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House of Representatives
The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HULTGREN).
f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before the House the following communication from the Speaker:
WASHINGTON, DC,
January 29, 2014.
I hereby appoint the Honorable RANDY
HULTGREN to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.
JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
f
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PRAYER
The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:
We give You thanks, O God, for giving us another day.
As You make available to Your people the grace and knowledge to meet
the needs of the day, we pray that Your
spirit will be upon the Members of this
people’s House, giving them the richness of Your wisdom.
Bless the Members of the majority
party as they gather these next days.
May they, with those who accompany
them, travel safely and meet in peace.
Bless also the minority party as they
prepare their own gathering. May these
days be filled with hopeful anticipation.
May the power of Your truth and our
faith in Your providence give them all
the confidence they must have to do
the good work required for service to
our Nation. Give all Members the
strength of purpose and clarity of mind
to do those things that bring justice
and mercy to people, and maintain
freedom and liberty for our land.
May all that is done this day be for
Your greater honor and glory.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.
Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Journal stands approved.
Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.
The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes appeared to have it.
Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to clause 8, rule XX, further proceedings on this question will be postponed.
The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BARLETTA) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Mr. BARLETTA led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Republic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

HONORING JAY ‘‘BUCK’’ SWISHER
(Mr. BARLETTA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to honor Jay ‘‘Buck’’ Swisher upon his
retirement as a field representative for
Pennsylvania’s 11th Congressional District.
A lifelong resident of Pennsylvania,
Buck graduated from Biglerville High
School in 1968 and attended the DeVry
Institute of Technology in Chicago, Illinois. He entered the United States
Army, serving as an instructor and
radar technician in the Signal Corp
from 1970 to 1973. After leaving the
Army, Buck dedicated 30 years to the
telephone industry.
Buck began working as a field representative for Congressman Todd
Platts in September 2003 before coming
to work in my Carlisle office in January 2013. Throughout more than 10
years of Federal service, he has assisted countless residents of Cumberland County with everything from
Medicare to the presentation of Girl
Scout and Boy Scout awards.
Outside the office, Buck is an active
member of the Cumberland County
community. He is a devoted husband to
his wife, Diane, and a proud father to
four daughters and has three grandchildren.
Mr. Speaker, for over 10 years, Buck
Swisher has shown outstanding dedication to Cumberland County. I commend
him on his hard work and commitment, and I wish him the best on his
retirement. He will be greatly missed.
f

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to five requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

DEBT CEILING
(Mr. WELCH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I understand our Republican colleagues are

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
H1483

.
VerDate Mar 15 2010

23:35 Jan 29, 2014

Jkt 039060

PO 00000

Frm 00001

Fmt 4634

Sfmt 0634

E:\CR\FM\A29JA7.000

H29JAPT1

H1484

about to head off to their annual retreat in Cambridge, Maryland, to discuss their priorities for the year, including whether to raise the debt ceiling or not. My hope is that the majority party listens to Speaker BOEHNER
on the debt ceiling. Earlier this month,
he said:
All I know is we should not default on our
debt; we shouldn’t even get close to it.

The Speaker understands that America pays its bills. Good for him. The
Speaker also understands that even the
threat of default will harm the American economy. And he is right. The
Speaker understands that holding hostage America’s full faith and credit is a
dead-end plan for his party and for
America.
Speaker BOEHNER, I surely hope that
you prevail on the majority party.
America is not a deadbeat Nation.
America pays its bills.
f

REQUESTING MOTOR CARRIER
EXEMPTION
(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a frigid winter in the Hoosier
State. Subzero temperatures and arctic
conditions have forced school closings,
travel bans, and challenges for the
business community. The demand for
propane and home heating fuel is at an
all-time high.
As a result, Federal officials declared
a state of emergency for the Midwest,
lifting hours of service limitations for
motor carriers to ensure consumers
can steadily receive home heating fuel.
But this waiver only remains in effect
until February 11, 2014.
Today, I led a letter with Hoosier
lawmakers to the U.S. Department of
Transportation requesting that the
emergency exemption be extended.
Winter weather is unpredictable, but if
we are ready to act, we can alleviate
this stress for our families. This simple
extension is a commonsense way to
provide some much-needed relief for
Hoosiers as we weather this harsh winter.

rfrederick on DSK6VPTVN1PROD with HOUSE

f

DON’T CHEAT AMERICAN
FARMERS
(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
this is a sad moment as we consider a
farm bill that has the least amount of
reform possible to secure passage. I am
thankful that some of the most hateful
and egregious—like the King amendment—have been stripped out, but the
savings from direct payments will be
swallowed up by enriched crop insurance.
My friend PAUL RYAN is concerned
that the safety net for the poor has become too comfortable a hammock. But
this farm bill is now a lounge chair for
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rich agribusiness interests, who need it
the least. It should be a scandal that
there are more cuts to food stamp benefits while crop insurance is further enriched for wealthy agribusiness.
The time to start is now to avoid another congressional grab bag that
cheats the American farmers.
Also, thank you, Trudi, for your
years of dedicated service to Congress
and the American people.
f

BUSINESS AS USUAL
(Mr. STUTZMAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
come to the floor in strong opposition
to the farm bill conference report.
The farm bill is just more business as
usual here in Washington. Last summer, the American people won an important victory for common sense and
transparency when we ended this unholy alliance between food stamp and
farm programs. Together, in this
House, we defeated business as usual by
passing the first farm-only farm bill in
nearly 40 years. But business as usual
fought back, and here we are today.
Not only does this farm bill recombine food stamps and farm programs, it
actually spends even more than the
first bill the Senate passed. This is exactly the kind of logrolling that we
fought to prevent this summer.
Mr. Speaker, Congress works best
when we do our work in the full light
of day. Unfortunately, this farm bill
was written behind closed doors. It has
stripped long-term reforms. It spends
money we simply don’t have, and it
stripped out important policies that
negatively affect our livestock industry.
As a farmer and a conservative, I will
not vote to take a step backwards.
f

HONORING THE SERVICE OF RON
GREEN
(Mr. MCNERNEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
my colleagues to join me in recognizing the public service of Ron Green,
a U.S. Navy veteran.
Ron Green is the director of the San
Joaquin County Veterans Service Office, advocating for veterans and helping them navigate the Department of
Veterans Affairs. After nearly 14 years
of service, as the county’s VSO director, Ron Green will retire on February
1.
Before his career with the county,
Mr. Green worked at the Sharpe Depot
and the Defense Distribution Center at
Lathrop and as a VA claims examiner.
In total, Mr. Green has more than 30
years of service to veterans and the
public.
As someone who knows Ron Green
personally, I can attest to his commit-
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ment and dedication to the veterans in
San Joaquin County. Mr. Green has
been personally responsible for lowering the number of homeless veterans
in San Joaquin Valley. He has supported our local Veterans History
Project efforts and has been a valuable
partner on veterans’ issues over the
years, including advocating for the VA
to locate an expanded regional outpatient clinic and a new community
living center in San Joaquin Valley.
He will be missed by the veterans of
San Joaquin County, and I wish him all
the best in the years ahead. I ask my
colleagues to join me in honoring the
public service contributions of Ron
Green.
f

SUPPORT THE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON THE FARM BILL
(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, ag producers have waited nearly 3
years for a long-term farm bill, and I
would like to thank my colleagues for
their efforts thus far. Policy certainty
will help our country be competitive.
Last year, conferees were appointed
to negotiate and resolve differences between the House and Senate versions of
the farm bill. The House bill included
language meant to encourage compromise on a fix to avoid trade retaliation from Canada and Mexico and bar
individual States with unscientific
laws from disrupting interstate commerce, something which will only burden producers and increase costs for
consumers.
I tend to believe if we are going to
call a piece of legislation the farm bill,
the measure ought to recognize that
farmers and ranchers are the primary
stewards of our natural resources, as
well as the animals in their care.
This farm bill does include important
reforms, such as eliminating direct
payments, and it helps hardworking
taxpayers in finding an estimated $23
billion in savings.
Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, I support
this return to regular order. For these
reasons, I will support the conference
report before us today, but it is my
hope this body will act quickly to find
solutions to the outstanding issues not
addressed in this bill.
f

PAYCHECK FAIRNESS ACT
(Mrs. BUSTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to mark the fifth anniversary of
the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act, a
critical law that championed the principle of equal pay for equal work.
While this law made strides in closing the wage gap, across the country,
women still earn 77 cents for every dollar a man makes for the exact same
work. This gap results in more than
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$11,000 less that a woman makes every
year. That means women are essentially working 84 days for free while a
man takes home a paycheck.
In the district of Illinois that I serve,
women make even less than that. They
make approximately 70 cents on the
dollar. Keep in mind that number is
figured for the same work, just with
much, much less income.
Equal pay is not simply a women’s
issue; it is an issue for the middle class
and working families. When women
bring home more, they are able to provide better for their families.
Because equal pay for equal work
would benefit hardworking families
across my region, across the State of
Illinois, and across the country, it is
time that Congress pass the Paycheck
Fairness Act.
f

LET’S GET TO WORK
(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, last
night, the President addressed America
and reminded us that America is a Nation of opportunity where, if you work
hard and play by the rules and take responsibility, you can succeed. But he
also recognized that many Americans
don’t feel that, in fact, this is working
for them right now. He made very specific proposals to invest in infrastructure or innovation economy, early
childhood education, additional manufacturing hubs, raising the minimum
wage, fixing our broken immigration
system, and extending unemployment
benefits.
The President expressed his willingness to work with Congress to achieve
these goals. What I thought was particularly significant is these were specific proposals that are achievable if
we work together.
So, Mr. Speaker, let’s get to work.
Let’s enact these proposals. Let’s move
our economy forward and put the
American people back to work.
As well, I wish to extend my gratitude to Trudi for her service.
f

