supporting
any limitation or prohibition on any
authority of the President to modify
the military strategy, tactics, and op-
erations of the U.S. Armed Forces as
such Armed Forces redeploy from Af-
ghanistan. It also clearly notes that we
are not interfering in any way with the
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ability of the United States to author-
ize forces in Afghanistan to defend
themselves whenever they may be
threatened or to attack al-Qaida forces
wherever such forces are located. More-
over, we are not limiting in any way
the provision of financial support and
equipment to the Government of Af-
ghanistan for the training and supply
of Afghan military and security forces,
nor are we interfering with the gath-
ering of intelligence.

Essentially, the amendment boils
down to this: Mr. President, you have
laid out a course to end this war, and
we support you in this effort and en-
courage you to continue this effort
and, if conditions allow, to accelerate
the pace.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have
looked at the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Oregon. He has made some
modifications that I think are appro-
priate, and this side has no objection. I
understand, however, that he will in-
sist on a recorded vote, which is his
right. But I see at this time no objec-
tion to the amendment as he describes
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the partnership of my col-
league from Arizona.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2995

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
measure be set aside, and I call up
amendment No. 2995.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2995.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ask
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To enhance authorities relating to

the admission of defense industry civilians

to certain Department of Defense edu-
cational institutions and programs)

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1048. ENHANCEMENT OF AUTHORITIES ON
ADMISSION OF DEFENSE INDUSTRY
CIVILIANS TO CERTAIN DEPART-

MENT OF DEFENSE EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS.

(a) NAVY DEFENSE PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM.—Section 7049(a) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in the second sentence, by inserting ‘‘or
professional continuing education certifi-
cate’ after ‘“‘master’s degree’’;
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(2) in the third sentence, by striking ‘125
such defense industry employees’ and insert-
ing ‘250 such defense industry employees’’;
and

(3) in the last sentence, by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘or an
appropriate professional continuing edu-
cation certificate, as applicable’.

(b) UNITED STATES AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY.—Section 9314a(a) of such title
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or pro-
fessional continuing education certificate”
after ‘‘graduate degree’’;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘125 de-
fense industry employees’ and inserting ‘250
defense industry employees’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting before the
period at the end the following: ‘‘or an ap-
propriate professional continuing education
certificate, as applicable”.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment is intended to expand the
opportunities for defense industry em-
ployees to attend or participate in De-
partment of Defense educational insti-
tutions and programs.

Specifically, the amendment will
broaden the existing statute that au-
thorizes defense industry employees to
obtain a master’s degree at Defense De-
partment schools, such as the Naval
Postgraduate School, by also allowing
them to obtain professional continuing
educational certification.

Having key members of the defense
industry exposed to the unique courses
offered at these institutions is a win-
win for the Federal Government. The
industry pays the tuition and covers
all costs associated with their attend-
ance, and in the process our defense in-
dustry partners gain greater expertise
in the military application of engineer-
ing and science, as well as acquisition
and program management expertise.

Again, I believe this is a win-win for
the government, and I ask for a voice
vote of the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. LEVIN. 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. LEVIN. Mr. President, I don’t
know of any further debate on this side
on the Portman amendment. We sup-
port it, and we have no objection to it
going to a voice vote at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2995) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2948, 2962, 2971, 2986, 2989, 3085,

3110, 3166, 2981 EN BLOC

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wish
now to call up a list of nine amend-
ments, which have been cleared by my-
self and the ranking member, by Sen-
ator McCAIN: Webb amendment No.
2948, Sessions amendment No. 2962,
Inhofe amendment No. 2971, Casey
amendment No. 2986, Murray amend-
ment No. 2989, Vitter amendment No.
3085, Coburn amendment 3110, Manchin
amendment No. 3166, and Boxer amend-
ment No. 2981. I believe they have been
cleared on the Republican side.

Mr. MCCAIN. I have no objection.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
consider these amendments en bloc,
the amendments be agreed to, and the
motions to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2948
(Purpose: To extend the authority to provide

a temporary increase in rates of basic al-

lowance for housing under certain cir-

cumstances)

At the end of subtitle A of title VI, add the
following:

SEC. 602. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE TEMPORARY INCREASE IN
RATES OF BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR
HOUSING UNDER CERTAIN CIR-
CUMSTANCES.

Section 403(b)(T)(E) of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2012 and inserting ‘‘December 31,
2013,

AMENDMENT NO. 2962

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
on the submittal to Congress of the home-
land defense hedging policy and strategy of
the Secretary of Defense)

At the end of C subtitle of title II, add the
following:

SEC. 238. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE SUB-
MITTAL TO CONGRESS OF THE
HOMELAND DEFENSE HEDGING POL-
ICY AND STRATEGY REPORT OF THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Section 233 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public
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Law 112-81; 1256 Stat. 1340) requires a home-
land defense hedging policy and strategy re-
port from the Secretary of Defense.

(2) The report was required to be submitted
not later than 75 days after the date of the
enactment of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, namely by
March 16, 2012.

(3) The Secretary of Defense has not yet
submitted the report as required.

(4) In March 2012, General Charles Jacoby,
Jr., Commander of the United States North-
ern Command, the combatant command re-
sponsible for operation of the Ground-based
Midcourse Defense system to defend the
homeland against ballistic missile threats,
testified before Congress that “I am con-
fident in my ability to successfully defend
the homeland from the current set of limited
long-range ballistic missile threats’, and
that ¢‘[algainst current threats from the
Middle East, I am confident we are well pos-
tured”.

(5) Phase 4 of the European Phased Adapt-
ive Approach (EPAA) is intended to augment
the currently deployed homeland defense ca-
pability of the Ground-based Midcourse De-
fense system against a potential future Ira-
nian long-range missile threat by deploying
an additional layer of forward-deployed
interceptors in Europe in the 2020 timeframe.

(6) The Director of National Intelligence,
James Clapper, has testified to Congress
that, although the intelligence community
does ‘‘not know if Iran will eventually decide
to build nuclear weapons’, it judges ‘‘that
Iran would likely choose missile delivery as
its preferred method of delivering a nuclear
weapon’’. He also testified that ‘‘Iran already
has the largest inventory of ballistic missiles
in the Middle East, and it is expanding the
scale, reach, and sophistication of its bal-
listic missile forces, many of which are in-
herently capable of carrying a nuclear pay-
load”.

(7) The 2012 Annual Report to Congress on
the Military Power of Iran by the Depart-
ment of Defense states that, in addition to
increasing its missile inventories, ‘‘Iran has
boosted the lethality and effectiveness of its
existing missile systems with accuracy im-
provements and new submunitions pay-
loads’’, and that it continues to develop mis-
siles that can strike Israel and Eastern Eu-
rope. It also states that ‘“‘Iran has launched
multistage space launch vehicles that could
serve as a testbed for developing long-range
ballistic missiles technologies’, and that
“[w]lith sufficient foreign assistance, Iran
may be technically capable of flight-testing
an intercontinental ballistic missile by
2015,

(8) Despite the failure of its April 2012 sat-
ellite launch attempt, North Korea warned
the United States in October 2012 that the
United States mainland is within range of its
missiles.

(9) The threat of limited ballistic missile
attack against the United States homeland
from countries such as North Korea and Iran
is increasing.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(1) the homeland defense hedging policy
and strategy report required by section 233 of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012 is necessary to inform Con-
gress on options to protect the United States
homeland against the evolving ballistic mis-
sile threat, including potential options prior
to the deployment of Phase 4 of the Euro-
pean Phased Adaptive Approach to missile
defense; and

(2) the Secretary of Defense should comply
with the requirements of section 233 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2012 by submitting the homeland de-
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fense hedging policy and strategy report to
Congress.
AMENDMENT NO. 2971
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on the protection of Department of Defense
airfields, training airspace, and air train-
ing routes)
At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:
SEC. 1084. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PROTEC-
TION OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

AIRFIELDS, TRAINING AIRSPACE,
AND AIR TRAINING ROUTES.

It is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) Department of Defense airfields, train-
ing airspace, and air training routes are na-
tional treasures that must be protected from
encroachment;

(2) placement or emplacement of obstruc-
tions near or on Department of Defense air-
fields, training airspace, or air training
routes has the potential of increasing risk to
military aircraft and personnel as well as
impacting training and readiness; and

(3) the Department of Defense should de-
velop comprehensive rules and regulations to
address construction and use of land in close
proximity to Department of Defense air-
fields, training areas, or air training routes
to ensure compatibility with military air-
craft operations.

AMENDMENT NO. 2986
(Purpose: To require contractors to notify
small business concerns that they have in-
cluded in offers relating to contracts let by

Federal agencies)

At the end of subtitle E of title VIII, add
the following:

SEC. . SUBCONTRACTOR NOTIFICATIONS.

Section 8(d) of the Small Business Act (156
U.S.C. 637(d)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

€“(13) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—An of-
feror with respect to a contract let by a Fed-
eral agency that is to be awarded pursuant
to the negotiated method of procurement
that intends to identify a small business con-
cern as a potential subcontractor in the offer
relating to the contract shall notify the
small business concern that the offeror in-
tends to identify the small business concern
as a potential subcontractor in the offer.

¢‘(14) REPORTING BY SUBCONTRACTORS.—The
Administrator shall establish a reporting
mechanism that allows a subcontractor to
report fraudulent activity by a contractor
with respect to a subcontracting plan sub-
mitted to a procurement authority under
paragraph (4)(B).”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2989
(Purpose: To extend the authority of the

Secretary of Veterans Affairs and the Sec-

retary of Labor to carry out a program of

referral and counseling services to vet-
erans at risk of homelessness who are
transitioning from certain institutions)

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1084. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITIES TO
CARRY OUT A PROGRAM OF REFER-
RAL AND COUNSELING SERVICES TO
VETERANS AT RISK OF HOMELESS-
NESS WHO ARE TRANSITIONING
FROM CERTAIN INSTITUTIONS.

Section 2023(d) of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘September 30,
2012’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2013°.

AMENDMENT NO. 3085
(Purpose: To require additional elements in
the plan on the rationalization of cyber
networks and cyber personnel of the De-
partment of Defense)

On page 306, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:

(3) ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS.—In developing
the plan required by paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall also—
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(A) identify targets for the number of per-
sonnel to be reassigned to tasks related to
offensive cyber operations, and the rate at
which such personnel shall be added to the
workforce for such tasks; and

(B) identify targets for use of National
Guard personnel to support cyber workforce
rationalization and the actions taken under
subsection (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 3110

(Purpose: To require a report on the balances
carried forward by the Department of De-
fense at the end of fiscal year 2012)

At the end of subtitle A of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1005. REPORT ON BALANCES CARRIED FOR-
WARD BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE AT THE END OF FISCAL YEAR
2012.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to Congress, and pub-
lish on the Internet website of the Depart-
ment of Defense available to the public, the
following:

(1) The total dollar amount of all balances
carried forward by the Department of De-
fense at the end of fiscal year 2012 by ac-
count.

(2) The total dollar amount of all unobli-
gated balances carried forward by the De-
partment of Defense at the end of fiscal year
2012 by account.

(3) The total dollar amount of any balances
(both obligated and unobligated) that have
been carried forward by the Department of
Defense for five years or more as of the end
of fiscal year 2012 by account.

AMENDMENT NO. 3166

(Purpose: To require a report on the future
of family support programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense)

At the end of subtitle G of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 577. REPORT ON FUTURE OF FAMILY SUP-
PORT PROGRAMS OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the congressional defense committees a re-
port on the anticipated future of the family
support programs of the Department of De-
fense during the five-year period beginning
on the date of the submittal of the report as
end strengths for the Armed Forces are re-
duced and the Armed Forces are drawn down
from combat operations in Afghanistan.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of the current family sup-
port programs of each of the Armed Forces
and the Department of Defense, including
the name, scope and intended purpose of
each program.