b 0915
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before the House the following communication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:
JANUARY 28, 2014.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the permission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, the Clerk received the following message from the Secretary of the Senate on
January 28, 2014 at 6:07 p.m.:
That the Senate passed S. 1302.
With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2642,
FEDERAL
AGRICULTURE
REFORM AND RISK MANAGEMENT
ACT OF 2014
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 465, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2642)
to provide for the reform and continuation of agricultural and other programs of the Department of Agriculture through fiscal year 2018, and
for other purposes, and ask for its immediate consideration.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to House Resolution 465, the conference report is considered read.
(For conference report and statement, see proceedings of the House of
January 27, 2014, at page H1269.)
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PETERSON) each will control 30
minutes.
For what purpose does the gentleman
from Massachusetts seek recognition?
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman from Minnesota opposed to
the conference report?
Mr. PETERSON. No, I am not, Mr.
Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XXII, the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
PETERSON), and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) each
will control 20 minutes.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself as much time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, this has
been a long and seemingly epic journey
that the House Agriculture Committee
has been upon, and Mr. PETERSON, myself, our colleagues, literally 3 years,
actually 4, when you consider the beginning hearings under then-Chairman
PETERSON to start this process.
We have all discussed the details. We
will discuss the details more in greater
length in just a moment on this final
conference report that reflects the net
result of both the Senate and House
work.
But I would say this. Whatever your
feelings might be about the policy
issues involved within the bill, understand, this formal conference that has
now come to a conclusion, soon, I hope,
to be ratified by the body, reflects at
the committee level, at the floor level
in the House, and, I think, in the conference level, how legislation should be
put together.
Many people criticize us and this
body as dysfunctional. But if they look
at all of the amendments we considered, every time we took the farm bill
up in the committee, all of the debate,
all of the discussion, if they consider
the amazing amount of amendments we
considered on the floor of the United
States House and all the debates and
the discussion and the votes, if they
take note of how long and how much
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effort the principals and the conferees
put into putting this conference report
together, they would understand that
this bill, while everyone may not agree
with every line, every word, every policy in it, this bill reflects, unlike almost any that have been done for
years, how it should be done—good men
and women of different opinions working to get to a final product.
I hope this reflects a change in how
we will do our business here across the
board. I am proud of what we have
done, and I am proud of how we have
done it. I am proud of the reforms and
savings. I am proud of my ranking
member, and all my colleagues who
have been involved.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
Today, as the chairman said, after
nearly 4 years of work, the House is finally considering the 2014 farm bill
conference report. It has been a challenging and, at times, frustrating process, I think everybody will agree, but
through it, the Ag Committee has persevered, and we did what we have always done. We worked together.
The report before us today represents
a compromise. I know this is rare in
Washington, but that is what is needed
to actually get something done around
this place. I didn’t get everything I
wanted. The chairman didn’t get everything he wanted. That is how the compromise works.
For example, there has been a lot of
discussion about dairy, but we are
moving away from the old dairy program to a new program that I think is
much more sensible, that has market
signals in it to deal with overproduction. The only question I have is
whether they are going to be strong
enough. We will find out as we go
through the process.
In the commodity title, I am still disappointed we didn’t vote on planted
acres. I think that would have been a
smart thing to do, but it wasn’t to be.
At the end of the day, I believe my
reservations are outweighed by the
need to provide a long-term certainty
for agriculture and nutrition programs
and the many positive improvements
and reforms included in the final bill.
Among other things, the conference
report will protect and improve the
crop insurance system. That is probably the most important safety net. It
continues current sugar policy, streamlines conservation programs so that we
can continue to preserve our natural
resources, provides disaster assistance
for livestock producers, applies conservation protections to crop insurance, and recognizes the growing consumer demand for fresh fruits, vegetables, local foods and organics.
In closing, I want to thank the chairman for his work and congratulate him
for working with us to get to a final
conclusion here. Also, for his Members,
our Members, for their support and
hanging in there to get to this point.
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I also want to thank the Agriculture
Committee staff who have been working so hard over these last years, night
and day, through all these different situations we have been in, and I will submit their names for the Record.
Again, Mr. Speaker, this process has
gone on too long. We need to conclude
it today. I urge my colleagues to support the conference report.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
COMMITTEE STAFF
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Agriculture Committee Democratic Staff:
Andy Baker, Nathan Fretz, Liz Friedlander,
Keith Jones, Mary Knigge, Rob Larew, Clark
Ogilvie, Lisa Shelton, Anne Simmons, Faye
Smith; USDA Detailee: Robert Stephenson;
Intern: Lauren Becker.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Chairman LUCAS and Ranking Member
PETERSON for all their hard work on
this very difficult bill. I admire their
tenacity, and I admire their passion on
issues dealing with agriculture.
There are some good things in this
bill, to be sure, but there are some
things that I simply cannot accept. I
think as we discuss this farm bill, that
we should remind ourselves of a few
simple facts, facts like this:
Hunger exists in the United States of
America. Not a single congressional
district in this country is hunger-free.
Our food banks, our food pantries, the
people who are on the front lines in the
fight against hunger simply cannot do
any more. They are stretched to the
limit.
One final fact. This bill will make
hunger worse in America, not better. If
this bill passes, thousands and thousands of low-income Americans will see
their already meager food benefit
shrink.
And for what? Why? To meet some
arbitrary deficit reduction goal? To
pay the costs of the giveaways and the
crop insurance program? To pay for the
sweetheart deals for the sushi rice
growers and the peanut farmers and
God knows who else?
I know many of my colleagues would
just like this whole farm bill issue to
go away. They want to pass a bill and
forget about it and move on to something else.
But, Mr. Speaker, the people who will
be hurt by this bill aren’t going away.
They can’t forget about it and move on
to something else because they will
suffer. They will have to make do with
less food tomorrow than they have
today.
I have heard all the arguments trying
to justify this $8.6 billion cut in SNAP.
Well, it is just a loophole, or it could
have been a lot worse, or the States
should pick up the slack, or local governments or churches or food banks or
the tooth fairy.
Those arguments are easy to make
from the comfort of our warm homes
and our full bellies, but they ring hollow to an elderly person who will have
to take their medicine on an empty
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stomach, or a child who will have to
skip a breakfast before going to school.
I think it is wrong, and I cannot support it.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. CRAWFORD), one of my outstanding subcommittee chairmen.
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank Chairman LUCAS and
Ranking Member PETERSON for putting
in so much hard work and dedication
and getting where we are today, and I
echo the ranking member’s sentiments
to the staff. Thank you very much for
everything that you have done.
After more than 3 years of being involved in the farm bill process, I am
proud to support a final product that
not only greatly benefits producers but
deploys investments and jobs to rural
America. Despite our sharp regional
differences, we prevailed in crafting
commodity programs that promote regional fairness by providing a strong
safety net that protects all producers
from market risk.
We can finally provide relief to our
cattlemen by permanently reauthorizing disaster assistance programs
after years of hardship. Rural development funding will bring critical investments to our rural communities, while
conservation and forestry programs
will preserve our natural resources for
years to come.
While I am pleased with the farm bill
before us today, I am disappointed that
we left some important issues on the
table like reforming harmful GIPSA
regulations and fixing Country of Origin Labeling for the meat industry.
We could have gone further in relieving burdensome EPA regulations on
small farmers, and I believe that the
environmental activists in the Senate
had far too much input.
Even though I believe we could have
done more, I am proud of the conservative reforms we made to the food
stamp program by eliminating waste
and loopholes, setting the stage for
work requirements. The Agriculture
Committee accomplished the tough
goal of cutting billions from our budget
by repealing or consolidating dozens of
programs.
I appreciate the patience of all of our
Arkansas producers and rural communities through this process.
I strongly urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this
farm bill conference report.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from California (Mr. COSTA).
Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this conference committee
report. There are a lot of reasons why,
but first I would like to commend the
chairman and the ranking members of
both the House and the Senate Ag
Committees and my fellow conferees
and the staff for all the hard work that
went into reaching this agreement.
While this is not a perfect bill—there
never is—this agreement is the result
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of more than 4 years of bipartisan negotiations, two marathon committee
meeting markups, multiple floor debates. As a matter of fact, this bill almost reminds me of the movie
‘‘Groundhog Day’’ because it seems to
come back again and again.
For my home State of California, the
leading agricultural State in the Nation, this farm bill is a dramatic investment in many of the specialty
crops for research, for market production and the development programs
which benefit our vegetable and fruit
producers, which produce over half the
Nation’s supply.
These programs not only help my
constituents produce the safest and
most nutritious fruits and vegetables
that we eat throughout the Nation, but
also throughout the world.
Just as important for my district are
the disaster relief programs that help
farmers, ranchers, dairymen, and producers through these difficult times.
Many may not be aware, but California
is facing the driest year on record,
which jeopardizes both food production
and jobs in my district.
This bill contains programs that provide help when disaster strikes, from
drilling wells to providing seed or direct assistance to growers or cattlemen
who have been hurt by this devastating
drought.
While I support the conference committee report, I am disappointed that
we did not take the opportunity to resolve the meat labeling issues that
threaten our beef and poultry producers, and our important trading
partners, Canada and Mexico, who are
deemed critical and are dealing with us
in the World Trade Organization. I
have currently drafted legislation on a
bipartisan basis to try to fix this labeling issue once and for all.
This debate, though, has dragged on
for way too long. Let’s give farmers
and ranchers and dairy producers the
certainty that they deserve through a
5-year farm bill. Now is the time to get
this farm bill done by passing this conference committee report.
b 0930
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).
(Mr. KIND asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my good friend from Massachusetts for yielding me this time and for
the leadership that he has shown on
the nutrition title and for the plight of
hunger throughout our country. It is
commendable.
Mr. Speaker, I have been here for a
few farm bills in the past. I used to be
a member of the Agriculture Committee. I certainly appreciate how very
difficult it is to put together a bipartisan farm bill with so many different
moving parts.
I have all the respect and admiration
for the leadership on the committee,
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but I also sense that we have reached a
point of fatigue and exhaustion. People
just want this farm bill to go away
after years of it being worked on, and
I appreciate that, too.
But we are only given one opportunity every 5 or, in this case, 7 years
to reform farm policy to make it better, to make it better for our family
farmers, to make it more responsible
for the American taxpayer, to make
production agriculture work for all
Americans, and I am afraid that this
farm bill, yet again, pulls up short.
I would beseech my colleagues to
take a little additional time to work
on reform measures that do make
sense. Rather than looking at another
$8.6 billion in cuts to the nutrition
title on top of previous cuts that have
already been had, let’s look at some of
these subsidy programs.
I am afraid that the bill before us
today maintains huge taxpayer subsidies that go to a few but very large
agribusinesses at the expense of our
family farmers around the country. It
is going to lead to greater consolidation and production agriculture. It is
going to continue to drive up land values. It is going to make it harder for
new beginning farmers to enter the occupation. It is not responsible to these
family farmers, and it is certainly not
responsible to the American taxpayer.
We have got historically high commodity target prices in this bill so any
slight dip is going to mean huge payments going out in the future. We have
got the multiple entity rule now that
we worked on in the previous farm bill
being rolled back in this one. We have
got payment limitation caps now being
increased rather than brought down to
where the will of this Congress was last
year when we had that debate on the
floor.
And while it is commendable that we
are getting rid of the direct payment
program, which was not justifiable,
most of that money is being shifted
now into the crop insurance program
which, what I feel, is overly generous
premium subsidy crop insurance subsidies to producers, which has the potential of taking further risk out of
production decisions.
But we are also telling private crop
insurance companies, We are going to
guarantee you a 14 percent profit margin. We are going to pay your entire
administrative and operating expenses.
And, by the way, you are going to bear
very little risk in offering these policies. The American taxpayer will still
bear that risk. There is not a business
in the world that wouldn’t sign up for
that offer. So why are we doing that in
this farm bill?
Representative PETRI and I last year
offered a commonsense modicum reform of the crop insurance program,
asking these crop insurance companies
to put a little more skin in the game.
We understand it is a valuable risk
management tool that needs to be
there for producers, but this goes overboard with it.
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Then finally, we have got a domestic
cotton program that has gotten us into
trouble with Brazil. If the average taxpayer knew that we, for the last 4
years, have funneled out $150 million
worth of taxpayer subsidies going to
subsidize Brazilian cotton farmers they
would be livid. And yet this bill does
not fix that cotton problem, and now it
is up to Brazil whether they want to
level economic sanctions against us.
More work needs to happen, and, unfortunately, this bill pulls up short.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY), one of our
hardest working subcommittee chairmen.
Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the farm bill. This
legislation provides much-needed reforms. It is fiscally responsible, saving
billions in mandatory spending, promoting market-based solutions, and
streamlining and consolidating more
than 100 programs.
We have eliminated direct payments,
which farmers received whether there
were good times or bad, and replaced
them with a safety net that provides
help only when farmers need it.
The bill includes the most significant
reform to the food stamp program
since welfare was reformed in 1996.
While I am personally disappointed
that we didn’t fix the COOL and GIPSA
issues—and I am committed to continuing to work on those—I do believe
that this bill provides a balance of opportunity
and
security,
and
it
strengthens our Nation’s agriculture
safety net for years to come.
I would urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘yes’’ on the safety net, vote ‘‘yes’’ for
these modest reforms to food stamps,
pass this conference report. Give our
farmers and ranchers across this country the 5 years of stability and security
they need to execute their business
plans to allow them to continue to provide the American people with the
most affordable and abundant food and
fiber supply in the developing world.
Vote ‘‘yes’’ on the conference report.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. SCHRADER).
Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, I
guess for some people, you just can’t do
enough. I would argue, respectfully, to
a lot of my colleagues that the work
that has gone on on both sides of the
aisle over the last 2 years is actually
pretty exemplary.
The farm bill is always a difficult bill
to pass. I believe the last one was vetoed a couple of times, and it had to be
overwritten.
This bill, we are not at that point.
But we have had a lot of bumps along
the road, and it could be better. It