(2) An assessment of the current costs of
the family support programs covered by
paragraph (1), and an estimate of the costs of
anticipated family support programs of the
Department over the period covered by the
report.

(3) An assessment of the costs and other
consequences associated with the elimi-
nation or reduction of any current family
support programs of the Department over
the period covered by the report.

(4) An assessment by the Secretary of the
Army of the Family Readiness Support As-
sistant program, and a description of any
planned or anticipated changes to that pro-
gram over the period covered by the report.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2981
(Purpose: To prohibit the issuance of a waiv-
er for commissioning or enlistment in the
Armed Forces for any individual convicted
of a felony sexual offense)
At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 526. PROHIBITION ON WAIVER FOR COMMIS-
SIONING OR ENLISTMENT IN THE
ARMED FORCES FOR ANY INDI-
VIDUAL CONVICTED OF A FELONY
SEXUAL OFFENSE.

An individual may not be provided a waiv-
er for commissioning or enlistment in the
Armed Forces if the individual has been con-
victed under Federal or State law of a felony
offense of any of the following:

(1) Rape.

(2) Sexual abuse.

(3) Sexual assault.

(4) Incest.

(5) Any other sexual offense.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague.

By the way, did we move to recon-
sider?

I move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, briefly I
was just going over the list of amend-
ments that have been filed. I urge my
colleagues who want those amend-
ments considered to come over and
state their intention and we will move
forward with the amendments. I keep
hearing from my staff this Senator is
not ready yet, that Senator is not
ready yet. I hope they come over, we
get these amendments in order and we
will dispose of them as soon as possible
since we are looking at a rather late
evening this evening, and even tomor-
Trow.

We need to move these amendments.
I hope my colleagues will cooperate by
coming over prepared to offer those
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator from West
Virginia wishes now to speak on the
Merkley amendment. Then it is our in-
tention to move to a vote on the
Merkley amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3096

Amendment No. 3096 would express
the Sense of Congress in support of the
President’s stated goals for
transitioning the security lead to the
Afghanistan and end the U.S. combat
mission in Afghanistan by no later
than December 31, 2014. The Sense of
Congress supports the goals of: Accom-
plishing the President’s stated goal of
transitioning the lead responsibility
for security to the Government of Af-
ghanistan by mid-2013; as part of that
transition, drawing down U.S. troops to
the minimum level required to meet
that goal; continuing the drawdown of
U.S. troop levels at a steady pace
through the end of 2014; and ending ‘‘all
regular combat operations’” by U.S.
troops by not later than the end of 2014,
and earlier to the extent consistent
with a safe and orderly drawdown of
U.S. troops in Afghanistan.
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The Merkley amendment is con-
sistent with President’s plans for draw-
ing down U.S. troops in Afghanistan,
and it is consistent with our best
chances for success in securing Afghan-
istan.

It expresses this body’s support for
the President’s transition goals which
include the handover to Afghan secu-
rity forces of primary responsibility for
security throughout Afghanistan by
mid-2013 and the completion of the se-
curity transition process by the end of
2014.

Transitioning to Afghan forces in the
lead is the roadmap to security in Af-
ghanistan. It challenges the Taliban
narrative that commanders need to de-
fend Afghanistan from foreign troops
seeking to occupy their country. As Af-
ghan officials recently told me, when
they realize they are fighting their fel-
low Afghans in the Afghan Army, some
mid-level Taliban commanders have
decided to put aside their arms and
seek to re-integrate into Afghan soci-
ety.

The Afghan people want to see their
own Afghan Army soldiers and Afghan
police personnel providing security for
their communities. A recent public
opinion poll in Afghanistan found that
the overwhelming majority of the Af-
ghan people have moderate or high
confidence in the Afghan Army—93 per-
cent. The Afghan police are also gain-
ing the confidence of the Afghan peo-
ple—82 percent confidence.

Afghan security forces have shown
they are willing to fight. So far this
year, Afghan soldiers and police have
suffered more casualties—wounded and
killed—than have U.S. and coalition
forces.

As Afghan security forces assume
more and more responsibility for the
security lead between now and the end
of 2014, NATO and coalition forces will
gradually step back into a supporting
role and then an overwatch role.

The Merkley amendment reaffirms
the President’s plan to end U.S. com-
bat operations in Afghanistan by not
later than the end of 2014. This is also
what was agreed by coalition partners
at the NATO Summit in Chicago in
May, when the U.S. and its allies de-
clared, ‘“‘By the end of 2014, when the
Afghan Authorities will have full secu-
rity responsibility, the NATO-led com-
bat mission will end.” They also agreed
to begin planning a new post-2014
training mission, which ‘“‘will not be a
combat mission.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the amendment of my col-
league, Senator MERKLEY from Oregon,
his amendment on Afghanistan. I know
we all have good ideas. We all have
input here. We all have our own per-
sonal opinions. But it is time to bring
our troops home from Afghanistan.
They have been there since October 7,
2001. They have defeated al-Qaida, they
have killed Osama bin Laden, and it is
time to bring them home.
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Mr. President, 66,000 American com-
bat troops still remain in Afghanistan.
President Obama plans to reduce that
number by ‘‘a steady pace’ until they
are moved completely out by the end of
2014. I would prefer a faster pace, as
many of my colleague would, but as
long as it did not jeopardize the safety
of troops, because I think that is the
most important thing we do. After all,
the war has already surpassed the Viet-
nam war, your area and mine, Mr.
President, as the longest in American
history. It has already cost us dearly;
more than 2,000 American troops have
died for the cause and many thousands
more have been maimed and more than
$500 billion has been spent just in Af-
ghanistan.

Even so, I support the bipartisan
amendment sponsored by Senator
MERKLEY. It backs the President’s cur-
rent plan to end combat operations in
Afghanistan by the end of 2014, but I
support it because it also calls for a
quicker transition of security oper-
ations from U.S. forces to Afghan secu-
rity forces. Instead of the end of 2014,
the amendment urges the transition to
take place in the summer of 2013, this
coming year. That, hopefully, would
bring a quicker end to the U.S. involve-
ment in combat in Afghanistan. This
amendment merely expresses the sense
of the Senate. It is not binding on
President Obama and it will not affect
any negotiations between Washington
and Kabul on whether a residual force
of U.S. military advisers in Afghani-
stan would be there after 2014.

U.S. forces went to Afghanistan in
pursuit of those who planned and or-
dered the September 11 terrorist at-
tacks on the United States that killed
over 3,000 of our citizens. With valor
and courage they drove from power the
Taliban, which had given bin Laden a
base from which he could launch hor-
rific attacks on innocent American ci-
vilians. They captured, killed, or
brought to justice the leader of al-
Qaida and eventually they tracked
down bin Laden himself and made sure
he would never, ever harm another
American.

After more than 10 years, more than
1,900 American lives, and more than
$5600 billion, it is time to bring our war-
riors home to a hero’s welcome, time
to focus our resources on rebuilding
America, not on rebuilding Afghani-
stan. I have said many times on this
floor, if you help us build a new road or
bridge in West Virginia, help us build a
school for our children, we will not
blow it up or burn it down.

It is time to help rebuild America for
this great country and bring our heroes
back to a hero’s welcome.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we are
now going to proceed to a vote on the
Merkley amendment. As I indicated,
the amendment expresses the support
of this body for the transition goals of
the President, including the handover
to Afghan security forces of primary
responsibility for security throughout
Afghanistan by mid-2013, the comple-
tion of the security transition process
by the end of 2014—and of course that
has to do with the completion and
transition. That is not necessarily by
any means a withdrawal of all troops
but it is the intent that all combat
forces be withdrawn by the end of 2014.
I emphasize it is a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution.

After the disposition of the Merkley
amendment, we then intend to move to
the Whitehouse amendment. The
Whitehouse amendment has been
cleared by the chairman and ranking
member of the committee of jurisdic-
tion. However, there is a desire to de-
bate and have a rollcall on that amend-
ment. We are asking Senator WHITE-
HOUSE to be prepared immediately after
this vote to call up formally and debate
his amendment and any opponent or
opponents of the amendment to be pre-
pared to debate it at that time. So it is
our intent—and I ask unanimous con-
sent—that immediately following the
vote on the pending Merkley amend-
ment, we then move to the Whitehouse
amendment, and following the disposi-
tion of the Whitehouse amendment we
then move to the Coburn amendment
No. 3109, which will require debate,
and, hopefully, we can work out a time
agreement with Senator COBURN during
this vote.

Finally, we are urging Senators who
have amendments we have not yet ad-
dressed that they intend to press, or
hope they can press, to meet with us
during this vote so we can continue to
make progress on this bill. We will be
in tomorrow unless by some wonderful
events we are able to finish this bill to-
night.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I agree
with the unanimous consent re-
quest——

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. I am sorry, I say to my
friend from Arizona. We have to with-
draw that unanimous consent request
on amendment No. 3109 at this time. I
want to try to see what the problem is.
There is an objection to my request on
this side. We are going to try to work
out those objections during this roll-
call vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I have to object on this
side. Senator COBURN wants the same
privilege every Senator has; that is, to
bring up his amendment. If someone
objects to that, I hope that Senator
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will come down and object in person
because this is holding up the progress
of the bill. So if there is a Whitehouse
amendment that is agreed to, then a
Coburn amendment certainly should be
allowed as well.

So we have to object to the unani-
mous consent request. Hopefully, dur-
ing the vote on the Merkley amend-
ment we can work out some agree-
ment.

Mr. LEVIN. We understand Senator
MERKLEY is on his way and wishes to
speak for a minute on his own amend-

ment, so I note the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

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

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in favor of my amendment No.
3096 to express the sense of Congress on
the accelerated transition of U.S. com-
bat and military security operations
for the Government of Afghanistan.

Our President has laid out a course of
action that involves putting Afghan
troops in charge of the operation in Af-
ghanistan. This amendment fully sup-
ports the schedule the President has
laid out. Furthermore, it calls upon the
President to explore every opportunity
to see if that schedule can be acceler-
ated; that we can, with security for our
troops and appropriateness for our mis-
sion, withdraw at a faster pace.

The two main objectives in Afghani-
stan were to take out the al-Qaida
training camps and to proceed to pur-
sue those responsible for 9/11. We have
effectively pursued those missions. Al-
Qaida is now much stronger around the
rest of the world. A counterterrorism
strategy that is appropriate in the rest
of the world is appropriate in Afghani-
stan and it should be pursued. But the
newly adopted mission of nation build-
ing in Afghanistan has gone terribly off
the track and put our troops at great
risk. We need to endorse the Presi-
dent’s strategy and end this war—the
longest war the United States has ever
experienced.

I ask for the support of my col-
leagues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

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

Mr. MERKLEY. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. McCAsS-
KILL) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mrs. WYDEN) are necessarily absent.

November 29, 2012

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. HELL-
ER), and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 62,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 210 Leg.]

YEAS—62
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Grassley Nelson (NE)
Begich Hagan Nelson (FL)
Bennet Harkin Paul
Bingaman Hoeven Reed
Blumenthal Inouye Reid
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Kerry
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Zaﬁdem
Cantwell Kohl chamer
Cardin Landrieu Shaheen
Carper Lautenberg Snowe
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Cochran Lee Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lugar Toomey
Coons Manchin Udall (CO)
Corker Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Webb
Franken Moran Whitehouse

NAYS—33
Alexander Enzi McConnell
Ayotte Graham Murkowski
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Blunt Hutchison Pryor
Boozman Inhofe Risch
Burr Isakson Roberts
Chambliss Johanns Rubio
Coats Johnson (WI) Sessions
Coburn Kyl Shelby
Cornyn Lieberman Vitter
Crapo McCain Wicker

NOT VOTING—5

DeMint Kirk Wyden
Heller McCaskill

The amendment (No. 3096) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion upon the table.

The motion to lay upon the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, what we
wish to do now is move to Senator
BLUMENTHAL’s amendment which has
been cleared and I believe can be voice-
voted. I think that is the current situa-
tion.

Then as soon as that is done, I hope
we will have an announcement as to
where we go next. With the cooperation
of one Senator, whom I do not see on
the floor, we may be able to go to Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE’s amendment, but I
cannot quite announce that yet be-
cause we have to find that Senator and
make sure that is not objected to. I
would hope the chair would now recog-
nize Senator BLUMENTHAL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

AMENDMENT NO. 3124, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
thank my distinguished colleague, the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, as well as the ranking member,
Senator McCAIN, for their leadership
on this issue and ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment 3124 be made
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pending, as modified with the changes
that are at the desk.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BLUMENTHAL] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3124, as modified.

The amendment No. 3124, as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of title VIII, add the following:
Subtitle F—Ending Trafficking in
Government Contracting

SEC. 891. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the “End
Trafficking in Government Contracting Act
of 2012,

SEC. 892. DEFINITIONS.

In this subtitle:

(1) COMMERCIAL SEX ACT.—The term ‘‘com-
mercial sex act’ has the meaning given the
term in section 22.1702 of the Federal Acqui-
sition Regulation (or any similar successor
regulation) .

(2) EXECUTIVE AGENCY.—The term ‘‘execu-
tive agency’’ has the meaning given the term
in section 133 of title 41, United States Code.

(3) SUBCONTRACTOR.—The term ‘‘subcon-
tractor’” means a recipient of a contract at
any tier under a grant, contract, or coopera-
tive agreement.

(4) SUBGRANTEE.—The term ‘‘subgrantee’”’
means a recipient of a grant at any tier
under a grant or cooperative agreement.

(5) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United
States’ has the meaning provided in section
103(12) of the Trafficking Victims Protection
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7102(12)).

SEC. 893. CONTRACTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 106(g) of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 (22
U.S.C. 7104(g)) is amended by striking ‘‘if the
grantee or any subgrantee,’”” and all that fol-
lows through the period at the end and in-
serting the following: ‘‘or take any of the
other remedial actions authorized under sec-
tion 895(c) of the End Trafficking in Govern-
ment Contracting Act of 2012, if the grantee
or any subgrantee, or the contractor or any
subcontractor, engages in, or uses labor re-
cruiters, brokers, or other agents who en-
gage in—

‘(i) severe forms of trafficking in persons;

‘‘(ii) the procurement of a commercial sex
act during the period of time that the grant,
contract, or cooperative agreement is in ef-
fect;

‘“(iii) the use of forced labor in the per-
formance of the grant, contract, or coopera-
tive agreement, or

‘“(iv) acts that directly support or advance
trafficking in persons, including the fol-
lowing acts:

“(I) Destroying, concealing, removing, con-
fiscating, or otherwise denying an employee
access to that employee’s identity or immi-
gration documents.

‘(IT) Failing to pay return transportation
costs to an employee upon the end of em-
ployment, unless—

‘‘(aa) exempted from the duty to repatriate
by the Federal department or agency pro-
viding or entering into the grant, contract,
or cooperative agreement; or

‘““(bb) the employee is a victim of human
trafficking seeking victim services or legal
redress in the country of employment or a
witness in a human trafficking enforcement
action.

““(III) Soliciting a person for the purpose of
employment, or offering employment, by
means of materially false or fraudulent pre-
tenses, representations, or promises regard-
ing that employment.
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‘“(IV) Charging recruited employees unrea-
sonable placement or recruitment fees, such
as fees equal to or greater than the employ-
ee’s monthly salary, or recruitment fees that
violate the laws of the country from which
an employee is recruited.

(V) Providing or arranging housing that
fails to meet the host country housing and
safety standards.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

SEC. 894. COMPLIANCE PLAN AND CERTIFI-
CATION REQUIREMENT.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—The head of an execu-
tive agency may not provide or enter into a
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement if
the estimated value of the services required
to be performed under the grant, contract, or
cooperative agreement outside the United
States exceeds $500,000, unless a duly des-
ignated representative of the recipient of
such grant, contract, or cooperative agree-
ment certifies to the contracting or grant of-
ficer prior to receiving an award and on an
annual basis thereafter, after having con-
ducted due diligence, that—

(1) the recipient has implemented a plan to
prevent the activities described in section
106(g) of the Trafficking Victims Protection
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7104(g)), as amended by
section 3, and is in compliance with that
plan;

(2) the recipient has implemented proce-
dures to prevent any activities described in
such section 106(g) and to monitor, detect,
and terminate any subcontractor, sub-
grantee, or employee of the recipient engag-
ing in any activities described in such sec-
tion; and

(3) to the best of the representative’s
knowledge, neither the recipient, nor any
subcontractor or subgrantee of the recipient
or any agent of the recipient or of such a
subcontractor or subgrantee, is engaged in
any of the activities described in such sec-
tion.

(b) LIMITATION.—Any plan or procedures
implemented pursuant to subsection (a) shall
be appropriate to the size and complexity of
the grant, contract, or cooperative agree-
ment and to the nature and scope of its ac-
tivities, including the number of non-United
States citizens expected to be employed.

(c) DISCLOSURE.—The recipient shall pro-
vide a copy of the plan to the contracting or
grant officer upon request, and as appro-
priate, shall post the useful and relevant
contents of the plan or related materials on
its website and at the workplace.

(d) GUIDANCE.—The President, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, the Attor-
ney General, the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Home-
land Security, the Administrator for the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, and the heads of such other exec-
utive agencies as the President deems appro-
priate, shall establish minimum require-
ments for contractor plans and procedures to
be implemented pursuant to this section.

(e) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 270 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Federal Acquisition Regulation shall be
amended to carry out the purposes of this
section.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The requirements
under subsection (a) and (c) shall apply to
grants, contracts, and cooperative agree-
ments entered into on or after the date that
is 90 days after the Federal Acquisition Reg-
ulation is amended pursuant to subsection
(e).

SEC. 895. MONITORING AND INVESTIGATION OF
TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS.
(a) REFERRAL AND INVESTIGATION.—
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(1) REFERRAL.—If the contracting or grant
officer of an executive agency for a grant,
contract, or cooperative agreement receives
credible information that a recipient of the
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement;
any subgrantee or subcontractor of the re-
cipient; or any agent of the recipient or of
such a subgrantee or subcontractor, has en-
gaged in an activity described in section
106(g) of the Trafficking Victims Protection
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7104(g)), as amended by
section 893, including a report from a con-
tracting officer representative, an auditor,
an alleged victim or victim’s representative,
or any other credible source, the contracting
or grant officer shall promptly refer the mat-
ter to the agency’s Office of Inspector Gen-
eral for investigation. The contracting offi-
cer may also direct the contractor to take
specific steps to abate an alleged violation or
enforce the requirements of a compliance
plan implemented pursuant to section 894.

(2) INVESTIGATION.—Where appropriate, an
Inspector General who receives credible in-
formation that a recipient of the grant, con-
tract, or cooperative agreement; any sub-
grantee or subcontractor of the recipient; or
any agent of the recipient or of such a sub-
grantee or subcontractor, has engaged in an
activity described in section 106(g) of the
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000
(22 U.S.C. 7104(g)), as amended by section 893,
pursuant to a referral under paragraph (1) or
otherwise, shall promptly initiate an inves-
tigation of the matter. In the event that an
Inspector General does not initiate an inves-
tigation, the Inspector General shall provide
an explanation for the decision not to inves-
tigate.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Very simply,
this amendment involves commonsense
reforms that will ensure the perform-
ance of overseas contracts, paid for by
our taxpayers, involving money in this
very Defense budget, consistent with
the values that we hold dear as Ameri-
cans.

The Department of Defense has a spe-
cial responsibility to lead in pre-
venting human trafficking overseas, as
this amendment would do. It is not
only a matter of humane and moral
values, it is a matter of getting value
for the dollars we spend in protecting
our national security.

The United States has and ought to
have a zero-tolerance policy against
government employees and contractor
personnel engaging in any form of
human trafficking. These values are
transcendent of party lines, of any
other interests. I am very proud to
offer this amendment, in fact, with
strong support across the aisle, led by
my colleague Senator PORTMAN who
has joined me in forming a human traf-
ficking caucus to lead the way on these
issues. This amendment is the result of
efforts we have led and very simply
represents the most comprehensive leg-
islative effort ever undertaken in the
Congress to stamp out human traf-
ficking in overseas contracting.

I am happy to yield to my colleague
from Ohio, Senator PORTMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague from Con-
necticut in offering this amendment,
which is modeled on the bipartisan leg-
islation we introduced in March along
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with a number of Senators on both
sides of the aisle.

We also recently joined to form a
Senate caucus to end human traf-
ficking, and I appreciate the chair and
ranking member today for allowing
this amendment to move forward.

The aim of this amendment is pretty
simple. This amendment ensures that
our contingency contracting dollars
are spent in a manner that is con-
sistent, as Senator BLUMENTHAL said,
with our deeply held values as a coun-
try. This is particularly important in
the context of wartime contracting and
reconstruction work.

This amendment comes from the
work that both DOD and State Depart-
ment IGs have done. The inspectors
general have told us we lack sufficient
monitoring to have the kind of
visiblity we need under the labor prac-
tices by our contractors and sub-
contractors who rely on a lot of third-
party nationals to do overseas work.

It also comes from the Wartime Con-
tracting Commission, which has re-
ported what is described as evidence of
the recurrent problem of trafficking in
persons by labor brokers or subcontrac-
tors of contingency contractors. The
report concluded that existing prohibi-
tions on such trafficking have failed to
suppress it.

One of the commission members, a
former Reagan and Bush administra-
tion defense official, testified before
our committee, saying those findings
were, in his assessment, just the tip of
the iceberg. So I think this legislation
is appropriate. It directly affects this
issue that has been raised now by the
IG and by the Wartime Contracting
Commission. This is a commonsense
approach to it.

Broadly defined, we believe this will
help to deal with the human traf-
ficking issue that has been identified.
It deals with recruiting workers to
leave their home countries based on
fraudulent promises, confiscating pass-
ports, limiting the ability of workers
to return home, charging workers so-
called recruitment fees that consume
more than a month’s salary, just to
name some of the abuses that have
been identified.

I think it should be clear that the
overwhelming majority of these con-
tractors and subcontractors are law
abiding, but we need to be sure these
abusive labor practices are dealt with.
This legislation will do so. I thank my
colleague for raising it today. I am
proud to join him in cosponsoring the
legislation.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SHAHEEN). The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I
think we are now willing to proceed to
disposition on the Blumenthal amend-
ment. I don’t know if anyone wants to
speak further on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.
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The amendment No. 3124, as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent to set the pending amendment
aside for the consideration of amend-
ment No. 2972.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator——

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I won-
der if we could ask unanimous consent
at this point to take up the Inhofe
amendment. We know of no objection
to it. Rather than setting any amend-
ment aside, just simply send it to the
desk.

Is the amendment at the desk? Just
call up the amendment, if the Senator
would.

AMENDMENT NO. 2972

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I call
up amendment No. 2972.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE)
proposes an amendment No. 2972.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress

that the bugle call commonly known as

“Taps’ should be designated as the Na-

tional Song of Military Remembrance)

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1084. SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE
BUGLE CALL COMMONLY KNOWN AS
TAPS SHOULD BE DESIGNATED AS
THE NATIONAL SONG OF MILITARY
REMEMBRANCE.

It is the sense of Congress that the bugle
call commonly known as ‘‘Taps’ should be
designated as the National Song of Military
Remembrance.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, this
is something that I know will be ac-
cepted by both sides, by every Member
in here. It is a request by all the asso-
ciations, the veterans and all the oth-
ers. It is something I wasn’t familiar
with until fairly recently, and that is,
in July of 1862, following the Seven
Days Battles, Union GEN Daniel
Butterfield and bugler Oliver Wilcox
Norton created ‘‘Taps’” at Berkeley
Plantation in Virginia.