could be better. But I have never yet
seen legislation as exactly what I
would preferably like to be voting on
at the end of the day.
We make huge strides in this bill.
There were draconian cuts to the
SNAP and food stamp program that are
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no longer in here. There were onerous
requirements and incentives to get people off food stamps that are no longer
in here.
And for those that say people are
automatically going to be cut as a result of this, that is not accurate. If the
States step up and actually put $20 towards the heating assistance for these
low-income folks that hopefully need
that, they don’t get a reduced benefit.
And, yes, it is a reduced benefit. They
still qualify for their base benefit in
this bill. Moreover, if they just bring
their heating and cooling bills in, they
can still get the expanded benefit; it
just requires a little more diligence.
Hopefully, it puts some faith in America that their food stamp and SNAP
programs are going to those who really
need it.
As far as the subsidies go—hey,
maybe we should change that; we
should work on that some more. There
will be another farm bill in 4 or 5 years.
But we have made huge strides. We get
rid of the direct payments program.
That is monumental, folks. We have
been trying to do that for 20 years.
The subsidies, the milk program, it is
a totally new one. We are on a marginal insurance program. I think America understands that type of thing.
We have made huge strides here, and
there are so many good things. For
some of my colleagues on the Democratic side of the aisle, I mean, at the
end of the day, it is pretty imperative
that we have made huge strides in the
specialty crop provisions, the organic
provisions. We have done great with
market access promotion programs. We
have made it so that American farmers
continue to produce the best food and
fiber with a safety net that makes sure
that the people in this country get the
food they need and deserve and can do
the best economically on the global
trade scene.
I think this is a great opportunity.
People here should be voting ‘‘yes’’ on
this bill after all the hard bipartisan
work.
Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
while I deeply respect my friend and
colleague from Oregon, I have a slightly different perspective on this because
I think the bill that is before us today
is absolutely the least that could be
done to get the bill passed. It has a
number of items I do support, like specialty crops, which I have been working on for some time. I am pleased that
organics have an opportunity to get to
crop insurance.
But this bill, as I say, takes, allegedly, the savings from direct payments
that have been opposed for years and
plows them back into an enriched crop
insurance program. It cuts $6 billion
for conservation. Yes, there are some
improvements in terms of administration, but at the end of the day, it cuts
$6 billion when land and water is under
pressure and needs it the most. This is
shortsighted.
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It is very likely going to cost a lot
more in the long run for the reasons
my friend from Wisconsin pointed out
in terms of setting these targets higher. It is more generous in terms of rejecting a provision that was included in
both the House and the Senate version
to limit payments to individual farms
to $50,000. The conference committee
increases the limit to $125,000 and reopens a loophole closed in both the
House and Senate bills, allowing the
payments to be collected by multiple
people.
It is just one more example of where
the conference committee that I think
had one meeting and sort of massaged
these things to put the pieces together
to secure a majority on the floor, is
not, in any stretch of the imagination,
in the best interests of most farmers,
certainly not for the environment, and
nor is it for the American taxpayers.
I respectfully urge its rejection.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. WOMACK) who has been very focused on these critical issues, especially those involving livestock.
Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
would like to offer my congratulations
to the chairman, to his ranking member, and to my colleague from Arkansas (Mr. CRAWFORD), one of the committee members, for their diligent
work and for coming up with this committee report. This was not easy, to
say the least.
That said, Mr. Speaker, because of
the Senate’s ‘‘my way or the highway’’
attitude, we are considering a conference report that does nothing to address an out-of-control agency, GIPSA,
from imposing on American companies
regulations that go well beyond congressional intent. Because of the Senate’s all-or-nothing approach, we are
considering a conference report that
will subject American industries and
companies to retaliatory tariffs.
For me, it would be easy to vote
against this conference report. But unlike my Senate counterparts, I recognize that, in a divided government,
each side must work to find common
ground. Ultimately, this report, like
many of the other bipartisan agreements that have been signed into law,
moves the ball forward by making
much-needed reforms to Federal programs and reducing spending. That is
why, in the end, I will support it.
I am hopeful, however, Mr. Speaker,
that the House Appropriations Committee will do everything in its power
to fix some of these mistakes. I, as a
member of that committee, will fight
to rein in GIPSA, and I will work to fix
the Country of Origin Labeling requirements.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gentlelady from Ohio (Ms. FUDGE).
Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by thanking Democratic Leader
PELOSI for her confidence in me in appointing me as her representative to
the farm bill committee.
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I thank Representatives PETERSON
and LUCAS and Senators STABENOW and
COCHRAN for their leadership in negotiating this conference report.
Throughout this process, it was my
goal to ensure a fair and balanced farm
bill. While I do not agree with some of
the provisions of this conference bill, I
firmly believe it is a good compromise.
Given how far apart we were when
this conference began, I am pleased
Members on both sides of the aisle and
across the Chamber were able to reach
a consensus and show the American
people Congress can work together.
The agreement rejects categorical
eligibility, something that we have
talked about for some time. The $8.6
billion savings in SNAP over 10 years—
over 10 years—comes from a change in
LIHEAP policy that would shrink benefits for approximately 850,000 households in 16 States. It does not eliminate a qualified household from access
to SNAP, which was an important consideration on the difficult road to
reach a compromise that prevents devastating cuts and changes to this critically needed program.
This agreement also expands economic investment in low-income,
urban, and rural communities. It provides certainty and sound agricultural
policies for America’s farmers and
ranchers.
Passing the farm bill has always been
a bipartisan endeavor, and this conference committee report proves it is
still possible for Congress to work
through its differences and produce a
balanced bill that meets the needs of
the American people.
We have negotiated the farm bill for
the last 2 years. It is now time to move
forward. I strongly encourage my colleagues to join me and vote ‘‘yes’’ on
this bipartisan, bicameral conference
agreement.
Mr. Speaker, the nutrition title in the Conference Report for the 2014 Farm Bill is truly
a compromise. It’s not the bill I would write on
my own. It fails to adequately tackle the hunger and poverty that stalks our country from
inner cities to rural towns and suburbs across
America. However, it is a genuine compromise
and represents important improvements to our
federal nutrition programs. We have kept
SNAP intact and rejected every one of the
harsh House provisions that would have
ended food assistance to nearly 4 million people.
I am still deeply disappointed we were not
able to make new investments in SNAP to
help the struggling families in my district and
around this country put food on the table. Millions remain unemployed and unable to provide for their families, and others who work in
low-wage jobs or live on retirement income
rely on SNAP to afford barely enough food.
Despite this, I believe this legislation will
strengthen and improve SNAP and the many
other nutrition programs authorized under the
Farm Bill. SNAP has been vital in assisting
millions of families and countless communities
cope with the Great Recession. Not only has
the program responded quickly to increased
needs, but it has also delivered benefits with
ever-increased accuracy despite higher case-
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loads and strained State administrative budgets. While we look forward to a strengthening
economy, which provides more jobs, we expect a strong SNAP will remain critically needed.
This bill reauthorizes the program and
makes some modest improvements. Despite
expanding to respond to the increased need
arising from the Great Recession, SNAP maintained historically low payment error and trafficking rates. The farm bill tightens eligibility in
response to concerns about the way some
States calculate benefits and media reports of
unusual circumstances involving SNAP recipients, invests in fraud detection and prevention
activities, improves retailer operations, and
makes a number of small but important program changes.
I would like to take this opportunity to review
some of the key provisions of the nutrition title.
First, I want to address the one significant cut
in SNAP benefits that is included in the title.
We have curtailed a practice that about a third
of the States use to raise SNAP benefits for
some families and simplify administration of
the program. CBO says that about 850,000
families in those States will lose about $90 a
month because of the cut. Though a painful
loss for these families, the change fixes an
oversight in the SNAP benefit calculation that
has allowed some States to let households
deduct more income than warranted by their
actual expenses. They do this by giving SNAP
households with no heating or cooling expenses a token LIHEAP payment of $1 or less
in order to leverage a heating and cooling deduction, which raises their SNAP benefits. For
decades, the receipt of LIHEAP has automatically qualified households for a standard utility
allowance within the shelter deduction calculation. This is the right thing to do when the
LIHEAP program already has determined that
the household pays heating or cooling bills.
But these States with very small LIHEAP payments have allowed some of these families to
receive larger benefits than their circumstances warrant under the SNAP formula.
Congress, however, did not intend to give
households without heating or cooling expenses a deduction for such expenses. While
I would strongly prefer to reinvest all of the
savings from ending this practice back into
meeting the needs of struggling households, it
is reasonable to address this issue. This bill
does so by requiring that a LIHEAP payment
must be at least $20 for the State to use the
LIHEAP connection to confer the SUA.
This change will lower SNAP benefits to
850,000 low-income households by $8.55 billion over ten years. This will not be an easy
adjustment for these households, but it will establish a stronger and more credible link between the traditional LIHEAP program and
SNAP benefits. As a conferee, it was very important for us that the people who really deserve to deduct heating or cooling costs have
a chance to do so, and the change we are
making to fix a narrow problem not disrupt the
original purpose of the LIHEAP linkage in promoting efficiency and ensuring households get
all the benefits for which they qualify.
This is why we gave the Secretary some
flexibility here. I expect that the Department
will work closely with State agencies to ensure
households that now receive the SUA on the
basis of a negligible LIHEAP payment will
have the opportunity to clarify they actually do
pay for heating or cooling, and this process
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will not be burdensome. Some States have
targeted these small LIHEAP payments to
households in public housing that are highly
unlikely to incur a separate charge for home
heating or cooling. But other States have
given a one dollar payment to most, if not all
SNAP households. We know that a large proportion of these households actually do pay a
separate charge for utilities and need the SUA
to get an adequate level of benefits.
I also want to make clear this change is designed to affect only households in the 16
States that have provided a nominal LIHEAP
benefit for purposes of qualifying households
for a larger deduction. We got assurances
from USDA that in the States that do not use
the current rule in this way, SNAP participants
would neither experience a cut in benefits, nor
would there be a change in the way their income, shelter deduction, and benefits are calculated. This is an important implementation
issue. States that, like my own State of Ohio
and the majority of all States, do not provide
a nominal LIHEAP benefit should be able to
continue the way they determine eligibility for
the SUA. Nor should low-income Ohioans be
asked to do or verify anything differently from
what they do now. None of the savings in the
bill comes from reducing benefits for households that have LIHEAP payments that exceed
the new $20 threshold, so USDA must ensure
State implementation of the changes does not
result in a benefit loss to a household legitimately receiving LIHEAP.
Finally, I am concerned we may not have
given States enough time to make the change
and protect households. States will have flexibility in phasing in the provision for most participating households, but for new applicants
and households who need to reapply for
SNAP in the coming months, the provision is
effective just 30 days after enactment, which
is a very quick time-frame for States to implement. Under SNAP regulations, States will be
protected from being cited for errors during the
first few months after enactment. I urge States
and USDA to not hold households accountable for receiving slightly higher benefits because the short implementation timeframe has
not given their State ample opportunity to adjust their benefits properly. I’m proud of what
we have been able to accomplish as conferees to improve the program without unduly
burdening the struggling families that turn to
SNAP in times of need. We focused our reforms on the administration of SNAP, and I’d
like to highlight some of the areas where we
tightened eligibility to respond to some uncommon cases.
Over the last several years, there have
been two reported instances of SNAP participants winning the lottery and remaining on the
program. While a rare occurrence, and one
that in many States already results in disqualification, we included a provision to make sure
it does not happen again. We’re focused on
people winning a million dollars or some other
life-changing amount, not someone who nets
a few hundred dollars in scratch-off tickets that
could very quickly be spent by paying overdue
bills or paying for overdue auto or home maintenance. In implementing this provision, the
Department should consider ‘‘substantial’’ to
be truly extraordinary windfalls that will change
lifestyles rather than provide more modest
gains. Another key implementation issue is
how the State discovers such winnings. Rather than clog application and report forms with
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questions that will apply to a negligible number of people, the bill requires State SNAP
agencies to establish relationships with any inState gaming commissions, so that the commissions will report any winnings that meet the
threshold USDA will establish. The State
agency will apply the regular income and
asset tests to these households and the
households will remain ineligible until they
meet these tests. We do not see any need for
any additional reporting by applicants or
households, as the State-level reporting
should be accurate and sufficient.
The farm bill also clarifies rules around eligibility for felons. People with criminal records
fleeing from law enforcement and violating
their parole are not eligible for SNAP. The
farm bill reiterates people convicted of certain
felonies such as murder and armed robbery
who violate their parole or probation are ineligible for benefits. And it imposes a hard penalty on the families of those who do not comply—the household of the ex-offender will see
a significant drop in benefits because the income and resources of the non-eligible member would still be counted. While harsh to innocent family members who may have helped
their family member rehabilitate successfully
by providing a place to live, it represents no
change in the law and is the way other offenders, such as drug felons and those intentionally violating SNAP rules are treated now.
Ex-offenders who have served their time and
continue to comply with the conditions placed
on their release, and who are otherwise eligible for food assistance through SNAP, will be
able to apply for and receive assistance. Program participants should not experience any
change from our desire to reiterate current
policy with respect to fleeing felons. The
SNAP eligibility and enrollment process already solicits information from applicants
about their fleeing felon status and we anticipate those efforts will be not be disrupted or
changed as a result of this re-articulation of
current rules.
Another area where the conferees worked
hard to make improvements is in the area of
program integrity and fraud prevention.
The bill contains an important program integrity enhancement for multiple requests for
EBT card replacements. Participants can lose
cards. The cards may also be stolen or malfunction. Without a working card, households
can’t buy food. We’ve become aware of a very
small number of households with more frequent requests for card replacement and this
raises program integrity issues. The bill requires USDA to set a standard for excessive
requests for card replacement and requires
States to seek explanations from households
that exceed this threshold as to why another
card is needed prior to re-issuing a card. Similarly, States may not require households to
provide their explanation in person or withhold
the card based on the household’s explanation. That requires following the procedures
for an intentional program violation. Because
of the critical importance of maintaining access to food assistance, the bill requires that
States promptly give individuals a chance to
explain. We expect USDA to monitor this
closely; any delay in working with the household is a day they do not have benefits to purchase food.
There are many reasons why replacement
cards are legitimately and urgently needed—
people may not understand the card was reus-