This is something we are all familiar
with, those of us who served in the
military. We know what ‘“Taps’ is. It
is a big deal to a lot of people, but it
has never had an official designation.
We have an amendment now that
would be a sense-of-the-Senate that
would designate the bugle call com-
monly Kknown as ‘“‘Taps’” to be des-
ignated as a national military song of
military remembrance. The reason I
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think it is significant to do it is it
raises the song known as “Taps’ to a
national level of significance, specifi-
cally for the military veterans as a
tribute when played during military fu-
nerals and ceremonies. This is a re-
quest of various veterans organiza-
tions, and I would ask that it be adopt-
ed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. We know of no objection
to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

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

The amendment (No. 2972) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay the mo-
tion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I
would now ask unanimous consent that
Senator UDALL of Colorado be recog-
nized for 5 minutes to speak as though
in morning business.

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

The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
President, I thank the chairman and
ranking member of the Armed Services
Committee for the recognition. I am a
proud member of that committee, and I
am also a member of the Intelligence
Committee. From those vantage
points, I am well aware of the threats
that face our country.

Our military and our intelligence
communities have to be prepared to
counter threats from a wide range of
enemies and bad actors. As we all
know, our national security commu-
nity is decisively engaged against
those who would do us harm. When we
capture those who are plotting against
us, we are swiftly bringing them to jus-
tice by trying and convicting those ter-
rorists in civilian courts and, when ap-
propriate, in military commissions.

This is a flexible strategy that has
empowered our terrorism community
to help keep Americans safe since 9/11,
and those brave men and women who
spend every waking hour defending this
country have been successfully using
our laws to pursue terrorists around
the globe. But last year Congress
changed some of those laws, against
the wishes of our military and intel-
ligence communities. Those detainee
provisions last year suggest that our
military should shift significant re-
sources away from their mission and to
instead act as both a domestic law en-
forcement agency and jailer with re-
spect to terrorist suspects. They also
call into question the principles we as
Americans hold dear, because they
could be interpreted as allowing the
military to capture and indefinitely de-
tain American citizens on U.S. soil
without trial.

I joined our highest ranking national
security officials in warning my col-
leagues about the dangerous change
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that such policies would make and I
urge us not to pass them. We have to
get our detainee and counterterrorism
policies right, but unfortunately I be-
lieve the policies that were enacted
last year complicate our capacity to
prosecute the war on terror and in the
process erode our Nation’s constitu-
tional principles, both of which con-
cern all of us.

I have been working with the admin-
istration to ensure that those deten-
tion policies are not harmfully inter-
preted, but the law itself remains a
problem. Several of my colleagues, in-
cluding the Senator from Kentucky
and the chairwoman of the Senate In-
telligence Committee, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, have suggested changes to the
law that will help repair the flawed
policies enacted last year.

I have also crafted my own legisla-
tion working with the ranking member
on the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, Congressman ADAM SMITH from
Washington, to repair some of the
harm that I believe was done in last
year’s NDAA. I filed that bill to this
year’s NDAA as amendment No. 3115,
along with the chairman of the Senate
Judiciary Committee, Senator LEAHY.

Senators FEINSTEIN and PAUL have a
slightly similar but different approach,
created as a result of the detainee pro-
visions passed last year. There are ef-
forts under way to assure that what-
ever path we take forward is supported
by the greatest numbers possible, and I
look forward to being part of those im-
portant discussions.

I know we addressed this issue in
part last year, but in speaking with
other Members I know there is a re-
newed interest in getting our detention
policies right, both from the view of
counterterrorism effectiveness and
constitutional protection. I believe
both security and freedom are criti-
cally important, and I don’t think we
have to choose one over the other.

I thank my colleagues for remaining
diligent in addressing the detention
policies that remain a concern, because
Americans must remain engaged on
this issue.

Madam President, I yield the floor,
and I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
THUNE be allotted 7 minutes to speak
on an amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I am
working with the managers of the bill
to try to address concerns they might
have on an amendment I have filed at
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the desk and hope to get accepted. But
I wish to speak to it now, if I might.

Essentially, the amendment is just a
sense of Congress regarding the Federal
Government’s use of spectrum, and, in
particular, spectrum use of the Depart-
ment of Defense. Spectrum is a very
important resource to the Department
of Defense, and it is a very important
resource to the private sector.

Unfortunately, spectrum is becoming
a scarcer and scarcer resource, and it is
increasingly necessary for there to be
better and more efficient management
of this scarce resource. Demand for
spectrum is sharply rising due to the
growing advanced network of commu-
nication devices that rely on spectrum
to transmit and receive information.
The rise of mobile devices, such as
smart phones and tablets, the iPhone
and iPad over the past few years, are
the reason for this sharp rise in de-
mand for spectrum.

According to a recent study by Cisco,
last year’s mobile data traffic was
eight times the size of the entire global
Internet in 2000. The Cisco study pre-
dicts that global mobile data traffic
will increase eighteenfold between 2011
and 2016 at a compound annual growth
rate of 78 percent, reaching 10.8
exabytes per month by 2016.

The rise in the smart phone and the
tablet has contributed significantly to
our Nation’s economy. The Nation’s
mobile communications industry, by
one estimate, directly or indirectly
supports 3.8 million jobs, contributing
$195.5 billion to the U.S. gross domestic
product, and driving $33 billion in pro-
ductivity improvements in 2011.

With all that has gone wrong with
our economy over the past several
years, it is important that we as pol-
icymakers nurture the growth of the
economy, especially where growth is
already happening and, in fact, is ex-
ploding. We need to enact smart
progrowth policies relating to spec-
trum. I know the spectrum issue isn’t
easy to understand or to manage, but it
is crucial we seek to better manage
this scarce resource, and where it is
possible to allocate more of the scarce
resource to the private sector where it
can create jobs and grow the economy.

That is the reasoning and purpose be-
hind my amendment. The Federal Gov-
ernment controls the vast amount of
spectrum for its own use. It is probably
not all as efficiently managed as it
could be. Undoubtedly, a sufficient
amount of this spectrum could be made
available to help create jobs and grow
the economy.

One of the low-hanging fruits we can
deal with almost immediately is the
band of spectrum known as the 1755-to-
1780 megahertz band. This spectrum is
particularly well suited for realloca-
tion to commercial use because it is
identified internationally for commer-
cial mobile services and is used for that
purpose throughout most of the world.
This 1755-t0-1780 band is also imme-
diately adjacent to existing domestic
wireless spectrum and would fit
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seamlessly into the current mobile
broadband spectrum portfolio allowing
for more immediate equipment devel-
opment and deployment.

There is no reason for further delay
in the reallocation of the 1755-t0-1780
band for commercial use. This band
was identified for commercial
broadband use internationally at the
2000 World Radio Communications Con-
ference over 10 years ago. Despite the
international designation of the band
for advanced wireless use, it is still al-
located domestically for government
use, heavily by DOD. The National
Telecommunications and Information
Administration, or NTIA, the agency
which is responsible for all government
spectrum, issued studies and reports in
2001, 2002, and 2010 that addressed use of
the band for commercial use but took
no action. The spectrum was also iden-
tified in the National Broadband Plan
as potentially available for realloca-
tion.

In March 2012, NTIA released its lat-
est report assessing the availability of
the band. Unfortunately, the 2012 NTTA
report contains no firm deadline for ac-
tion and no clear path to making the
band available for commercial use. It
contemplates a potential 10-year time-
frame and potential shared use of spec-
trum but defers any formal rec-
ommendation regarding reallocation
until the completion of still further
study.

Had NTIA acted when the first band
was allocated internationally for ad-
vanced wireless use, the band might al-
ready be available for commercial serv-
ices. Without a firm deadline DOD is
unlikely to agree to reallocation, and
the prospects for reallocating the 1755-
t0-1780 megahertz band for commercial
use remain slim.

That is why my amendment urges
the President to direct Federal users
on that 1755-to-1780 band to prepare,
not later than May 31, 2013, a realloca-
tion plan that includes the cost of relo-
cating from this band, and urges the
Federal Communications Commission
to reallocate this band to commercial
use.

I hasten to add that it is important
the cost of relocating the band should
be verifiable and transparent. The re-
port for the underlying bill requires
the Government Accountability Office
to determine if the cost of vacating or
sharing the 1755-t0-1780 band is suffi-
ciently captured in estimates. I look
forward to the GAO’s report on this
issue.

There are those who may voice con-
cerns about how this impacts our na-
tional security. I take a back seat to
no one in being pro-military. I sat on
the Armed Services Committee for 6
years. I have an Air Force Base in my
State that I care deeply about. It is im-
portant to understand that existing
law provides ample protection to DOD
for the relocation to replacement spec-
trum.

There are those concerned about the
cost to DOT to relocate. The law re-
quires DOT relocation costs be covered
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by the Spectrum Relocation Fund,
which is funded through the proceeds
of the auction of the band to commer-
cial licensees. If the auction does not
raise 110 percent of the relocation cost,
the auction would be canceled, assur-
ing that incumbent users are made
whole. Moreover, as part of the U.S.
Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Cre-
ation Act of 2012, Congress expanded
the scope of funding from the reloca-
tion fund to include the cost of plan-
ning for relocation.

I am confident the Pentagon and the
larger Federal Government can more
efficiently manage its spectrum hold-
ings and make available additional
spectrum to help grow our economy
and create jobs.

I hope, Madam President, that we
can work this out to have it included
as part of the Defense authorization
bill. I certainly believe it is an amend-
ment that is important with regard to
the issue I mentioned, which is the re-
allocation and relocation of spectrum
in this country to allow for multiple
uses—obviously, important private
commercial uses—out there and an
enormous demand, a demand that is
adding significantly to our economy
and creating jobs for literally thou-
sands and millions of Americans.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that we proceed to
the Gillibrand amendment, that there
be 20 minutes debate on the amend-
ment, and that it be equally divided be-
tween Senator GILLIBRAND and Senator
COBURN.

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

The Senator from New York.

AMENDMENT NO. 3058, AS MODIFIED

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Presi-
dent, I call up amendment No. 3058, as
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND], for herself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BROWN of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. BEGICH, and Mr. MENENDEZ,
proposes an amendment numbered 3058, as
modified.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle A of title VII, add
the following:
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SEC. 704. CERTAIN TREATMENT OF DEVELOP-
MENTAL DISABILITIES, INCLUDING
AUTISM, UNDER THE TRICARE PRO-
GRAM.

(a) CERTAIN TREATMENT OF AUTISM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 55 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 1077 the following new section:
“§1077a. Treatment of autism under the

TRICARE program

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (c), for purposes of providing
health care services under this chapter, the
treatment of developmental disabilities (42
U.S.C. 15002(8)), including autism spectrum
disorders shall include behavioral health
treatment, including applied behavior anal-
ysis, when prescribed by a physician.

“(b) REQUIREMENTS IN PROVISION OF SERV-
ICES.—In carrying out subsection (a), the
Secretary of Defense shall ensure that—

‘(1) except as provided by paragraph (2), a
person who is authorized to provide behav-
ioral health treatment is licensed or cer-
tified by a State or accredited national cer-
tification board; and

‘“(2) if applied behavior analysis or other
behavioral health treatment is provided by
an employee or contractor of a person de-
scribed in paragraph (1), the employee or
contractor shall meet minimum qualifica-
tions, training, and supervision requirements
as set forth by the Secretary who shall en-
sure that covered beneficiaries have appro-
priate access to care in accordance with best
practice guidelines.

““(c) EXCLUSIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the following:

‘(1) Covered beneficiaries under this chap-
ter who are entitled to hospital insurance
benefits under part A of title XVIII of the
Social Security Act.

‘“(2) Covered beneficiaries under this chap-
ter who are former members, dependents of
former members, or survivors of any uni-
formed service not under the jurisdiction of
the Department of Defense.