PO 00000

Frm 00007

Fmt 4634

Sfmt 9920

able, they may confuse a PIN problem with a
card problem, they may be victims of theft, or
they may simply lose their card. These things
can happen to anyone, but some people are
particularly vulnerable. Accordingly, this bill requires protections for vulnerable populations
such as persons with disabilities, homeless
persons, and crime victims.
This provision does not empower States to
use this process to terminate participation or
impose undue new burdens on households.
SNAP rules set out procedural standards for
acting on evidence of intentional program violations—standards that balance the pursuit of
program integrity with fundamental legal rights
of accused persons. If a State believes its evidence indicates an intentional program violation in this area, it must replace the card and
use its disqualification process to take any further action.
We’ve provided additional resources to
USDA to improve integrity efforts. We applaud
USDA’s strong commitment to rooting out
fraud in the program, but with a significant increase in the number of stores accepting
SNAP, USDA must continue to improve its retailer monitoring efforts. This bill gives the Department additional resources to improve its
technology to take advantage of innovations
like data mining, which can reveal retailer redemption patterns and help identify stores that
may be abusing the program. We expect
USDA to focus on data analysis and other
smart tools to maintain the high standards of
compliance in the program. Again, this is an
example of the conferees focusing on the improving the administrative side of the program,
rather than placing onerous burdens, like
photo identification requirements, on retailers
or participants.
We’ve also provided funds to encourage
State and federal partnerships to address retailer fraud through pilot projects. States selected for the pilot need to show they have
committed resources to recipient trafficking
and have a proven record of accurate determinations of fraud. In other words, States that
have been successful in identifying and reducing documented fraud should be given a priority in partnering with USDA on retailer fraud.
There has been a lot of attention given to
the relationship between SNAP and work. We
know many households on SNAP have a
working member and some States operate
promising employment and training programs.
Earlier versions of the farm bill in each house
had widely differing approaches to the issue of
work and, as a conferee, I’m proud we worked
diligently to find areas of agreement and come
up with some important reforms in the program without cutting people off for failure to
find a job or imposing some other hardship on
households.
While the majority of SNAP participants who
can work are working, we want to do what we
can to help those who are able to work but
cannot find a job. SNAP Employment and
Training (E&T) has allowed States to provide
services to adults facing the three month time
limit as well as individuals seeking to improve
their employability, but it is time to evaluate
what really works and encourage States to
build upon successes.
So we have improved and increased funding for SNAP E&T. The bill provides $200 million to pilot and evaluate innovative and promising State employment and training programs.
These pilots can be drawn from SNAP E&T
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components, but can also include efforts to
help those who already are working by providing the kinds of supportive services, like
child care or transportation assistance, that
often are insurmountable expenses to those
with low-paying jobs. The conferees expect
that States will expand their SNAP E&T activities or test new ideas, not use the funds to
fund what they already are doing, or remove
State dollars from their SNAP E&T programs.
Over time, SNAP E&T has served 3 different goals: a test of the willingness of the
able-bodied to perform work activities as a
condition of assistance, a means for some
childless adults to exceed the 3-month time
limit via workfare, and a way to enhance the
employment prospects of SNAP recipients by
improving their skills and abilities. Pilots will
test approaches to meeting each of these
goals and provide us with crucial information
about the most effective approaches.
As conferees we thought a rigorous evaluation is a critical component of the pilot
projects. With so many SNAP recipients who
find jobs on their own, a key question is how
do we know if the program and services the
State offered made a difference. States that
cannot guarantee they will participate fully in
the evaluation and provide the necessary data
for the evaluation should not be selected to
participate. To ensure we learn something, we
also have made the new money we provide
available to the evaluation and for the State
and federal costs of running the pilot. I am especially interested in learning about the most
effective ways for States to assess the needs
of SNAP participants upfront and to match
those needs to the right education and training
programs and other supportive services that
will make a difference for that individual. This
is information we do not have now and could
help States to target limited resources to really
make a difference in peoples’ lives.
Finally, I applaud the conference committee
leadership for designing a pilot project that
gives States resources without creating punitive incentives to force people who cannot find
work off the program. I know, however, some
States may choose more punitive approaches
under a theory that exposing a family to the
possibility of losing their benefits will spur additional work effort. I do not support this view,
but States are allowed under the pilots to
sanction individuals who fail to comply with
any work requirements under the same rules
and terms as under the current SNAP E&T
program. In addition, because we have added
unsubsidized work as an allowable activity
under the pilot, we have asked the Secretary
to issue guidance about the very limited circumstances under which a person who is
working could be sanctioned for losing his or
her job. The last thing we intend is for people
who are already doing what we want—that is,
working—to face losing some or all of their
SNAP benefits because they lose that job.
Beyond the pilot projects, we are very interested in learning what works in all States in
getting SNAP participants the skills and training they need to get and keep a well-paying
job. That’s why we will require States to report
on the results of their E&T efforts. USDA is
charged to use this new information to look at
how this program can achieve more lasting
gains in self-sufficiency. The conferees also
recognize SNAP participants are among the
poorest and least skilled members of society.
We do not expect it will be easy for all of them
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to quickly find employment, especially in the
aftermath of the recession. We expect a study
would consider some interventions—such as
career and technical education or GED programs—may yield more gains over the long
haul, but participants would not immediately
find those jobs because they are gaining the
credentials needed to get them. To that end,
USDA’s study needs to recognize getting better jobs may require getting more training, so
delayed, but enduring improvements, are important.
I’ve been focused on changes to the program that affect participants. But SNAP is a
program that helps both hungry households
and the food industry. This farm bill continues
to modernize the program, with a number of
improvements for retailers.
One thing we were able to do is take important steps to ensure SNAP remains compatible with the evolving food retail landscape. To
this end, we authorize the Secretary to test
the use of mobile technologies in SNAP—
things like smart phone apps that have become increasingly common in the larger retail
world. This may be especially important to
farmers markets and vegetable stands that are
unable to install traditional EBT-processing
machines. But allowing additional ways to accept benefits must not come at the expense of
program integrity. We all share a deep commitment to ensuring only authorized retailers
participate in the program and sufficient protections are in place to prevent trafficking. This
provision reflects that priority. For example, we
start with a pilot project to test the idea of
using mobile technology, include protections
for recipients, and prohibit any food price
markups. We expect USDA to take ironclad
measures to prevent fraud and require a report on the feasibility of the technology before
allowing it to be used more widely than the
pilot. USDA is to be commended for the good
work it has done in reducing fraud in the program, and we expect the same attention to
program integrity to be employed in testing
new technologies before embracing them in
SNAP.
This bill also allows pilot projects to test the
feasibility of allowing the online purchase of
food with SNAP benefits, reflecting a growing
food industry trend toward online transactions
with delivery. While allowing the ordering and
purchase of food online is one way to make
the program accessible to individuals who may
have trouble getting to a store that can redeem benefits, again we worked hard to ensure the high program integrity standards
apply to any new way of redeeming benefits.
We expect USDA to aggressively address
fraud for the same reasons set out above and
require, in the bill, the agency halt any expansion of online transactions if integrity issues
cannot be resolved. While the provision makes
clear that delivery fees associated with online
purchases may not be paid with SNAP benefits, I also expect USDA to set standards for
the fees to ensure no adverse effect on food
security. After all, low-income households rely
on SNAP because they are unable to purchase enough food—to divert other scarce financial resources to pay delivery fees undermines the accessibility offered by the online
option.
I would like to point out these new mobile
and online technologies, common in the food
retail world, do not rely on photo identification
or other biometric information to authorize
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payments and maintain integrity. For both the
customer and the retailer, the SNAP retail
transaction should look like any other debit
card transaction. Thus, I urge USDA to stop
approving misguided efforts at the State level
to require photos on SNAP cards or to be presented at the point of purchase. Technology
has made these conditions on the use of benefits obsolete in the retail environment, and so
they should be eliminated from the SNAP retail environment as well.
Benefits have been issued successfully on
electronic cards for years, but there have been
rare occasions when the cards, or the processing systems that deduct benefits from the
cards, fail to operate. In these cases, program
participants may be in even greater need of
assistance and must be able to use their benefits to purchase food. This requires the capacity to quickly and efficiently issue manual
vouchers to affected individuals. We expect
USDA to issue rules that make it quick and
easy to switch to manual vouchers for automated systems failures or natural disasters.
Critical to successfully providing an alternative
is establishing clear criteria that allow State officials to apply immediately in a variety of particular situations. The threat to program integrity posed by physical vouchers stems from
vouchers issued when individual cards fail to
work, not when there is an intelligible, systemic reason for the problem.
I commend my fellow conferees for working
in a bipartisan way to identify areas of the program that could be strengthened in a way that
minimizes administrative burden and does not
impose a hardship on participating households. We’ve made some changes that will improve eligibility determinations and the quality
of our research.
For example, we’ve taken steps to ensure
federal funds used to inform Americans about
SNAP cannot be used in inappropriate ways.
Let’s be clear, USDA has done a fine and
necessary job getting information about SNAP
to low-income households struggling to put
food on the table. The program cannot be effective if those who may need it are unaware
of its existence or believe they are not eligible.
With the program’s name change from the
Food Stamp Program to SNAP, there was a
great need for accurate information to be disseminated. Almost all of USDA’s efforts have
been appreciated and appropriate, but there
have been reports of some ill-advised efforts,
such as collaborating with the Mexican consulate and reimbursing community members
who sign up eligible people on a per person
or ‘‘bounty’’ basis. These were neither best
practices, nor were they widespread, so we
prohibited them in the farm bill. But in reality,
many low-income households that are eligible
are not signing up, and we know that is because, in part, individuals are unaware of the
program or have misconceptions about it. For
example, seniors often fear if they apply for
assistance, they are taking away assistance
from someone else. But that is just not true,
and we need to be able to give these seniors
truthful information so they can make the
choice that is right for them. In this bill, Congress continues to support this kind of information sharing, while clarifying aggressive recruitment, including recruitment outside of the
United States, is not permissible. Recruitment
is trying to persuade or convince someone
who has made an informed decision not to
apply to change his or her mind. That hasn’t
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been a permissible activity and the bill simply
codifies that practice. Providing people with
positive information about the program and the
benefits of applying or assisting them to navigate the complicated application process is
not recruitment and is still allowed. We expect
the agency will continue to provide necessary
information while ensuring education funds are
used appropriately.
Another change we made to strengthen
SNAP was to give States access to more tools
to double check the information SNAP applicants provide. The Department of Health and
Human Services’ Office of Child Support Enforcement oversees such a tool: the National
Directory of New Hires (NDNH), which primarily is for State child support agencies to
learn important information about the employment of noncustodial parents who live or work
in other States. Currently States are allowed
to use this database for some other purposes,
including verifying employment and earnings
of SNAP recipients. We have, in this bill, required States make use of the data available
through the NDNH at the time a household is
certified for SNAP, to help the State determine
eligibility and the correct level of benefits for
households applying for SNAP. We expect the
Secretary to issue guidance to help States determine the most cost-effective and efficient
ways to make use of this data source. For example, it makes no sense for States to pay to
match every individual in every applicant
household. There is no reasonable chance an
80 year-old disabled person or a four year old
child has unreported earnings. The Secretary
should work with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to explore ways to limit the
cost of the match to State agencies and maximize payment accuracy.
The bill also codifies the existing State practice of verifying immigrant participation in the
program by using the federal Systemic Alien
Verification for Entitlements program (SAVE).
It’s a commonsense way for States to determine eligibility that does not require a household to track down paperwork or fill out unnecessary forms. We expect this to have no impact on client eligibility or responsibility since
the data match is an administrative procedure.
No other changes to immigrant eligibility have
been made.
We fully expect State and local agencies, institutions and organizations that receive funding through USDA to study, evaluate or otherwise engage with SNAP will cooperate with
USDA’s own researchers. Some of these entities may have justifiable concerns in this day
and age about sharing some data, especially
private information about participant households. This bill includes a provision that explicitly requires cooperation, but ensures that it
does not violate any important existing requirements, such as the personal privacy of
SNAP participants.
I’d like to turn for a moment to other nutrition provisions in the bill.
Since 2001, Puerto Rico has been allowed
to issue to 25 percent of households’ SNAP
benefit as cash, rather than in a form that can
only be spent on food. While program rules require the cash also be spent for food, some
cash is spent on other household necessities,
though there is little evidence that any cash is
spent on non-essential items. This is because
the Nutrition Assistance Program (NAP) plays
a unique role in Puerto Rico’s safety net because other programs available in States
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(such as TANF and SSI) do not play a significant role on the island. Puerto Rico is already
shortchanged on nutrition assistance—if NAP
operated as SNAP does in the States, participation would be 15 percent higher and federal
costs would be over 22 percent higher. Some
have argued this cash allotment should be
eliminated, a change that would be disruptive,
and over which there has been little engagement with local stakeholders or affected parties. So the farm bill requires a study on the
impact of eliminating the cash portion of the
nutrition grant, and assuming such a change
is feasible, gradually phases it out. But, we included an important protection for poor Puerto
Ricans. The Secretary can exempt categories
of participants if he or she has determined the
elimination of the cash portion would cause
undue hardship. The entire NAP caseload
could be exempted if the study shows the policy change would have significant adverse effects.
Another provision in the bill requires USDA
to pilot different ways to deliver food assistance to needy people in the Commonwealth of
Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI). Here we expect USDA to look at different ways to structure food aid based on the structure of SNAP,
but recognizing many of the SNAP administrative requirements may not be appropriate for
such a small government and isolated population.
There is a wide range of options between
the current block grant and full SNAP implementation. For example, we expect any program would be run with integrity, but this does
not necessarily mean the SNAP quality control
review process—one of the most rigorous to
which any public program is subject—is the
only way to review payment accuracy in the
CNMI. In the area of benefit issuance, SNAP
has highly detailed standards for Electronic
Benefit Transfer (EBT) systems. This approach works well in the United States, but
may not be appropriate for the CNMI. SNAP
has very explicit rules about how benefits are
determined and recognizes assorted expenses
as deductions from income. CNMI may be better able to run a program with greater standardization of benefits. None of this is to argue
for any specific approach. Rather, we expect
USDA to look for ways to improve nutrition assistance to the residents of the CNMI in a
manner that its government can deliver.
As I said at the start, Mr. Speaker, this bill
is not perfect. I’m not pleased we had to reduce food assistance to any low-income
households. But overall, we have continued
the long tradition in the Agriculture Committee
of bipartisan support for the program. It has
taken us two years and countless hours to
come to a compromise over a wide range of
complex agriculture and nutrition issues while
still contributing to reducing the federal deficit.
This farm bill is an important step in dealing
with the most important food and agricultural
issues facing the Nation today. I again, voice
my support for this language and urge my colleagues to support it as well.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE).
Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
oppose this compromise bill, although I
congratulate the people for working
very hard on it. But the change in the
heat and eat option is not just a little
technical change; it is a change that
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has a freezing, chilling impact on every
single SNAP recipient in Wisconsin. It
not only increases bureaucracy, it decreases SNAP benefits to Wisconsin
families whose benefits were cut already in November.
b 0945
I am deeply concerned about the concrete hurt, hunger, and, quite frankly,
the frigid cold that we impose today on
thousands of low-income American
households, including seniors, children,
and the disabled. As many as 255,000
SNAP cases in Wisconsin will be affected by this change.
How do I explain this to the women,
children, seniors, and disabled in
households
how
this
‘‘technical
change’’ is minor when they stand to
lose $90 a month in benefits? When you
consider what they lost in November,
$90 a month to a poor family is not a
‘‘technical change.’’ It is a lot of
money. It is more than $1,000 a year.
The price of food is not going to go
down, nor is the price of fuel, nor is the
purchasing power of the poor going to
go up. SNAP benefits already do not
meet nutritional needs throughout the
month, and this change will mean that
real food will be off real tables and out
of the stomachs of current recipients.
The proposed cut on top of ARRA resulted in a 9 percent drop in benefits
allocation to Wisconsin. It is just too
much.
In the heat or eat States, that is as
much as 11 percent of all beneficiaries.
In one step, we imposed new administrative costs on those States and make
it harder to keep SNAP more responsive. Kids were off school 2 days—2
days—this week because of the frigid,
dangerous cold. And throwing these
families back to heat or eat is the
wrong thing to do.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT), another one of my
outstanding subcommittee chairmen.
Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I want to first say thank you
to Chairman LUCAS and Ranking Member PETERSON. The Ag Committee has
some of the most conservative Members of the House and some of the most
liberal Members of the House, and I
will tell you we have a lot of different
opinions about what could and what
should be done, but we had respectful
discussion across the aisle and across
the philosophical debates.
I have said many times from this podium that the foundation of our economy in this country is based on two
things, one of them being manufacturing and the other one based on agriculture.
This bill does the things it needs to
do to ensure that foundation for our
agricultural producers to help with
that part of the economy. It also ensures that, as those farmers go forward
and do the things that they do in providing the food, the nutrition, and the
fiber, not only for America but for the
rest of the world, that Americans—
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Americans—when they go to the grocery store, will get more for their dollar than any other country as they
seek to feed their families.
We found agreement to clean up
waste and abuse within many of the
systems, including the food stamp system. We have given more money to
food banks, which I think is extremely
important in making sure that the
most needy of American citizens have a
place to go and make sure that they
can get the nutrition that they need.
We have put some new policies in
place, and I am confident that this bill
is a move in the right direction. Where
we have got those areas where we did
not find the agreement, I am confident
we will be able to come back and work
on those.
I am proud to support this bill, Mr.
Speaker.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to my colleague from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ).
Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, thank you
to the chairman and the ranking member for your incredible hard work. The
folks of Oklahoma and Minnesota
should be proud of the representatives
that they have sent here.
I am proud of this piece of legislation. I stand in support of it. It has
been 2 years. I feel like we have been at
it most of our lives. And while I hear
people pointing out problems, I am certainly there. If we had each written
this bill, it would look different. I hear
people say it is not perfect. We had a
former colleague once who said, Of
course it is not perfect. If you want
perfect, you will get that in Heaven.
And at times, this place is closer to
Hell.
So this is a pretty good compromise
that we have come up with. It certainly does things, and I am proud to
say it makes bold new investments in
clean and renewable, American-made
energy. This is a tough decision in a
tough budgeting time; and of the commitment of this committee to make
that happen, I could not be prouder.
It also takes bold steps moving the
country forward on conservation measures. One piece in here, protecting our
native prairies in the Midwest, is fabulous. And I want to thank the gentlelady from South Dakota (Ms. Noem)
for her unwavering effort on this.
I would say this: we reject the false
choice that you have to choose between
sportsmen’s conservation and producing food on the land. You can have
all things. And as the folks over at
Ducks Unlimited said, this is one of the
best pieces of conservation legislation
in decades. We come out and do that.
So we have struck a balance here, producing the food, feeding the world,
clothing the world, and empowering
the world, and at the same time providing for the heritage of our sportsmen and the pristine beauty of our
country. So it can happen.
As a veteran, I am proud that we
took a bold step in here trying to figure ways to get returning veterans
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back on the land. The average age of a
farmer in this country is 57 years old.
We need new folks on the land, and
that comes with high land prices and
access to capital.
Mr. PETERSON, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and
I worked on some beginning farmer and
rancher legislation. Senator KLOBUCHAR on the Senate side and the
chairman made sure it happened here.
It is going to work. It provides some of
that access, and it keeps our family
farms continuing on.
So there are things to point out that
you are frustrated with. I understand
that. But there is a lot of good in this
bill. It is a compromise. We came together. We tried to find and strike
those balances. We continue to feed
those folks who need the safety net,
and we continue to make sure that our
producers have the certainty that they
need.
I have to tell you, all across this
country this morning, producers woke
up and quietly went about their business feeding, fueling, and powering
America. We can say ‘‘thank you’’ by
passing this bill.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy now to yield 3 minutes to my
colleague
from
Connecticut
(Ms.
DELAURO).
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, rather
than producing a farm bill that meets
our traditional responsibilities as a
Congress to support working families
and farmers, this bill will do great
damage to the Nation’s most vulnerable citizens. This bill slashes $8.6 billion from food stamps, our Nation’s
most important antihunger program—
this is in addition to the $11 billion already cut—while it goes out of its way
to reopen the loopholes that benefit
millionaires and billionaires.
Interesting enough, this bill increases the deficit this year, and the
Congressional Budget Office has said
that it doesn’t save the $23 billion that
it claims to save. This bill results in
winners and losers.
Winners—wealthy farmers and agribusinesses who will be able to pocket
crop insurance subsidies and other government handouts beyond the already
generous limits passed earlier by both
the House and the Senate. The Congressional Budget Office, again, says it
increases spending on crop insurance
by $5.7 billion.
The Senate passed a bipartisan
amendment to reduce the level of Federal premium support for crop insurance participants who make over
$750,000, but the conference raised it to
$900,000—winners.
Against the expressed wishes of both
Houses, the bill’s drafters reopened a
loophole which was closed in both the
House and the Senate bills which allows farming enterprises to overcollect
on commodity payments—winners.
But then who are the losers? And
there are losers in the farm bill. The
losers are the 850,000 low-income households all over America, 1.7 million
Americans who will lose 66 meals a
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month because of these cuts to food
stamps.
Who are we talking about? Children
who will go hungry and spend all the
next day at school. They will go to bed
hungry, spend the next day at school
unable to concentrate because they are
thinking about food. Veterans, roughly
900,000 of whom receive food stamps,
and working families who will face an
empty fridge and a gnawing pain in
their stomach for weeks and weeks.
Seniors have to choose between food or
warmth, whose health will deteriorate
for want of sustenance.
These are our own people we are consigning to this fate, hardworking people in our districts and in our communities. And if you vote for this bill, you
will have to look them in the eye and
tell them to go without food, that they
have to endure hunger because we had
to give more handouts to millionaires
and to billionaires.
That is what this farm bill is about.
Make no mistake. It increases hunger
rather than decreases hunger in America. It picks winners and losers rather
than ensuring we are supporting those
that grow and those that consume the
food we produce in this Nation of plenty.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.
Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentlewoman an additional 1 minute.
Ms. DELAURO. It picks winners and
losers rather than ensuring that we are
supporting those that grow and those
that consume the food that we produce
in this Nation of plenty, which is what
farm bills have been about in the past.
I have negotiated nutrition titles in
farm bills. This is a farm bill that undermines the health and the well-being
of the most vulnerable in our society.
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS), who has worked
extremely diligently early on on this
bill and through the entire process.
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, thank you to Chairman
LUCAS for the leadership he has shown
in getting this conference report to the
floor.
I rise in strong support of this conference committee report. It is a commonsense piece of legislation that
deals with things such as overregulation. That is a silent job killer that
this administration is implementing
through our agricultural industry. I
am proud that many of the provisions
that I helped craft are in this final
farm bill to reduce that opportunity
for this administration to continue to
kill jobs in this country.
We see some commonsense reforms
to the SNAP program. Our goal should
be to get people off of SNAP and into
jobs. But, Mr. Speaker, this bill is a
lesson in fiscal responsibility. It is one
of the single largest cuts in mandatory
spending that this Congress has done,
which is putting our country on a path
to complete fiscal responsibility. These
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are some of the decisions that we need
to make. Most of those cuts are in the
agricultural side.
We need to understand that this is a
commonsense piece of legislation. It is
going to continue to reduce our deficit
in this country, put us on a path to
paying down our national debt, and
putting excellent long-term farm policy in place for years to come.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH), a
former member of the committee.
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, we serve in
an imperfect Congress, and we are voting on an imperfect farm bill. In some
cases, we spend far too much needlessly
and irresponsibly, and in some cases we
spend far too little unwisely and irresponsibly. But a 5-year farm bill is absolutely crucial to America, and it is
crucial to Vermont dairy farmers.
This bill takes three important steps
for dairy farmers in Vermont and
throughout the country:
One, it creates a modern-day insurance program which protects farmers
against the wild swings in feed prices
which are totally out of their control;
Two, it protects taxpayers, as well as
farmers, by limiting insurance to a
farmer’s base production; and
Three, finally, it gives USDA the
tools to intervene if dairy prices drop
dramatically.
Mr. Speaker, with its faults and imperfections, America does need a new
farm bill. Agriculture is changing all
around us. Local food is a growing sector in my State. The organic sector is
booming, and people are much more
aware of their food and farms. This
farm bill invests in local foods, provides insurance to small farmers, and
puts organic farming on a strong footing for the future.
Mr. Speaker, I would like to comment on the
nutrition title in the Conference Report for the
2014 Farm Bill. I served on the House Agriculture Committee through the 112th Congress, when the Agriculture Committee began
its farm bill deliberations and wrote its first
version of the farm bill, including the nutrition
title. I am very familiar with the changes to the
nutrition title in the final conference agreement. This bill represents an imperfect but bipartisan and bi-cameral compromise. While I
am disappointed that the Conferees were not
able to make new investments in SNAP to
help the struggling families in Vermont and
around this country put food on the table, the
bill makes some modest improvements and
has wisely rejected many of the cuts in the
House bill.
In fact, the nutrition title reflects the success
SNAP has had providing nutrition assistance
during the historic rise in need as a result of
the Great Recession. Not only has the program been responsive to need, but it’s maintained historically low payment error and trafficking rates. The farm bill makes some improvements to keep the program operating efficiently and to remain the lifeline that it is for
so many of our neighbors. It also modestly invests in anti-fraud efforts and promising employment and training programs.