“(d) CONSTRUCTION WITH OTHER BENE-
FITS.—(1) Nothing in this section shall be
construed as limiting or otherwise affecting
the benefits otherwise provided under this
chapter to a covered beneficiary who is a
beneficiary by virtue of—

“(A) service in the Coast Guard, the Com-
missioned Corp of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, or the Com-
missioned Corp of the Public Health Service;
or

‘(B) being a dependent of a member of a
service described in subparagraph (A).

“(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as limiting or otherwise affecting the
benefits provided to a medicare-eligible ben-
eficiary under—

‘‘(A) this chapter;

““(B) part A of title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395c et seq.); or

‘“(C) any other law.”.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 55 of
such title is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 1077 the following
new item:

““1077a. Treatment of autism under the

TRICARE program.”’.

(b) FUNDING.—

(1) INCREASE.—The amount authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 2013 by sec-
tion 1406 and available for the Defense
Health Program for Private Sector Care as
specified in the funding table in section 4501
is hereby increased by $45,000,000, with the
amount of the increase to be available for
the provision of care in accordance with sec-
tion 1077a of title 10, United States Code (as
added by subsection (a)).

(2) OFFSET.—The amount authorized to be
appropriated for fiscal year 2013 by section
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301 for Operation and Maintenance and avail-
able as specified in the funding table in sec-
tion 4301 is hereby reduced by $45,000,000.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise today on behalf of the 30,000
military families who have loved ones
with disabilities, including those on
the autism spectrum. Sadly, thousands
of these Americans suffering from au-
tism and other developmental disabil-
ities are not receiving the treatment
that best practices has determined
they need.

For example, military families with
children on the autistic spectrum are
receiving fewer services than their ci-
vilian governmental counterparts
across the country, many of whom
have been rightfully aided by laws
passed in over 60 percent of our States,
representing over 75 percent of the
American population.

Autism places such tremendous
strain on our families—health strains,
financial, and emotional. They take
such tolls. I want to share briefly just
a couple of the stories I have heard
from struggling military families.
They have done everything we have
asked of them as a nation, but now
they can’t even provide for their chil-
dren.

One veteran was severely wounded in
Iraq while heroically serving his coun-
try. His injuries were such that he was
forced to retire. Because he is retired,
his autistic son Shane was no longer
able to receive the applied behavioral
therapies that were recommended. The
wait list for the Medicaid waiver serv-
ices where he lives was 9 years. So
Shane’s family had to sell their home
to pay the roughly $5,000 per month out
of pocket for the ABA treatment he so
desperately needs.

The money is running out for their
family, and they do not know what to
do. But they want to do what is best
for their son. Without this relief, we
risk allowing brave military families
just like this one to fall through the
cracks.

Another story: A marine on Active
Duty serving in Iraq and Afghanistan
three times has maxed out all his ABA
therapies to treat his 11-year-old autis-
tic son Joshua. Joshua is nonverbal
and his safety is a key concern for his
family. So Joshua is prescribed 35
hours of ABA therapy per week. Be-
cause of the severity of Joshua’s symp-
toms, the family is basically faced with
the impossible decision of either fore-
going the recommended care the doctor
has prescribed for their son or paying
these bills out of pocket for as long as
they are actually able.

I don’t believe this should ever hap-
pen to our military families. I don’t be-
lieve it should happen to any child, and
that is why I am introducing my
amendment to require TRICARE to
cover the recommended ABA therapies
that a doctor prescribes. It would be a
matter that is consistent with the best
practices across this country and in
the rest of the Federal Government.

Our children need this kind of sup-
port—Shane and Joshua need this kind
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of support—and we should be standing
by our men and women who serve in
the military because they stand by us.
Every parent who has a child with au-
tism or another disability faces chal-
lenges to ensure their child has access
to the treatments they require. For
these military families, the challenges
are even greater and often compounded
by frequent deployments overseas, the
frequent moves to different bases
across State lines, and sometimes sig-
nificant gaps in their coverage.

Today, TRICARE coverage of ABA is
severely limited. It is capped at $36,000
per year for an Active-Duty member,
which falls far below what is medically
recommended for so many of these
children.

This care is limited to Active-Duty
servicemembers only. Guard and Re-
serve families receive intermittent
care, and children of retirees can’t even
get coverage at all. As a consequence,
military servicemembers often must
turn to State Medicaid Programs to
help provide these services to their
children. But the problem is that these
services are often unavailable because
of long—years—wait lists. In Maryland,
for example, the wait list is 7 years, es-
sentially eliminating ABA coverage
during the early developmental years
when a child needs it most. The wait
list in Virginia is 10 years long.

Even more remarkable than
TRICARE not covering these treat-
ments is that the Office of Personnel
Management has determined that such
treatments may be covered as medical
therapies for Federal civilian employ-
ees. A recent court decision, which the
DOD is still reviewing and may appeal,
determined that TRICARE must cover
these treatments. But this decision is
being applied under the most narrow
definition in the interim, limiting the
potential pool of providers. This
amendment requires TRICARE to pro-
vide coverage and deliver services in a
manner that is consistent with the best
practices, thereby improving access to
care for our military families and
aligning the TRICARE policy with cov-
erage that is basically available to
anybody else in the civilian sector.

I believe we have a duty to stand by
our military families. We have to ad-
dress this difficult medical issue. We
ask so much of our men and women
who serve in the military. We must
support their families. This amend-
ment simply fulfills that promise.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Madam President,
first, I wish to announce that I agree
with the assessment of the Senator
from New York in terms of the treat-
ment that should be offered. I have no
problems with that. I think she is
right. There are a lot of other things in
TRICARE that aren’t right. And what
the Senator from New York is doing is
admirable, but there is a portion of it
that is not.

With the modification to her amend-
ment, she has now raised the total cost
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of this amendment over the next 10
years to $1.9 billion. And it is true that
she has managed to insert with some
excess funds that will be spent before
the end of the year that won’t be there
by the time the money for this is used
to pay for it. So she does meet that
standard, but she doesn’t meet the
standard for the next 10 years.

So we are in the midst of this large
discussion about how we are going to
get out of this fiscal mess. I take her at
her word that she really does want to
reform TRICARE and fix it. But realize
that TRICARE hasn’t had a premium
increase since 1995, and all it would
take to pay for this is a $2-per-month
increase in premiums for those on
TRICARE. And it is just TRICARE
Prime; it is not TRICARE Standard
and TRICARE For Life. It is just $2.
Madam President, $5650 per year covers
your whole family, with no deductibles
and no copays right now. It hasn’t been
increased since 1995.

So one of the things we ought to do
is we ought to work to bring TRICARE
standards up to make sure they meet
the needs of everybody. I don’t disagree
with that. But the other thing we
ought to do is we ought to pay for it.
Now, where is the money going to come
from to pay for this, this very well-in-
tentioned and proper thing? The way it
is written now by the Senator from
New York, this will come out of the op-
erations and maintenance fund. So the
very father of an autistic child will
have less flight time, less drill time,
less shooting time, less preparation
time to go out and be a warfighter. And
as we think about the 10-percent
across-the-board cut that is coming or
the $500 billion that is proposed to
come out of the Defense Department,
none of it is going to come out of
TRICARE.

So what we ought to do is we ought
to fix these things, but we ought to fix
them without digging our hole deeper.

Before Secretary Gates left, he said
the biggest thing that is eating the
lunch in the Defense Department is the
department of health within it that
manages the health care because we
have not done an appropriate job of
having a slight rise in premiums to
cover some of the tremendous benefits.
Nobody else in the country gets the
benefits we give with TRICARE—no-
body—$550 a year per family, $275 if
you are single, and no copay and no de-
ductible. All it would take is $24 a year
by our TRICARE Prime to pay to make
sure that the people with disabilities
and the people with autism have the
appropriate therapies and they are cov-
ered under TRICARE.

So I would ask my colleague from
New York if she would mind with-
drawing her amendment, to be voted on
later, that I might be able to offer a
second-degree amendment and maybe
in that way or another way pay for this
out of things that we know are going
on, that we could find $1.9 billion over
the next 10 years to actually pay for
the cost of this over the next 10 years.
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We didn’t have time to do that before-
hand. I don’t know if she would be will-
ing to do that. But there is no way you
should justify taking another $1.9 bil-
lion out of the operation and mainte-
nance program for our troops to health
care. We ought to eliminate something
that doesn’t take away from their
training time, flying time, shooting
time, or sailing time. We ought to be
taking it from somewhere else, but
that is where this is going to come
from.

I applaud what she is doing. She is
right about fixing the problem. She is
totally opposite of what we should be
doing in terms of paying for it, and I
would offer to work in good faith in the
next hour to try to come up with a sec-
ond-degree amendment that would be
acceptable to my colleague and to the
chairman and ranking member of this
committee that would actually pay for
it.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
5 minutes for Senator COBURN and 6
minutes for Senator GILLIBRAND re-
maining.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield 2
minutes to me?

Mr. COBURN. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Madam President,
there is no one I know of in this body
at any time who would not want to as-
sist and provide the best care, espe-
cially for our disabled children who
have autism. It is one of the most com-
pelling stories any of us have ever
heard. But I think it is also important
for us to recognize that when we con-
tinue to add on benefits without a
hearing, without any scrutiny, without
balancing where they are in the array
of priorities we have, and without pay-
ing for them—it seems to me that in
the budget we have and the expendi-
tures we have, to just say, as the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York just
stated, that we will address it next
year, we will get that taken care of—
we all know the hardest thing around
here is to find funds for programs.

So I appreciate more than I can say
the dedication of the Senator from New
York on this issue, but here we go
again—we are going to now bestow an-
other entitlement that is not paid for.
With all due respect, I say to the Sen-
ator from New York, why don’t she
give us something to pay for it with?
Why don’t she come up with an offset
that would then not have us increase
the debt by $1.9 billion? We are now
adding a cost of $1.9 billion in the name
of one of the most humane and compel-
ling causes any of us know. But don’t
we have an obligation to the tax-
payers? We have an obligation to the
taxpayers to say that we are going to
take care of these special needs Ameri-
cans but we are going to pay for it. In-
stead, we are going to lay an additional
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burden on the taxpayers of America
which someday is going to have to be
paid for—someday. It may not be in
this bill, but someday it is going to
have to be paid for.

Obviously this amendment is going
to pass, but I would love to see the
Senator from New York tell us how we
are going to pay for it. I don’t think
that is an outrageous demand.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I thank my col-
leagues for their statements of support
for meeting the needs of the children
who do suffer from autism and other
developmental disorders, and I do ap-
preciate and believe their sincerity in
wanting to make sure they are covered
with the treatments they need.

I think we can work together to re-
form the TRICARE system. It is one
that has not had the kind of reform it
needs. But this is just an authorization
for 1 year to meet the needs of these
kids now because I don’t want to wait
until we figure it out and figure out
the rest of the program.

In addition, we did have a hearing.
We had scientists and doctors and
those who are medical professionals
come to testify in front of the Armed
Services subcommittee. Through that
testimony we established that the only
reason the DOD wasn’t covering this
was because they believed it was an
educational program. And what we es-
tablished and what the medical lit-
erature says is that it is actually a
medically necessary treatment in the
same way you would give a child who is
sick a medicine.

I want to address the needs of these
kids now. I will commit to working
with the Senators to reforming
TRICARE so we can actually pay for
programs over the long term and re-
form it in a way that is consistent with
the benefits our troops so desperately
need.