VerDate Mar 15 2010

01:18 Jan 30, 2014

H1493

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Jkt 039060

I would like to address the one significant
cut in SNAP benefits in the bill that affects
households in Vermont. The farm bill cuts
about $90 a month to about 850,000 families
nationwide by increasing the level of federal
energy assistance required to trigger higher
benefits among recipients. This provision
changes the SNAP benefit calculation for
households receiving very small LIHEAP payments in Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program benefits. This cut will cause
pain for the households that will see their benefits reduced. Despite the change, it’s important for people who have heating or cooling
expenses to maintain the deduction they are
eligible for. The conferees have assured us
that the provision will maintain the fundamental link between traditional LIHEAP programs and SNAP.
For this change to be executed properly, it
is essential that USDA work closely with
states to ensure that no SNAP household who
also participates in LIHEAP inadvertently lose
benefits. Many of those that currently receive
the SUA due to a $1 LIHEAP benefit may still
pay for heating or cooling, and so they need
a chance to show that they have those expenses. The process to do so should be designed to minimize the burden on these
households.
More important is to ensure that households
that do not receive smaller LIHEAP benefits
are not adversely affected by any aspect of
this provision’s implementation. The Agriculture Committees debated several approaches to resolving this issue, and savings
were never attributed to states that did not
provide a smaller LIHEAP benefit. USDA must
ensure that this provision’s impact is limited
only to household that receive a minor
LIHEAP payment, such as $1. I do not envision that states will need to make changes to
their forms or verification policies.
The farm bill also includes a number of improvements in the SNAP operation and administration. Like with the SUA provision, it’s clear
from these provisions that the conferees were
committed to focusing on changes that placed
the burden on state agencies, not households
applying for or participating in the program.
For example, there’s a requirement that states
check state lottery and gaming records to
make sure no lottery winners who are ineligible, due to their winnings, stay on the program. It’s a reasonable policy, and the conferees wisely require the state to rely on
records to identify the rare instance rather
than ask demeaning questions of every SNAP
applicant. There are other examples—such as
use of the national New Hire Database—
where the bill charges USDA and state agencies to use databases, technology and back
office functions to improve the program without burdening SNAP applicants and participants. I do not expect states to have to add
questions to their applications seeking information on whether applicants were ever convicted of a heinous crime in response to the
provision that reiterates current policy with respect to fleeing felons. Asking low-income
families and seniors in need whether they
have won the lottery or are a convicted murderer compromises the programs’ image and
would denigrate people for needing its help.
There are also some promising changes to
the program for the retailers that participate.
The farm bill authorizes pilot programs to test
the use of mobile technologies in SNAP—
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things like smart phone apps that have become increasingly common in the larger retail
world. This may be especially important to
farmers markets and vegetable stands that are
unable to install traditional EBT processing
machines. While expanding potential options
for retailers is important, it is critical to the
long term success of the program that bad actors looking to take advantage of new approaches are kept out of the program. I urge
USDA to set high retailer integrity standards
and carefully monitor the pilots to prevent
fraud. There’s a similar provision that tests the
feasibility of allowing the online purchase of
food with SNAP benefits, reflecting a growing
food industry trend towards online transactions
with delivery. This can help make the program
accessible to individuals who may have trouble getting to a store, but rigorous anti-fraud
standards must apply to any new way of redeeming benefits, and it will require USDA to
be actively engaged in monitoring the pilot.
I would like to point out that these new mobile and online technologies, common in the
food retail world, do not rely on photo identification or other biometric information to authorize payments and maintain integrity. For
both the customer and the retailer, the SNAP
retail transaction should look like any other
debit card transaction. Thus, I urge USDA to
stop allowing misguided efforts at the state
level to require photos on SNAP cards or to
be presented at the point of purchase. USDA
must increase its scrutiny of such efforts to
ensure that all household members and authorized representatives can use purchase
food on behalf of the household. Technology
has made these conditions on the use of benefits obsolete in the retail environment, and so
they should be eliminated from the SNAP retail environment as well.
I commend the work of the Agriculture Committee conferees to identify areas of bipartisan
agreement that improve without imposing
undue hardship on participating households.
The Agriculture Committees have a long
standing history of working together to solve
difficult complex food and agriculture issues
facing the nation. This farm bill is a solid step
in the right direction and I urge my colleagues
to support it.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.
I want my colleagues to understand
why those of us who are opposing this
bill because of the SNAP cuts are so
concerned.
On November 1, when the ARRA
moneys ran out, all 47 million people
who are on SNAP received a cut. For
the average family of three, that was
about a $37 reduction per month, which
is a lot of money when you are struggling to put food on the table, because,
quite frankly, the SNAP benefit in and
of itself is not adequate. People end up
going to food banks anyway.
If this bill passes, for over 800,000
families, well over 1 million people, for
the average family of three, an additional $90 cut will go into effect. That
is $120. I don’t know where they are
going to make that up. I don’t know
where they are going to go to get help.
We can say, yeah, let the States pick it
up. Well, the States aren’t rushing to
pick anything up. Well, let the charities pick it up. Read the newspaper.
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Last week, The New York Times said
that all of our food banks are at capacity. They can’t do it.
So what is going to happen to these
people? In the United States of America, the richest country in the history
of the world, we ought to all pledge
that nobody—and I mean nobody—
ought to go hungry. That is what this
fight is about.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, might I inquire how much time the three of us
have?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oklahoma has 111⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman from
Minnesota has 81⁄2 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Massachusetts has
61⁄2 minutes remaining.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM), who understands the diversity of weather and understands the challenges that producers have.
b 1000
Mrs. NOEM. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for yielding, and for his leadership on the farm bill, and also Ranking Member PETERSON for all of his
hard work and diligence in finding
some common ground on a bill that has
been under negotiation for far too long.
I am so happy to be standing here
with all of our Members and our colleagues from the farm bill conference
committee, which I was honored to be
a part of, and also with everyone else
who is going to support this bill. It is
extremely bipartisan.
It has taken a lot of hard work to get
to this point. I am proud of the fact
that we have a product in front of us
that is not only good for producers, it
is good for consumers. It secures our
food supply into the future, which is
one of the safest in the world.
We make reforms. We save billions of
tax dollars. It is accountable to the
taxpayer in this country. We conserve
wildlife habitat. We provide a viable
safety net for those who grow our food
and for those who rely on food assistance as well.
While Congress was writing this bill,
my home State go hit with droughts
and blizzards that cost us tens of thousands of livestock. The livestock disaster programs that I authored are in
this bill and will provide much-needed
relief to those who are struggling so
hard during this difficult time.
Our Black Hills National Forest is
going to gain some regulatory relief
and additional tools to combat the pine
beetle that is destroying our Black
Hills and our forests across this country.
The nine tribes in South Dakota are
going to get a permanent Office of
Tribal Relations—a real victory for all
of our tribes across this country who
really need to have better communication within USDA.
Thousands of hunters in South Dakota and across the country every year
are going to be glad to know that they
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have got a provision in place that will
help protect grasslands.
Whether you grow corn, wheat, soybeans, or cotton, producers are going
to have more choices, which really at
the end of the day is going to help
them cover their risk that they take
every year. I am proud of the bill, I am
proud of our work, and I urge our colleague to support the bill.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
now pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MCINTYRE).
(Mr. MCINTYRE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this farm bill. This
is a strong, reform-minded bill with bipartisan support. It will grow our economy, create jobs, provide certainty, reduce our deficit, and save the American
taxpayers $16 billion.
The bill reforms the farm safety net,
strengthening crop insurance and commodity programs. These risk management tools assure farmers that help is
there when they need it.
The bill also encourages conservation
and develops export markets to help
our farmers sell their products worldwide. Rural communities depend on the
farm bill too. Through critical rural
development programs, small towns
can build hospitals, schools, fire departments, and police departments.
This bill helps create jobs and economic development.
Water and wastewater programs, the
most basic of public services that allow
industries to come to rural areas, give
access to healthy drinking water, and
sanitary sewers, are part of this as
well.
This bill has important tools for new
farmers, and I can tell you, as one in
the State of North Carolina, where one
out of every five jobs are dependent
upon agriculture or agri-related business, this bill is about jobs and our
economy and ways that it helps States
throughout America.
There is still some work to do, like
bringing Country of Origin Labeling
rules into compliance with WTO and
reducing the GIPSA rules. However,
our farmers, their families, and small
towns all across America have waited
too long for a new farm bill.
Our citizens in rural America are
taxpayers just as much as those who
live in urban and suburban areas. They
deserve the respect of this Congress.
They deserve a farm bill that works for
our citizens who live in rural areas.
They deserve the passage of this bill.
We all as Americans enjoy our wonderful supply of food and fiber that the
good Lord has blessed us with and that
our farmers work so hard to supply. We
ought to work with our farmers and
with agriculture and have a strong
farm bill that our citizens in all of
America deserve to have passed.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time at this
point.
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Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON), another one
of our outstanding subcommittee
chairmen.
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of
this farm bill, and also to thank Chairman LUCAS and Congressman PETERSON
for their leadership on agriculture.
As many of my House colleagues
have already said this morning, this
legislation is long overdue. This bill is
truly worthy of its name, the Federal
Agriculture Reform and Risk Management Act, because of the historic reforms it legislates.
Overall, the bill repeals or consolidates about 100 programs. Along with
sequestration reductions, it cuts mandatory spending by nearly $23 billion.
In the conservation title alone, we
reduced programs from 23 down to 13.
This change alone saves $6 billion, and
I believe does so without undercutting
the effectiveness of the needed programs.
We reform food stamps, and we do so
through thoughtful, targeted changes,
ensuring that those who truly need the
assistance will receive it.
We finally get positive changes for
our dairy farmers who work so hard 7
days a week providing milk for this Nation.
With the 2008 farm bill expiring nearly a year and a half ago, I urge my colleagues to vote for this legislation and
finally give our farmers and rural constituents the support and certainty
they deserve.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. LUCAS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I won’t take
that much.
Overall, this farm bill also assures
that all Americans have access to affordable, high-quality, and safe food.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
now pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentlelady from Washington (Ms.
DELBENE).
Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, this
farm bill is bipartisan legislation that
is good for our farmers and families. It
is an accomplishment that will create
jobs, help our farmers, and preserve access to healthy food.
This bill includes unprecedented
funding for specialty crops and organic
farms. It is no understatement to say
that this is the best farm bill yet for
specialty crop farmers.
I am proud the farm bill includes $200
million to fund my proposal to expand
job training programs for SNAP recipients to find self-sustaining jobs.
Make no mistake: no one got everything they wanted. I am disappointed
that nutrition assistance is reduced at
a time when the need is high. However,
this bill will not eliminate SNAP eligibility for anyone still in need. In addition, the removal of the dairy stabilization program is disappointing. This reform would have helped farmers and
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protected consumers. This bill is an
improvement but falls short of solving
the entire problem.
Overall, this bill provides the certainty needed to grow our economy and
bolster America’s agriculture industry.
I strongly urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).
Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gentleman. I just wanted to reiterate one
thing. Some may view that I represent
the State of Connecticut, the Third
Congressional District in Connecticut,
and, in fact, what do we know about
farming? The fact is that we do. We
have dairy farmers, people with specialty crops, and included in my history in this great body, I served as
chair of the Agriculture Subcommittee
on Appropriations. I also served as the
ranking member, and, as I mentioned
earlier, I had the opportunity to be
part of the conference committee on
the farm bill in 2008 and helped to negotiate the nutrition title.
If I can make one or two more points.
This farm bill says that it is going to
save $23 billion. They count savings
from over a year ago. They talk about
$16.6 billion. The Congressional Budget
Office says that even as we cut that
$8.6 billion from the food stamp program, taking meals away from 1.7 million of the most vulnerable in our society, we are increasing spending on crop
insurance by $5.7 billion in the farm
bill.
In case folks do not know, the fact of
the matter is that Americans subsidize
crop insurance. We pick up over 60 percent of the cost of the premiums on
crop insurance. We pay 100 percent of
the administrative costs in terms of
crop insurance. We have 26 individuals
who get at least $1 million in a crop insurance subsidy, and we can’t find out
who they are.
While the cuts in food stamp benefits
are going to be felt immediately across
those 850,000 households, primarily
made up of children, the elderly, disabled, and veterans, few if any of the
Congressional Budget Office projected
commodity programs savings may ever
be realized if crop prices continue to
fall. This is reflected in that CBO score
that the deficit would be increased this
year with this bill. Only food stamps
would be cut this year. We should vote
against this bill.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, it is with
the greatest of pleasure that I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BENISHEK) who is so focused
on these issues.
Mr. BENISHEK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman and the ranking member,
who had to do a lot of work on this bill
over the years, and I rise today in support of the Agriculture Act of 2014.
This measure is important for farms
and hardworking families in northern
Michigan.
Northern Michigan is home to a number of centennial family farms, meaning they have been in the family for
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over
100
years—farms
like
the
Bardenhagen’s in Suttons Bay, where
they grow asparagus, apples, cherries,
and potatoes. Take a short drive down
the road, and you will find another centennial family farm at the Wagner’s in
Grawn. They grow corn, wheat, soybeans, and raise beef cattle for their
neighbors. These family-owned operations are a vital and growing part of
northern Michigan’s economy, and it
has been an honor to get to know them.
These growers work hard to produce
quality products—like tart cherries,
apples, and asparagus—that feed northern Michigan and families around the
world.
This bill represents the hard work
and input of stakeholders from northern Michigan and across the country.
While not perfect, it reflects the needs
of our rural agricultural economy that
is vital to Michigan’s First Congressional District. I urge my colleagues to
support passage of this bill.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. DAVID
SCOTT).
Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the ranking member.
Agriculture, ladies and gentlemen, is
the heart and soul of our Nation. It
provides the food we eat. It provides
the clothes we wear. It provides the
material to build our homes and our
shelters. No committee is as engaged in
the entire nooks and crannies of the
fabric of this Nation as the Agriculture
Committee. This farm bill is a product
of what makes America great. What
makes America great is our democratic
Republic, the anchor of which is compromise.
I want to commend Mr. PETERSON,
our ranking member, for his job; Mr.
LUCAS, the chair of our committee, for
his job. It has been 5 years we have
been on this. I particularly want to
thank Mr. PETERSON. It was a pleasure
working with Mr. PETERSON on an issue
very dear to him, which is dairy, as we
worked out the fabric of that. I commend the leadership on our committee.
However, there is yet work to be
done. The gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) was right. Mr.
MCGOVERN was right. Ladies and gentlemen of this committee and this
House and in this Nation, we have got
a serious problem with hunger in this
country, and it is not going away until
we realize the gravity of it. Our veterans, our seniors, the most vulnerable—we must address this issue.
My position on this bill is that I will
vote for it. We have worked on it. Is it
a perfect bill? No, it is not. Are we a
perfect Nation? No, we are not. But we
are constantly striving, striving for
that, and we will get closer to this perfect position as we bring all Americans
involved and let no American go hungry in this country. I urge everyone to
please vote for the bill.
b 1015
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY).
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Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend and colleague from Massachusetts for yielding me this time.
This legislation is commonly referred
to as the ‘‘farm bill,’’ but it is also a
‘‘food bill.’’ On that note, it falls short.
To be clear, this is miles ahead of
where we started with what I consider
a truly heartless Republican proposal,
and I know that our conferees worked
hard to make improvements to this
bill. In particular, I want to thank
COLLIN PETERSON and the Members of
the Democratic side of the aisle who
are dedicated to work to improve this
bill.
But it still leaves too many families
behind. The SNAP cut in this bill may
seem small on paper, but it is not to
the families that it will affect. It is not
to the food banks that are already
stretched well beyond their means.
In New York City, 280,000 households
are expected to see their benefits drop
under this bill. Those are benefits that
don’t go anywhere near far enough to
begin with.
We see every day in New York City
how deep the need for food assistance
is. Our food banks and community hunger organizations are doing everything
they can to provide food to hungry
families. They are joined by citizen heroes like Jorge Munoz, who I was honored to host last night as my guest to
the State of the Union.
Jorge has been called ‘‘an angel in
Queens’’ for his work in feeding the
hungry. He saw a need on the streets of
Queens and he jumped in to fill it, serving home-cooked meals out of his truck
to what started as a small group of
homeless and unemployed New Yorkers. As word grew of his generosity, so
did the crowds eager just for something
to get through that night.
Since 2004, Jorge has served over
225,000 meals on the streets of Queens,
New York. He and I know there are
more people out there who are hungry,
who are cold, and who are in need of
every bit of assistance that they get.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentleman an additional 30 seconds.
Mr. CROWLEY. We should be doing
more, not less. What is really troubling
is that I know there are some on the
other side of the aisle who think this
doesn’t cut food assistance enough.
Imagine that—there is $8 billion—$8
billion worth of cuts in this bill, and
still that is far less than they wanted
to cut.
The fact that in some ways this bill
can be considered a compromise option
just shows how unreasonable the cuts
proposed by the other side were. What
have we come to when we argue about
how much of a cut to hungry children
and families is reasonable?
Yes, this bill is not as bad as it could
be, but it is not as good as it should be.
That is why I will be voting ‘‘no’’
against this bill today.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE), who has some of the
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most productive agricultural land and
some of the most amazing farmers and
ranchers.
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.
Mr. Speaker, it is a great personal
privilege and pleasure for me to come
down here on behalf of 14,000 farmers
and ranchers in my district and 75,000
farmers and ranchers in the State of
Oklahoma, and goodness knows how
many tens of thousands of people beyond that in various phases of agriculture and ag industry, and thank my
good friend, Chairman LUCAS, for what
he has accomplished.
I think it is easy to be the critic; but
I think all of us on this House floor
know how long and how arduous this
struggle has been to bring all the competing interests together, to bring both
sides of the aisle together, to bring
both Chambers together, and to bring
the administration together in support
of this legislation.
It is easy to see why you would support it if you actually step back and
take a look at what it does. First, it
does save $23 billion. Frankly, those
cuts largely don’t come out of the safety net programs, where actually there
is simply relatively modest, but important reforms. They actually come out
of the production end of this business.
Changes need to be made there, but we
ought to recognize those are tough
changes in and of themselves.
Second, it preserves the capability of
this country to continue to produce
more food and fiber than anybody else
in the world—not just for our people,
but for all over the world—and to deliver that at a cheaper price than anybody else in the world. It is worth reflecting that Americans pay a lower
percentage of their income for food
than any other country in the world.
Guess what? With the additional income, they are able to do other things,
invest in other things, and go on.
Finally, I am particularly pleased
that the safety net has been preserved
and that important programs are in
place. We ought to recognize that
wouldn’t have been possible without
my friend Chairman LUCAS, all he has
done to bring us together and how hard
he has worked.
This bill, frankly, deserves the support of every Democrat and every Republican on this floor. I urge my colleagues to be supportive when the time
to vote comes.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
additional speakers. I believe I have
the right to close. I reserve the balance
of my time, unless we are ready to
close.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massachusetts will be recognized first to close.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
prepared to close if there are no other
speakers, but my understanding is that
Mr. PETERSON may have one other
speaker.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Minnesota is recognized.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, we had
one Member that wanted to speak, and
we are trying to ascertain his whereabouts at this point.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let me
give an update on the times remaining.
The gentleman from Oklahoma has 51⁄4
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Minnesota has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman from Massachusetts has 2 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Minnesota is
recognized.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I know
that Members want to get out of here
and get on planes and so forth, so after
Mr. MCGOVERN closes, I will yield back
the balance of my time.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.
First of all, let me say that I am
grateful to Chairman LUCAS and Ranking Member PETERSON. I appreciate
their hard work. I appreciate their
dedication on these issues. It is a privilege to be on the Agriculture Committee, and I am proud to serve with
them, as with the other members of the
committee on both sides of the aisle.
Unfortunately, I cannot support this
bill.
Mr. Speaker, I would like to close by
speaking to my fellow Democrats.
Last night, we sat in this Chamber
and we listened to the President give
his State of the Union address. When
he talked about raising the minimum
wage, we all stood up and cheered.
When he talked about the need to address income inequality, we all applauded. But cheers and applause
aren’t enough.
I ask my colleagues to think back, to
remember listening to their parents or
their grandparents talk about how
Franklin Roosevelt always stood up for
the little guy. Remember those pictures of Bobby Kennedy touring
through Appalachia and touching the
cheeks of hungry children.
That is why we became Democrats in
the first place. Those are the people
that got us into politics. Those are our
people.
Don’t throw that away just to be able
to say you voted for a farm bill. Don’t
turn your backs on our heritage and on
our history by giving bipartisan cover
to what I believe is a flawed bill.
We don’t have to do this. The price of
admission to pass a farm bill should
not be more cuts to SNAP. Make no
mistake about it, my friends on the Republican side are not through when it
comes to SNAP. They are going to
come back after this program again
and again and again.
We need to push back. We need to say
enough.
Some have rationalized these cuts;
some have tried to explain them away
as being nothing but closing a loophole. They are wrong. People are going
to be hurt. People all over this country—1.7 million people—are going to be
impacted by this. There should be no-
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body in this country—the richest country in the history of the world—who
should ever go hungry. That should be
a nonpartisan issue.
But to my fellow Democrats, in particular, this is an issue that we have
championed time and time again over
the many years of the existence of this
country.
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
this conference report. Vote your conscience.
I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
prepared to close as well.
I want to again thank the chairman
and all of the Members on both sides of
the aisle for their work and hanging in
there for all these months and years to
get to this point, and congratulate the
chairman on what I expect to be a successful outcome in a little bit of time
here.
With that, I would ask everybody to
support this conference report, and I
yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume.
First, I would also like to join my
colleague in adding to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a list of the majority
staff members.
I must say in all fairness, while there
was cooperation among the members of
the committee itself, the cooperation
among House and Senate Members was
exemplary.
I would also note the work of our
staff, those good men and women, R
and D, House and Senate, over the
course of these years cannot be underestimated or underappreciated. The
hours, the spirit of comity, the focus
on accomplishing things, trying to do
good policy, it just cannot be overstated how important all those good
folks have been.
With that, Mr. Speaker, let me simply close by saying this: no one cares
more about agricultural policy, farmers and ranchers, consumers and everyone in the process that takes it from
the seed to the plate or the bowl than
I do. But I think in good faith I can say
my colleague Mr. PETERSON cares just
as much as I do. The members of our
committee care just as much as we do.
This bill, done in what I would like
to define as regular order through the
committee process and the floor and
the conference, may not have exactly
everything my friends on the right
would want or my friends on the left
would want, but it represents making
the process work, achieving consensus,
putting into place policies that are better than what were there before to
drive this effort forward.
I know that we sincerely disagree on
many things, and I know some of my
friends don’t sometimes act like they
care about what happens out on the
farm or the ranch. I know that is not
the case. They do care.
But I would simply say this: no matter how much money we spend on supplemental programs to make sure our
fellow citizens have enough to eat—and
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that is important—never forget if there
is not a product on the shelf, if there is
not meat in the case, if there are not
vegetables or fruit available, it doesn’t
matter how much you subsidize. The
food has to be there.
That is why I have said all along a
farm bill still has to have farm in it.
This Agriculture Act of 2014 lives up to
that. It makes a commitment to our
fellow citizens who are in tough times,
but it will also ensure the food will be
there.
Don’t take us down the path that
many other countries have gone
through in the last century of people
lined up at empty shelves, people
hoarding particular ag products because it is available that day because
they will trade it the next day when
something might be available.
Let’s continue to do this miracle
called American agriculture. Oh, by
the way, depending on how you define
‘‘miracle’’ in the environment we have
worked together in, this farm bill
might not be quite defined by most
people as a miracle, but it is amazingly
close.
Mr. Speaker, let’s pass the conference report, let’s complete our responsibilities, let’s show the rest of
this place how it is supposed to be
done.
I yield back the balance of my time.
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE STAFF LIST
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Majority Staff: Brent Blevins, Caleb
Crosswhite, Mike Dunlap, Bart Fischer,
Jason Goggins, John Goldberg, Tamara Hinton, John Konya, Kevin Kramp, Brandon
Lipps, Alan Mackey, Brian Martin-Haynes,
Josh
Mathis,
Josh
Maxwell,
Merrick
Munday, Danita Murray, Mary Nowak, Riley
Pagett, Matt Schertz, Nicole Scott, Debbie
Smith, Skylar Sowder, Patricia Straughn,
Pelham Straughn, Pete Thomson, Margaret
Wetherald.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the Agricultural Act of 2014.
I want to congratulate all the conferees on
getting to this point.
Even though the bill is not perfect, it is
needed.
I am confident that this legislation will serve
Nebraska farmers well.
My main concern with the bill was making
meaningful reforms to SNAP so that it serves
those who really need it without the rampant
waste, fraud, and abuse that currently plagues
the system.
I am pleased that the conferees included
the establishment of a 10-state pilot program
to empower states to engage able-bodied
adults in mandatory work programs.
This is a commonsense reform and it’s my
hope my home state of Nebraska choses to
participate in this pilot.
This farm bill is a step in the right direction.
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate all of the work of the Agriculture Committee and especially Chairman LUCAS, to
bring this very long farm bill negotiation to a
conclusion. Agriculture and all of its supporting
industries desperately need a five-year farm
bill and the stability it brings.
I am profoundly disappointed, however, that
the bill does not take the opportunity to resolve some very important issues affecting
livestock. The Country of Origin Labeling rule
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proposed by the Administration is unworkable
and puts our livestock industry at a significant
disadvantage. It will invite punitive trade sanctions. That requirement should have been repealed, and I will continue to work to repeal it.
Similarly, Congress has regularly prevented
the implementation of the controversial provisions of the GIPSA marketing rule through the
appropriation process. I assume we will continue to do so, but it would have been better
to remove that threat permanently.
There was also an opportunity missed to resolve the issue related to horse processing,
and so the needless suffering of old and unwanted horses will continue, as will the effects
on the value of horses across the country.
At the same time, the biggest issue facing
agriculture in my district and throughout most
of Texas has been the drought. I appreciate
the permanent livestock disaster program in
this bill, which will be very welcomed by livestock producers of all sizes throughout our region of the country.
I believe that the reforms made to commodity programs are needed and will strengthen the political viability of those programs into
the future. Having additional risk management
tools available to producers who are increasingly competing in a global market should be
quite helpful.
Finally, I would strongly prefer to make
greater reforms in food stamps and other nutrition programs, such as were contained in
the House passed version, but given the realities of the political situation in Washington, I
believe that the savings in this bill are a step,
at least, in the right direction.
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have joined the
majority of Democrats and Republicans who
unilaterally alike passed a bill that will fund our
Nation’s most important anti-hunger program
which touches nearly 1 out of 7 Americans by
a vote of 251–166. The bill now heads to the
President’s desk who has indicated he will
sign it into law in a matter of days.
In these tough budgetary times, we should
not signal to our constituents that helping
those most in need is no longer a priority. I
am pleased that the bipartisan, bicameral fiveyear farm bill contains major reforms including
eliminating the direct payment program,
streamlining and consolidating numerous programs to improve their effectiveness and reduce duplication, and cutting down on program misuse. Additionally, this bill excludes
the drastic $40 billion cut in the House-passed
version of the farm bill, but makes progress in
addressing hunger and poverty by investing
new resources in other nutrition programs.
The bill also renews critical investments in
important programs for beginning farmers,
local food systems, organic agriculture, and
healthy food access, and also adds conservation requirements to the receipt of crop insurance premium subsidies. The final bill also rejected proposals to eliminate market and contract protections for livestock and poultry farmers.
Congress first enacted the farm bill in response to the Great Depression in order to
foster growth in our Nation’s economy and to
protect those who were most in need. Today,
we are still recovering from what some economists call, ‘‘the Great Recession.’’ We find
ourselves at a crossroads where we must decide how to manage our fiscal priorities while
still protecting those who were hardest hit by
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the recent recession. President Eisenhower
once said, ‘‘Every gun that is made, every
warship launched, every rocket fired, signifies
in the final sense a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and
are not clothed.’’
This bill is far from a perfect one. However,
given a lengthy two-and-a-half-year process
and the importance of renewing funding for
the most innovative programs for the future of
agriculture and nutrition, I supported this carefully negotiated package in an effort to do
more good than harm. I have received letters
from numerous groups including several of the
largest general farm organizations in the country which have voiced support for this bill. I am
pleased this bill maintains the long-standing
bipartisan fashion in which urban and rural
members unite to support this package.
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank Chairman LUCAS and Ranking
Member PETERSON for their work on this
issue.
Although I have deep concerns about this
bill, I understand that in divided government,
no party will get everything it wants.
That said, this bill lays the foundation for a
fundamental reform of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP—namely, it
will allow states to require work in exchange