Mr. COBURN. Madam President,
might I ask through the Chair the Sen-
ator from New York if she would con-
sider for a short period of time with-
drawing her amendment and allowing
me to develop a second-degree amend-
ment that would actually pay for this
so that we would accomplish her goal—
and I think all of our goals—of making
sure the proper treatment is there but
won’t handicap the armed services in
terms of delayed training, less train-
ing, less flying time? Because it is
going to come out of the operations
and maintenance funds. I wonder if she
would do that with the assurance of the
chair and the assurance of the ranking
member and chairman of the com-
mittee that the amendment would still
be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I urge my col-
leagues to take a more lengthy time to
consider how to reform TRICARE and
pay for this program than just 1 or 2
hours.
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I would like to pass this amendment
now. Right now operations and mainte-
nance has $174 billion a year in it. This
is $45 million for 1 year just to get the
treatments in place for these families.
In 1 year’s time, we will have more ac-
countability and transparency on what
the real cost is. This is just an esti-
mate. So what we want to do is be able
to have more facts and then go to re-
form the TRICARE system properly,
and I commit to Senators that I will
work with you on that. This is only au-
thorized for 1 year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I be-
lieve it was Ronald Reagan who said
that the closest thing to eternal life
here on Earth is a government pro-
gram.

Again, the complaint that we con-
tinue to hear from our constituents is
that we have mortgaged our children’s
and our grandchildren’s futures. And to
somehow say, well, we are only author-
izing this program for 1 year—does the
Senator from New York really believe
that once we start treating children
with autism, we are going to terminate
that program? Does she really believe
that? Of course not. Of course not.

We have an obligation to the men
and women, the citizens of this country
whom we have saddled with a $16 tril-
lion debt to find ways to sacrifice our-
selves fiscally to pay for worthwhile
programs. So I support a second-degree
amendment from the Senator from
Oklahoma, which is his right. It is his
right to do so. And I don’t see how we
fulfill our obligation to our citizens by
continuing to authorize and appro-
priate expenditure of their tax dollars
without a way to pay for it except to
take it out of our taxpayers’ pockets.

That is not right. That is not right.
The Senator from New York knows it
is not right for us, no matter how wor-
thy the cause, for us to continue this
continued spend, spend, spend, debt,
debt, debt that the American people
are saddled with. I probably will not be
paying for the national debt but my
kids will, my grandkids will. Can’t we
for once say: Look, this is a worthwhile
program, we all support taking care of
people with autism, and here is how we
are going to pay for it. That would be
a unique experience around this body.

I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COBURN. I yield the remaining
portion of my time.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I yield my time.

Mr. COBURN. I think my colleague
from New York would like to ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I request a voice
vote.

Mr. LEVIN. Is there anyone seeking
the yeas and nays?

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I request a voice
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. I think we ought to
have a recorded vote on this since we
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are not paying for it and we are taking
$1.9 billion out of the O&M budget of
the Defense Department. I ask we have
a recorded vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. WYDEN) are necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), and the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. HELLER).

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

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 29, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 211 Leg.]

YEAS—66
Akaka Gillibrand Mikulski
Ayotte Grassley Moran
Baucus Hagan Murkowski
Begich Harkin Murray
Bennet Hatch Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Hutchison Pryor
Blumenthal Inouye Reed
Boxer Isakson Reid
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Roberts
Brown (OH) Kerry Rockefeller
Cantwell Klobuchar Rubio
Cardin Kohl Sanders
Carper Landrieu Schumer
Casey Leahy Shaheen
Chambliss Levin Snowe
Coats Lieberman Stabenow
Collins Lugar Tester
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin McConnell Warner
Feinstein Menendez Webb
Franken Merkley Whitehouse

NAYS—29
Alexander Enzi Paul
Barrasso Graham Portman
Blunt Hoeven Risch
Boozman Inhofe Sessions
Burr Johanns Shelby
Coburn Johnson (WI) Thune
Cochran Kyl Toomey
Corker Lee Vitter
Cornyn McCain Wicker
Crapo Nelson (NE)

NOT VOTING—5

DeMint Kirk Wyden
Heller Lautenberg

The amendment (No. 3058) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I believe
Senator PORTMAN may be ready with
an amendment that has been cleared
and, I believe, can be voice-voted. I am
wondering if my friend from Ohio could
confirm my understanding that he is
ready to proceed and that he is willing
to take a voice vote on this amend-
ment?
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Mr. PORTMAN. Yes. That would be
great. I am willing to take a voice
vote, and I believe it is going to be ac-
cepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio seek recognition?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I do
seek recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

AMENDMENT NO. 2956

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside and call up
amendment No. 2956.

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

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], for
himself and Mr. AKAKA, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2956.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require a report on Department

of Defense efforts to standardize edu-

cational transcripts issued to separating
members of the Armed Forces)

At the end of subtitle F of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 561. REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
EFFORTS TO STANDARDIZE EDU-
CATIONAL TRANSCRIPTS ISSUED TO
SEPARATING MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Representatives a
report on the efforts of the Department of
Defense to standardize the educational tran-
scripts issued to members of the Armed
Forces on their separation from the Armed
Forces.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of the similarities and dif-
ferences between the educational transcripts
issued to members separating from the var-
ious Armed Forces.

(2) A description of any assessments done
by the Department, or in conjunction with
educational institutions, to identify short-
comings in the transcripts issued to sepa-
rating members in connection with their
ability to qualify for civilian educational
credits.

(3) A description of the implementation
plan for the Joint Services Transcript, in-
cluding a schedule and the elements of exist-
ing educational transcripts to be incor-
porated into the Transcript.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, this is
a pretty simple amendment. It has to
do with correcting a problem that we
have found in Ohio and around the
country. Amendment No. 2956 simply
calls on the Secretary of Defense to
work to standardize the educational
transcripts of separating servicemem-
bers. I appreciate Senator AKAKA’s
leadership and cosponsorship of this
amendment.

It is an important issue to a lot of
our veterans as they are seeking to
pursue their educational opportunities
after being in the service. If they seek
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to use the GI bill or other benefits to
further their education after taking off
the uniform, they sometimes find they
have an issue of getting credit for work
they have done in the service.

Each servicemember is issued a tran-
script upon leaving Active Duty. The
transcript equates military training
and instruction to academic credits.
Colleges and universities then use
these transcripts to award transfer
credit to veteran students.

Unfortunately, there is a significant
difference in the types of transcripts
issued by each of the military services.
As a result, two veterans from different
services who took the exact same mili-
tary courses could receive significantly
different academic credit at the same
school. If we multiply that across all
the services, all of our veteran stu-
dents, and across all the colleges and
universities in this country, we end up
with some real issues. We end up with
many veterans losing out on credit
they deserve, as well as very well-in-
tentioned colleges and universities
spending a lot of time and resources
trying to make sense of all these dif-
ferences to help this process for vet-
erans. It often falls on the Veterans
Service Offices in these schools, and as
my colleagues know, these Veterans
Service Offices should be spending
their time assisting veterans with their
transition to academic life, which is
sometimes a challenge.

Ohio has been leading on this issue
and has organized public and private
schools, our State board of regents, and
even the Ohio National Guard to try to
bring some sense to this. That has been
helpful, but it would be far easier and
far better to standardize the military
transcripts themselves. It would avoid,
again, a lot of the issues, a lot of the
bureaucracy.

The Defense Department has recog-
nized some of these issues, and I think
they have started down the path of de-
veloping a joint services transcript.
This is an important first step, and
through this amendment we seek an
understanding of those requirements
and their implementation plan for this
kind of initiative, should it be in place,
in order to see it on a path to a swift
and thorough resolution.

So I think this is one that, again, as
the chairman was asking, could be
voice-voted. I hope it will be.

So, Mr. President, I ask for a voice
vote on the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any further debate on the amendment?

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

The amendment (No. 2956) was agreed
to.

Mr. PORTMAN. I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. PORTMAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

S7159

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if we could get
a unanimous consent that Senator
CASEY be allowed to proceed as in
morning business to comment on filed
amendments for—I am sorry, was it 10
minutes?—10 minutes. I ask unanimous
consent that Senator CASEY be allowed
to proceed as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about our Nation’s mili-
tary in light of the legislation we are
considering. I commend Chairman
LEVIN and Ranking Member MCCAIN
and all those who are working on it. I
just have some comments on a number
of amendments and a few issues.

For more than a decade now our Na-
tion has been at war. In that time pe-
riod, the men and women of the U.S.
Armed Forces have courageously
served in Afghanistan and Iraq, as-
sisted communities after disasters, and
continued to provide stability across
the world. As the military draws down
from foreign engagements and stra-
tegic directions are reassessed, the
Senate should do the same with regard
to these issues.

Unlike previous debates on the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, this
year the bill before us seeks to clarify
the role of the military for the next
decade or more.

We are being asked to evaluate how
large our military needs to be as we as-
sess our near- and long-term threats.
We are being asked to evaluate what
equipment and resources this fighting
force will need to keep the peace and to
combat new aggressors, all while we
are being asked to evaluate programs
we have introduced over the past dec-
ade to support our servicemembers and
their families.

There are just a couple issues that
are relevant to this debate, one which
has particular significance for south-
western Pennsylvania. This is with re-
gard to the military’s force structure. I
have been alarmed at two proposals
submitted by the Air Force as it seeks
to restructure.

In Pennsylvania, the Air Force has
sought to eliminate the Pittsburgh Air
Reserve Station where approximately
1,600 Reservists and civilians are com-
mitted to serving our Nation. After nu-
merous briefings and hearings, the Air
Force has yet to provide us—to provide
my office and I think other offices as
well—with a thorough analysis of sev-
eral of their proposals. These pro-
posals, as presented, have failed to re-
flect the low overhead costs, effi-
ciencies, and the value of the 911th Air-
lift Wing.

For example, the 911th has developed
an aircraft maintenance program that
has resulted in more aircraft avail-
ability days while saving the Depart-
ment more than $42 million over the
last 5 years. The Air Force continues
to reiterate that they must find sav-
ings in this tight budget environment.
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If this is true, I am not convinced the
closing of one of their most efficient
bases meets this objective of cost sav-
ings.

I am also disturbed to see how the
Air Force Reserve continues to be
treated during this process. While the
Guard and Active components have
been mostly protected, the Air Force
Reserve, including the 911th in Pitts-
burgh, has borne the brunt of these
proposed cuts. Therefore, I am pleased
Chairman LEVIN and the members of
the Armed Services Committee have
worked to prevent the Air Force from
moving forward with these proposals in
fiscal year 2013.

I ask other colleagues to join Sen-
ators BEGICH, GILLIBRAND, and me on
amendment No. 2952 that seeks to pre-
vent the military from using a back-
door BRAC process to substantially re-
duce or close bases, especially without
justifying to Congress their intentions.
On behalf of Pennsylvania’s Air Force
Reserve, I will continue to fight for a
reasoned and balanced restructuring of
the Air Force.

The second issue I wish to raise is the
so-called TAA Program. We know our
long-term strategic interests must also
secure the future of servicemembers
and veterans alike. Today, I have in-
troduced an amendment that provides
assistance to our servicemembers and
their families. It is amendment No.
2297, the Transition Assistance Advi-
sors Program, the so-called TAA Pro-
gram.

It seeks to make permanent and in-
crease the numbers of transition assist-
ance advisors in every State. These ad-
visors coordinate resources for the Re-
serve component members and their
families to help these individuals navi-
gate the myriad of service programs
provided by the VA, TRICARE, vet-
erans service organizations, and other
supporting agencies.

These advisors are considered a force
multiplier by the National Guard Bu-
reau. The TAA assistance advisors en-
hance the Bureau’s outreach capabili-
ties, serve as a vital link between serv-
icemembers and the benefits to which
they are entitled. In the last 2 years,
since this initiative was launched, 62 of
these advisors have reached more than
194,000 veterans and their families. Yet
62 advisors can only do so much. All
too often, I hear from my National
Guard constituents and their spouses
about how confusing it is to navigate
military procedures and benefits, espe-
cially as they go on and off duty every
2 years.

Our citizen soldiers have answered
the call to serve our Nation in times of
need. Should we not be doing every-
thing we can to help them navigate
these complicated measures when they
return home? I think the answer to
that question is a resounding yes.

Last year, Congress authorized end
strengths of 464,900 guardsmen and
women in the Army and Air National
Guard. On average, this comes to an
average of 1 transition assistance advi-
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sor—just 1l—per 7,498 servicemembers
and their families, obviously not
enough advisors to help our families.

I believe this ratio does a disservice
to citizen soldiers and to airmen as
well as others and their families. I ask
my colleagues to support and strength-
en this program as our veterans of Iraq
and Afghanistan try to reintegrate
back into their lives. I thank Senators
LEAHY, BLUMENTHAL, TESTER, MIKUL-
SKI, and WYDEN for cosponsoring this
important amendment.

Finally, my last issue. This involves
women in Afghanistan. In addition to
making important adjustments to the
size and strength of our military, the
authorization act also helps to shape
strategic priorities in critical regions.
In Afghanistan, we are reducing the
U.S. presence and transitioning secu-
rity responsibilities to Afghan forces.
It is critical this process protects the
gains that have been made over the
last 10 years, particularly with regard
to the rights and opportunities of Af-
ghan women and girls. I am concerned
that as our international forces draw
down, extremists threaten to once
again restrict Afghan women’s mobil-
ity and opportunities for participation
in public life.

Women who are active in public life
face serious threats to their personal
safety in Afghanistan. Girls have been
the targets of extremist violence sim-
ply for going to school. We all know
the story that was written about the
acid thrown in the face of two young
girls. That was repeated numerous
times across the country. Afghan
forces are not doing enough to counter
these influences and protect women in
their communities. This just does not
threaten Afghan women and Afghan
girls, it threatens the success of the se-
curity transition in Afghanistan that
we are paying for, that we have in-
vested in, that our fighting men and
women have fought and died for.

We know that when women’s security
deteriorates, it can be an early indi-
cator of a worsening security condition
overall. I am very concerned that if we
neglect women’s security in Afghani-
stan during this transition period and
if we stand by while women are forced
out of public life and have their voice
silenced by extremists, we will see a
less stable and a less secure Afghani-
stan in 2014 and beyond.

That is why Senator HUTCHISON and I
have introduced the Afghan Women
and Girls Security Promotion Act and
offered it as an amendment to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. We
are proud to be joined by Senators MI-

KULSKI, FEINSTEIN, GILLIBRAND, MUR-
KOWSKI, SNOWE, LAUTENBERG, CARDIN,
and BOXER.

Here is what the legislation does: It
requires the Department of Defense to
produce a plan—just a plan—to produce
a plan to promote the security of Af-
ghan women and girls during the tran-
sition process, including monitoring
and responding to changes in women'’s
security.
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Second, the Department of Defense
must work to improve gender sensi-
tivity and responsiveness among Af-
ghan national security forces per-
sonnel. Third, it increases recruitment
and retention of women in the Afghan
national security forces. It will also re-
quire that the Department of Defense
report on the implementation of this
strategy and its results in semiannual
reports that are filed.

When I last visited Afghanistan, lead-
ing a CODEL in August of 2011, I was
privileged to meet with a group of Af-
ghan women leaders. I was impressed
and inspired—that is an understate-
ment—inspired by their determination
to continue to fight for women’s rights
even in the face of extraordinary op-
pression and violence.

One member of Parliament, Fawzia
Kofi, lost her father and her husband as
a result of her family’s involvement in
politics. But she is still determined to
be a leader in protecting women’s
rights and advancing Afghanistan’s
democratic development. She and her
colleagues, along with women across
Afghanistan, are prepared to do what-
ever it takes to make sure their rights
are protected and that they have a
voice in their country’s future. Sup-
porting them is not only in line with
our American values, it is critical to
discouraging extremism and laying a
foundation for a peaceful future in Af-
ghanistan.

I am glad several of my colleagues
have joined us as cosponsors in this im-
portant amendment. I hope we can see
more support as we move forward.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, the chairman has asked me to
manage the bill in the meantime while
he is working out with the leadership a
list of amendments.

Seeing no other Senator who wants
to speak at this point, if I may, then I
will talk about an amendment that
would be offered in the future.

I am going to offer an amendment to
repeal the offset in the Department of
Defense and the VA benefits for mili-
tary widows and widowers. The stand-
alone bill, S. 260, has widespread sup-
port from military organizations and
has 51 cosponsors in the Senate. This is
the ninth time that I have and will
bring this amendment to the Defense
Authorization Act.

It has passed the Senate six times
over the past decade, including last
year by voice vote. The Senate has sup-
ported eliminating this offset for years.
I hope this body will remain steadfast
in its support for military widows and
survivors.

The Presiding Officer will recall in a
number of addresses that President
Lincoln gave he spoke of the responsi-
bility the government has to take care
of the veteran and his widow and or-
phans. That is an ingrained principle
within the law. That is an ingrained
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principle as we uphold the finest fight-
ing force in the world, which is our
military.

What this amendment does is it ad-
dresses the longstanding problems
faced by those survivors of people who
are killed in action or whose death is
related to the service in the military.
The requirement for the dollar-for-dol-
lar reduction of the Department of De-
fense Survivor Benefit Plan—it is an
annuity—is offset by the amount of de-
pendency and indemnity compensation
that is received from another depart-
ment, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

The Survivor Benefit Plan from the
Department of Defense is an optional
program for military retirees offered
by the Department of Defense. Military
retirees pay premiums out of their re-
tirement pay to ensure that their sur-
vivors will have adequate income upon
that servicemember’s death. That is an
insurance plan paid for by the military
retiree.

On the other hand, the Dependency
and Indemnity Compensation is a com-
pletely different survivor benefit. It is
administered by the VA. When military
service caused the servicemember’s
death, either due to service-connected
disability or illness or Active-Duty
death, surviving spouses are entitled to
a monthly compensation. Most re-
cently that has been $1,154. That comes
from the VA. That is as a result of
death with a service-connected dis-
ability or illness or Active-Duty death.

Now, of the 270,000 survivors that are
receiving, under the insurance plan,
the Survivor Benefit Plan, about 54,000
of those widows and orphans are sub-
ject to the offset.

According to the Defense Actuary,
31,000 survivors’ SBP, the insurance
plan, is completely offset by the de-
pendency and indemnity compensation,
meaning that the widow or the wid-
ower must live just on the DIC, which
is $1,154. Well, that is simply not fair
because if you engage in an insurance
contract and you pay premiums to give
you a certain return upon the hap-
pening of an event—in this case, the
death of a retired military member—
then that contract ought to be offered.
But because this has been an expensive
item in the past, what has happened
over the years that this Senator has
been trying to eliminate this offset is
we have whittled it down but not com-
pletely done the complete offset. The
fact is that the group of people af-
fected, the group of widowers or wid-
ows, is getting smaller and smaller and
therefore is going to cost less. I know
of no purchased annuity plan that
would deny payout based on the receipt
of a different benefit, which is the case
here.

Retirees bought into the SBP, the in-
surance plan, in good faith, these mili-
tary families planned for the future,
and the government failed to hold up
its end of the bargain.

The military has a longstanding tra-
dition never to leave a comrade behind,
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but that is what we are doing to the
military survivors, the widows and the
orphans. We are not taking care of
those who are left behind.

We must meet our obligation to the
widow and the orphan with the same
sense of honor as was the service their
loved one rendered. We must eliminate
this SBP-DIC offset. It is the right
thing to do, and it is going to cost a lot
less than when I tried this 11 years ago,
but there will be costs. But we have to
start by setting the policy of what is
right.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, just in
the lull here—and if there is any legis-
lative business to take place, I will im-
mediately give up the floor—I wish to
make the point that I am so proud to
be in this Senate, so proud to have
been here for a long time now. I came
here in 1993. There were 2 women, then
we went to 6 women, and now we are
going to 20 women. I have seen
changes, I have seen good things, and I
have seen rough things.

I have to say one of the things that
keeps coming up continually here is
folks trying to use these debates on
bills to add irrelevant amendments,
amendments that have nothing to do
with the topic at hand.

I think we all agree that defending
our Nation is our No. 1 priority, and
therefore having a defense authoriza-
tion bill is very important. I am sure
we don’t agree with every single sen-
tence of this bill, but in general we all
want to make sure that our military is
prepared, that they are paid well, that
they get good benefits. We must ensure
we have a strong military that can
meet every threat. Again, we are going
to disagree on what all that means, but
at least when we legislate, we ought to
make sure that when we offer amend-
ments, they are either noncontrover-
sial and committee chairs have signed
off if they are in their jurisdiction or
we shouldn’t offer them.

The reason I rise today is that we
may be facing two environmental rid-
ers on this bill, and I want to go on
record as saying I am not going to let
that happen. Now, if colleagues want to
override and stay here through the
night and the weekend, that is fine, but
I am going to be staying right here be-
cause one of these amendments would
say that the EPA, under the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act, could never regu-
late the ingredients in ammunition.
This means they could never regulate
lead and they could never regulate per-
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chlorate. Lead and perchlorate Kkill,
they harm, they do damage to the thy-
roid, to brain development, and to the
behavior of children. Pregnant women
are harmed.

So I am not going to allow an envi-
ronmental rider to get onto this floor
and pass this Senate when we are doing
a defense bill which is meant to protect
our people. I can tell you right now,
you don’t put a harmful environmental
rider in the Defense bill when you are
trying to pass a bill to protect our peo-
ple, not make it easier for them to be
exposed to dangerous lead, dangerous
perchlorate, and other chemicals.
There is a place and a time to do those
amendments, and that would be on a
relevant bill, a bill that comes out of
the Environment Committee. That is
fine. We can debate it then and have a
vote when everyone understands the
ramifications.

Now there is threat here to have an-
other environmental rider that deals
with coal ash, the regulation of coal
ash. What does that have to do with
the military bill? Zero. The compo-
nents of coal ash are a huge danger to
people. We have seen the coal ash pile
up and get loose. In the East, it just
goes down in a rainstorm and destroys
whole communities. There is an envi-
ronmental rider waiting to be offered
that would weaken the EPA’s ability
to go to that threat and get rid of it.

I am very distressed, and I am sure
you can hear it in my voice. I know
there are differences around here, but I
take my job seriously. As chairman of
the Environment Committee, my job is
to protect the public health from tox-
ins such as lead, perchlorate, and the
amazing collection of chemicals in coal
ash that kill and harm and maim.

I know people want to get this bill
done, and, believe me, I want to get
this bill done. I have several amend-
ments in this bill that are so impor-
tant, and I thank colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, particularly Senator
CORNYN and Senator SNOWE, who
helped me with an amendment that
would say that if someone has been
convicted of a sexual assault, they can
no longer join the military. That is in
this bill. That is very important.

We have other amendments we have
worked on, and I thank Senator LEVIN
and Senator MCcCCAIN. They have
reached out to the committee chairs,
and they have said: Look, we are try-
ing to protect your jurisdiction. They
have now said they have no agreement
that our jurisdiction will be protected.

As much as I don’t want to sit here
and stand guard, I am going to do it be-
cause I think that is my role and that
is my job.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this
moment to express the reason I have
been on the floor all afternoon and will
continue to be on floor until we ad-
journ this evening.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we are
now going to turn to an amendment of
Senator WHITEHOUSE which has been
cleared. We have worked to make sure
everybody understands that he is going
to proceed to the amendment. And
then I understand there is not going to
be a need for rollcall vote on it.

I ask the Senator from Rhode Island,
about how much time does he believe
he would need on his amendment be-
fore we hopefully voice vote?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I would say just 2
or 3 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Presiding Of-
ficer.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. But I do believe
that the Senator from Oklahoma wish-
es to respond.

Mr. LEVIN. And I appreciate that.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be 10 minutes on the
Whitehouse amendment, equally di-
vided between Senator WHITEHOUSE and
Senator COBURN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
may I ask the chairman if he wishes
the amendment called up now and
made pending or are we simply going
to have discussion on it?

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator, we expect
now, will be calling up his amendment.
And may I, though, correct what I said
before. It is possible that there will be
a need for a rollcall vote on the White-
house amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3180

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside in order to
call up amendment No. 3180.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
WHITEHOUSE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3180.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to dispense
with further reading of the bill.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for scientific frame-
works with respect to recalcitrant cancers)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SCIENTIFIC FRAMEWORK FOR RECAL-
CITRANT CANCERS.

Subpart 1 of part C of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 417G. SCIENTIFIC FRAMEWORK FOR RE-

CALCITRANT CANCERS.

‘(a) DEVELOPMENT OF SCIENTIFIC FRAME-

WORK.—
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‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For each recalcitrant
cancer identified under subsection (b), the
Director of the Institute shall develop (in ac-
cordance with subsection (c¢)) a scientific
framework for the conduct or support of re-
search on such cancer.

‘“(2) CONTENTS.—The scientific framework
with respect to a recalcitrant cancer shall
include the following:

““(A) CURRENT STATUS.—

‘(i) REVIEW OF LITERATURE.—A summary of
findings from the current literature in the
areas of—

‘“(I) the prevention, diagnosis, and treat-
ment of such cancer;

‘“(IT) the fundamental biologic processes
that regulate such cancer (including similar-
ities and differences of such processes from
the biological processes that regulate other
cancers); and

‘“(IIT) the epidemiology of such cancer.

¢‘(i1) SCIENTIFIC ADVANCES.—The identifica-
tion of relevant emerging scientific areas
and promising scientific advances in basic,
translational, and clinical science relating
to the areas described in subclauses (I) and
(IT) of clause (i).

‘“(iii) RESEARCHERS.—A description of the
availability of qualified individuals to con-
duct scientific research in the areas de-
scribed in clause (i).

““(iv) COORDINATED RESEARCH INITIATIVES.—
The identification of the types of initiatives
and partnerships for the coordination of in-
tramural and extramural research of the In-
stitute in the areas described in clause (i)
with research of the relevant national re-
search institutes, Federal agencies, and non-
Federal public and private entities in such
areas.

“(v) RESEARCH RESOURCES.—The identifica-
tion of public and private resources, such as
patient registries and tissue banks, that are
available to facilitate research relating to
each of the areas described in clause (i).

‘“(B) IDENTIFICATION OF RESEARCH QUES-
TIONS.—The identification of research ques-
tions relating to basic, translational, and
clinical science in the areas described in sub-
clauses (I) and (II) of subparagraph (A)@)
that have not been adequately addressed
with respect to such recalcitrant cancer.

“0) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Recommenda-
tions for appropriate actions that should be
taken to advance research in the areas de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(i) and to address
the research questions identified in subpara-
graph (B), as well as for appropriate bench-
marks to measure progress on achieving
such actions, including the following:

‘(i) RESEARCHERS.—Ensuring adequate
availability of qualified individuals de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(iii).

““(i1) COORDINATED RESEARCH INITIATIVES.—
Promoting and developing initiatives and

partnerships described in subparagraph
(A)(Ev).
‘(iii) RESEARCH RESOURCES.—Developing

additional public and private resources de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(v) and strength-
ening existing resources.

“(3) TIMING.—

““(A) INITIAL DEVELOPMENT AND SUBSEQUENT
UPDATE.—For each recalcitrant cancer iden-
tified under subsection (b)(1), the Director of
the Institute shall—

‘(i) develop a scientific framework under
this subsection not later than 18 months
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion; and

‘“(ii) review and update the scientific
framework not later than 5 years after its
initial development.

‘(B) OTHER UPDATES.—The Director of the
Institute may review and update each sci-
entific framework developed under this sub-
section as necessary.
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‘“(4) PUBLIC NOTICE.—With respect to each
scientific framework developed under sub-
section (a), not later than 30 days after the
date of completion of the framework, the Di-
rector of the Institute shall—

““(A) submit such framework to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce and Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions and
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate;
and

‘“(B) make such framework publically
available on the Internet website of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services.

*“(b) IDENTIFICATION OF RECALCITRANT CAN-
CER.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Director of the Institute shall iden-
tify two or more recalcitrant cancers that
each—

““(A) have a 5-year relative survival rate of
less than 20 percent; and

‘(B) are estimated to cause the death of at
least 30,000 individuals in the United States
per year.

‘(2) ADDITIONAL CANCERS.—The Director of
the Institute may, at any time, identify
other recalcitrant cancers for purposes of
this section. In identifying a recalcitrant
cancer pursuant to the previous sentence,
the Director may consider additional
metrics of progress (such as incidence and
mortality rates) against such type of cancer.

‘“(c) WORKING GROUPS.—For each recal-
citrant cancer identified under subsection
(b), the Director of the Institute shall con-
vene a working group comprised of rep-
resentatives of appropriate Federal agencies
and other non-Federal entities to provide ex-
pertise on, and assist in developing, a sci-
entific framework under subsection (a). The
Director of the Institute (or the Director’s
designee) shall participate in the meetings of
each such working group.

‘“(d) REPORTING.—

‘(1) BIENNIAL REPORTS.—The Director of
NIH shall ensure that each biennial report
under section 403 includes information on ac-
tions undertaken to carry out each scientific
framework developed under subsection (a)
with respect to a recalcitrant cancer, includ-
ing the following:

‘““(A) Information on research grants
awarded by the National Institutes of Health
for research relating to such cancer.

‘(B) An assessment of the progress made in
improving outcomes (including relative sur-
vival rates) for individuals diagnosed with
such cancer.

“(C) An update on activities pertaining to
such cancer under the authority of section
413(b)(T).

‘“(2) ADDITIONAL ONE-TIME REPORT FOR CER-
TAIN FRAMEWORKS.—For each recalcitrant
cancer identified under subsection (b)(1), the
Director of the Institute shall, not later than
6 years after the initial development of a sci-
entific framework under subsection (a), sub-
mit a report to the Congress on the effective-
ness of the framework (including the update
required by subsection (a)3)(A)@{i)) in im-
proving the prevention, detection, diagnosis,
and treatment of such cancer.

‘(e) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EXCEPTION
FUNDING.—The Director of the Institute shall
consider each relevant scientific framework
developed under subsection (a) when making
recommendations for exception funding for
grant applications.

‘‘(f) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘recalcitrant cancer’ means a cancer for
which the five-year relative survival rate is
below 50 percent.”’.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
thank Chairman LEVIN and Ranking
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Member MCCAIN for their patience and
persistence in allowing us to get to this
vote. I think once I have discussed the
bill for a moment, it might not seem as
though it would have required much
patience or persistence to get here, but
it did. They have been very kind and
very attentive, and I appreciate it.

The history of this amendment is
that it began as a bill in the Senate.
This bill passed out of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee
by unanimous consent. An identical
bill passed through the House of Rep-
resentatives under suspension. So in
many respects it is noncontroversial.

I also thank Chairman HARKIN and
Ranking Member ENzI of the HELP
Committee for their help getting it
through the HELP Committee unani-
mously and for clearing it for a vote
here today on the floor.

The bill at this point has nearly 60
cosponsors. It has 18 Republican co-
sponsors, and I thank them individ-
ually and by name: Senators BLUNT,
BoozMAN, BROWN of Massachusetts,
CHAMBLISS, COCHRAN, COLLINS, CRAPO,
GRASSLEY, HELLER, HUTCHISON, ISAK-
SON, KIRK, LUGAR, MORAN, MURKOWSKI,
RUBIO, SNOWE, and WICKER, in addition
to all my Democratic cosponsors.

This is a bill that also has the sup-
port of the American Cancer Society,
the Pancreatic Cancer Action Network,
the Lung Cancer Alliance, and the
American Association for Medical Re-
search, as well as the American Asso-
ciation of Medical Colleges.

What the bill does is asks that the
National Institutes of Health convene
and evaluate a discussion about what
we call recalcitrant cancers. This actu-
ally began as a pancreatic cancer re-
search bill, but it became apparent
that there were some other cancers
that we group now as what we call re-
calcitrant cancers in that they have
not responded to treatment and re-
search, and they remain cancers for
which there has been little progress
and survivability. And because they
are so deadly and so lethal, we are try-
ing to direct a little more attention
out of NIH toward research on these
cancers.

For me, this has a personal compo-
nent, as I know it does for many people
who have been touched by pancreatic
cancer. My mom died of pancreatic
cancer, and I have a number of friends
who have been touched by it in their
families as well.

I know the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma has opposition to this.
If he would like to state his piece, I
will be delighted to yield the floor so
he may do so now. I hope at the conclu-
sion of his remarks we could move this
by a voice vote rather than calling all
of our colleagues back for another
vote. But if he objects to that, then
that is within his prerogatives.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, we have
made remarkable progress in this coun-
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try in terms of research into diseases.
Since Francis Collins and his great
work on the genome complex became
successful, the way we research disease
has totally changed. I have my favorite
aunt who died of pancreatic cancer. I
diagnosed it hundreds of times in my
own practice of patients who were dear
to me and whom I love. The problem
with pancreatic cancer is it is diag-
nosed late. It is an adenocarcinoma of
the pancreas, much like an adenocar-
cinoma of the colon. The reason we do
so well on colon cancer is we do
colonoscopies and we can treat the dis-
ease early. What is well-intended by
this recalcitrant cancer bill will actu-
ally delay the cure for pancreatic can-
cer and other recalcitrant diseases.

Let me take a few minutes to explain
why I am saying that.

We no longer look at diseases to cure
them by looking at the base disease.
There is translational and
neurocommunicative and peptide and
small markers of communication on an
intracellular basis. Now, when we do
research and we find that, what we find
is we find cures for multiple diseases.

The other thing is we can take 100
people with a recalcitrant cancer, and
every one of them, when we look at the
genetics of cancer, will have to be
treated differently. In other words, it is
going to take a different approach,
even though we might classify it as a
neuroblastoma of the kidney or a pan-
creatic cancer—but looking at the ge-
netics of the cancer, which is what we
are doing now, is going to require to-
tally different treatments.

This is very well intended. I under-
stand. This is a big disease, and it is
terrible that we diagnose it at a time
where we cannot end up—less than 10
percent, around 5 percent survival
rates, b-year survival rates on this dis-
ease.

I would like to have printed in the
RECORD a letter I received from Dr.
Francis Collins. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have that printed.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &
HUMAN SERVICES,
Bethesda, Maryland, November 16, 2012.
Hon. ToM COBURN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR ToMm COBURN: Thank you for your
September 17 letter requesting that I address
four questions about how disease-specific
legislation affects the ability of the National
Institutes of Health (NIH) to plan and per-
form research.

First you asked if the NIH already has the
ability to create strategic plans and working
groups without a legislative mandate to do
so. The Secretary of Health and Human
Services and leaders of the Institutes and
Centers of the NIH have the authorities
needed to constitute standing advisory com-
mittees, create working groups, and develop
plans for research programs; as a result, they
do not need legislative mandates to take
such actions. The NIH Institutes and Centers
have senior advisory councils that oversee
the research portfolio of each component. In-
dividually or in collaboration, the NIH Insti-
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tutes and Centers frequently form other ad-
visory groups charged with planning re-
search on Institute-specific or trans-NIH
subjects. These many activities, in conjunc-
tion with our peer review panels, are part of
our ongoing effort to evaluate the current
scientific landscape and to protect and ad-
vance our investments in research for public
benefit.

Let me provide a recent example of how
these planning processes work. The National
Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases
(NIAID) has used working groups to identify
scientific opportunities in areas where there
are pressing public health needs. One exam-
ple is influenza—both seasonal influenza,
which kills up to 49,000 Americans each year,
as well as pandemic influenza such as the re-
cent 2009 HIN1 pandemic. In early 2006 NIAID
convened a Blue Ribbon Panel on Influenza
Research to help identify areas in which
progress was needed. This panel rec-
ommended eight areas in which there were
opportunities for scientific advancement, in-
cluding research on improved influenza vac-
cines. To continue and build upon these ef-
forts, NIAID released NIAID Influenza Re-
search: 2009 Progress Report, which identi-
fied the development of ‘“‘universal” infl