for benefits. Before the 1996 welfare-reform
bill, several states experimented with work requirements, and the evidence gathered from
those experiments led to the most expansive
reform of the welfare state ever.
This bill also partially closes a loophole in
the SNAP program known as ‘‘heat and eat’’—
a reform included in previous House Budgets.
Finally, this bill eliminates Direct Payments,
excludes supply-management provisions in the
dairy program, and reduces the deficit by
$16.6 billion over the next ten years. This bill
would save more money than doing nothing.
I wish this bill included more reforms to our
agricultural programs. It did not include cropinsurance reforms supported by both the
House and the Senate. We should have a
safety net for our farmers. We should help the
little guy—the family farm that’s in need. We
shouldn’t bankroll the big guys. So we should
tighten the eligibility standards for crop subsidies. I’m disappointed we didn’t use this opportunity to make fundamental changes to
business as usual.
But on the whole, I think this bill will do
some good. It will save more money than if we
did nothing. It will provide some much-needed
certainty to family farmers. It is an improvement over the status quo, and so I support it.
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall 31 on the
Conference Report to accompany H.R. 2642,
‘‘The Farm Bill.’’
This conference report has made great improvements in reducing the draconian cuts to
the SNAP program proposed in the House
passed version of the Farm bill. While I appreciate the reduction in cuts, we should do more
to help those most in need. The Conference
report also eliminates the King Amendment,
which would have destroyed critical state safety and labeling laws. The bipartisan bill includes strong conservation provisions that will
help protect our nation’s soil, water and wildlife resources. Most notably, the bill makes
federal crop insurance subsidies contingent on
basic soil and wetland conservation practices.
While not perfect, this conference report is a
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fair compromise that will hopefully lay the
groundwork for finding additional common
ground in the future.
Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, the 2014 farm
bill is an important example of how Congress
can produce meaningful bipartisan compromise. Overall, this Farm Bill represents
years of hard work from a bipartisan coalition
of lawmakers, farmers and stakeholders from
across the country to put together a bill that is
good for our farmers and families. It’s a major
accomplishment that will create jobs, help our
farmers and preserves Americans access to
quality, healthy food.
As in all compromises, no one got everything they wanted. I’m disappointed that the
bill includes reforms that will reduce nutrition
assistance funding at a time when hunger and
poverty remain too high in our country. However, unlike the original House Republican
proposal, which was a $40 billion cut and
would have removed nearly 4 million people
from SNAP, the compromise agreed to today
will not eliminate SNAP eligibility for anyone
still in need. This outcome will garner bipartisan support not just because of what it excluded but also for the important reforms and
program improvements that it includes. I would
like to discuss the SNAP provisions in the nutrition title in greater depth to ensure my colleagues have a richer understanding of the
outcome of the Conference Committee agreement and what it will mean for the program
and its participants.
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, known as SNAP here in Washington,
DC and as Basic Food in Washington State,
is the backbone of our federal nutrition assistance safety net. The program has more than
proven itself during the economic down-turn of
the last several years. With its help, millions of
struggling families and seniors are able to put
food on the table each day. The program efficiently and accurately delivers benefits that
have a significant impact on low-income Americans. Nevertheless, I saw it as my role as a
member of the Agriculture Committee and as
a conferee to search for ways in which the
program could continue to improve. This farm
bill represents the conferees’ shared vision for
ways to improve several aspects of SNAP’s
basic operations.
One of the changes that we are making, of
which I am most proud, is the plan to test
promising strategies to connect more SNAP
participants to employment. This legislation includes pilot programs to test innovative means
of supporting SNAP recipients’ efforts to improve their lives. This was an aspect of the
original House bill that I worked on with Chairman Lucas and Ranking Member Peterson.
Unfortunately, the House passed nutrition title
also included work pilot provisions that had
elements that were of serious concern to me.
As a result, I did not support that bill’s final
package. As conferees, however, we worked
to overcome those differences. Many of us
worked long hours to help craft these pilots,
and I think the final provision shows the impact of those efforts.
The farm bill provides $200 million to pilot
and evaluate innovative and promising state
employment and training programs. States can
test activities that are currently allowed under
SNAP’s employment and training program, activities that are allowed under the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block
grant and supportive services that SNAP of-
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fers to enrollees in SNAP employment and
training programs such as child care and help
with transportation costs. We wanted to be
sure that states were able to create innovative
programs for volunteers such as the Job
Training Initiative in Seattle which focused on
skills building or education programs that
might improve an individual’s employability.
Moreover, it was very important to us to ensure that states could try interventions that
have not been permitted in SNAP in the
past—such as offering child care assistance to
an underemployed or unemployed parent
whose primary barrier to work may simply be
safe affordable child care. The same approach
could be taken with transitional housing or
other innovative strategies to support individuals’ ability to increase their earnings. By including TANF activities, we were able to ensure that states could test strategies around
subsidized and unsubsidized employment. We
were inspired by the effective subsidized employment programs states ran through the
TANF program during the economic downturn
with federal funds made available through the
Recovery Act. States like Florida and Mississippi were major champions of these efforts
and we wanted to be sure the pilots would
support further efforts.
One of the changes that is potentially most
important is the inclusion of unsubsidized employment, including private–sector employment, as a component to which states could
assign individuals. Obviously, unsubsidized
employment is the goal to which almost all
workers aspire. On the other hand, because
state agencies will not have full control over,
or even full information about, how these
workplaces operate, we felt the need to include significant safeguards. Longstanding
protections against the displacement of other
workers remain, as do workplace protection
laws such as those for health and safety,
wage and hour standards, family leave, workers’ compensation, and the like. We expect
the Department will promulgate extensive
standards in this regard and will supplement
those standards as experience shows necessary. In addition, the agreement ensures
that individuals who participate in employment
activities in the work pilots should not be subject to sanctions unless clear evidence shows
that that the individual wilfully refused to take
actions that she or he could safely and properly take. If the employer does not give the individual as many hours as expected, or if the
employer finds the individual’s skills lacking, or
if the employer asks the individual to work at
a time when the individual lacks child care or
transportation, no sanction should apply.
Where the state is uncertain what happened
or has no clear evidence of wilful refusal to
comply, no sanction is appropriate. Often,
states just will not be entirely sure what happened because they do not have the oversight
over private employers in the way that the
usually do over work programs the states
themselves operate.
The inclusion of private-sector employment
as a component to which workers could be assigned does not in any way disparage states’
existing authority to treat jobs that SNAP applicants and recipients have found for themselves as allowable work activities, obviating
the need for other placements and allowing
the state to provide supportive services the
way it would to applicants and recipients in activities to which the state had assigned them.
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We have no reason to value, or support, a job
that an enterprising recipient has found for her
or himself any less than we do a work assignment or training program to which the state
has assigned her or him. In each case, SNAP
E&T’s single-minded goal should be for the
applicant or recipient to succeed.
While the pilot projects are the work-related
aspects of the title that have gotten the most
attention, the conferees included other important reforms to SNAP employment and training. Consistent with the original House bill, we
felt it is very important for states and USDA to
do a better job of tracking outcomes for the
services that they offer SNAP participants. For
their part, USDA must use this information to
assess whether SNAP employment and training can do better and achieve more lasting
long-term outcomes. That information will be
crucial to us when we reauthorize the program
in another five years. Of course, we understand that SNAP participants are often poor
and low skilled. We were very clear that expectations and outcomes for these services
need to be appropriate. Not everyone will find
employment immediately, especially in this
economy. We expect that these measures will
consider that some employment and training
services—such as career and technical education or GED programs—may yield more
gains over the long haul but participants would
not immediately find those jobs because they
are gaining the credentials needed to get
them. To that end, USDA’s study needs to
recognize that getting better jobs may require
getting skills first, so delayed but enduring improvements are important to monitor. We also
believe, informed by the great work of the
Basic Food Employment and Training Program in my home state of Washington, that
connecting individuals to the right activity to
help them move forward is half the battle. We
have called for USDA to increase their monitoring of states’ employment and training programs and we expect them to make individual
assessment of SNAP work registrants, which
is already a requirement, a key feature of their
state reviews.
Another key provision of the package is the
effort to address the relationship between
SNAP and the Low-Income Heating and Energy Assistance Program or LIHEAP. Of
course, I am disappointed that the final legislation includes any benefit reductions at all.
Washington is one of the states that had been
using this option to leverage additional benefits to our low-income households. I am satisfied that the conferees did the best they could
in narrowly targeting those reductions to impact only those households who are claiming
a standard utility allowance by virtue of their
receipt of a very small LIHEAP benefit and, as
a result, receiving a larger SNAP benefit. I
wanted to be sure that we would not impact
households who receive more traditional
LIHEAP benefits. USDA assured us that individuals who currently claim the SUA as a result of their participation in or expected participation in LIHEAP will continue to be able to do
so. This change is meant to have its desired
effect by states dropping their nominal
LIHEAP programs and informing USDA that
they no longer provide token payments. In that
way, no one in the 34 states that have not
adopted this practice will see additional
verification requirements or barriers to claiming the SUA. At the same time, in my own
state, households that participate in our regular LIHEAP program should not experience
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any change in their certification process as a
result of this change.
Moreover, nothing in this legislation will
have any negative effect on those households
that have energy costs. We understand that,
across the country, a wide range of billing arrangements exist between landlords and tenants. Even if a tenant does not pay utility bills
directly, if the landlord imposes a surcharge
for utilities, the tenant should be entitled to the
standard utility allowance. States have the capacity to look into and understand the various
arrangements that exist, and we should honor
their determinations. A token one dollar
LIHEAP payment will not trigger eligibility for
the SUA, but if the state commits real money
to energy assistance for a household because
it believes that household is vulnerable to utility costs, we should continue to honor that
judgment. The final legislation appropriately
honors that principle, unlike some earlier
drafts.
Although on a much smaller scale, the bill
includes several other provisions where our intent was to tighten up or to clarify program
rules in a way that addresses concerns, but
that does not increase application burdens on
the millions of law abiding low income individuals who participate in this program. Our goal
wherever possible, was for state SNAP agencies to bear the burden of implementing these
changes so that we would maintain the same
level of access for SNAP households. Take for
example the provision to require that all states
verify immigrant eligibility through the Citizenship and Immigration Service. That requirement ensures that all states are taking advantage of this high quality third party information
to verify immigration status. Nothing about this
change, however, will change the way that immigrants provide information about their immigration status. The same is true of the prohibition on households with individuals who win
significant lottery or gambling winnings from
participating in the program. The conferees
agreed that this prohibition should not be implemented by requiring all 47 million individuals on SNAP to report whether they had or
had not recently won the lottery. To ask extremely poor individuals that question would
border on offensive. Instead, states will have
to work with their state level lotteries to obtain
a list of lottery winners against which they can
match to the SNAP caseload. We also took
the same approach on the reiteration of the
current law restriction on fleeing felons. Some
of the conferees felt strongly that we reiterate
that individuals convicted of particularly heinous crimes who fall out of line with the terms
of their parole are not eligible for SNAP. As
that is the current policy, there is no need to
make changes to states’ application or
verification systems to implement this provision. We also included several provisions that
are consistent with current USDA rules and
guidance governing SNAP. Our goal was to
codify these rules into federal law. As such,
we banned household expenditures on medical marijuana as an allowable expense under
the medical expense deduction. We codified
the rules regarding students participate in employment and training. Similarly, our efforts to
clarify that SNAP outreach workers may not
earn a bounty for each application they help
an individual complete or may not pressure
someone who doesn’t wish to apply to do so
are consistent with current USDA guidelines
and rules governing outreach. None of these
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provisions should have any impact on current
clients our state outreach programs.
Finally, we included several provisions that
will help to improve access to healthy food options by requiring stores to stock more perishable foods, allowing community supported agriculture programs to participate as authorized
SNAP retailers, and testing new ways for clients to make purchases with their SNAP benefit card (for example, by swiping SNAP cards
on mobile devices at farmers’ markets) that
could open up the program to more retailers
with healthy options. In testing these new
technologies, we have urged USDA to take
every precaution to ensure that these advances do not compromise program integrity.
We anticipate they can overcome any challenges on this front and successfully implement these options. The bill includes many
other provisions that affect other nutrition programs. I am very pleased that we are increasing funding for food banks and emergency
food providers. These organizations are on the
front lines of hunger and merit all the support
we can provide. We’ve also included support
for community food program grants and created a new national healthy food incentive
program modeled after private and foundation
efforts to incentivize health food purchases for
SNAP participants by providing participants
with vouchers to purchase foods at local farmers markets. These efforts will complement
our efforts to address hunger through the
major federal nutrition programs.
As I said before, this bill is not perfect. However, the farm bill conference report successfully addresses the most important food and
agricultural issues facing our country today
while contributing to deficit reduction. I urge
my colleagues to support it.
Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak
in support of Chairman Lucas and his determination to get the Farm Bill across the finish
line. The Chairman and his staff have put tremendous work into this bipartisan, bicameral
bill.
This bill is not perfect. There are several
areas we could have done more on. I wish we
could have implemented more reforms in the
food stamp program.
I am also very disappointed that this farm
bill does not address important issues for livestock and poultry producers—my constituents
back in North Carolina. As you know, the
House–passed Farm Bill did include language
on the Country of Origin Labeling law and on
USDA’s ability to write regulations related to
the buying and selling of livestock and poultry.
Yet, neither is included in this conference
report.
More importantly, as my constituents have
pointed out they now face retaliation from our
trading partners. Also, USDA’s livestock regulations now threaten to dictate the terms of
their private contracts.
Both can cause severe economic harm to
North Carolina’s farmers and ranchers and to
the U.S. economy and both must be addressed. I look forward to continuing our work
on these important issues and getting a resolution quickly.
Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer
my reluctant support to the Conference Report
on H.R. 2642, the Federal Agriculture Reform
and Risk Management Act, also known as the
Farm Bill. This conference report presents us
with a difficult choice. On the one hand, it contains numerous provisions that benefit our ag-
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riculture communities and it represents another bipartisan accomplishment from both
chambers. On the other hand, it makes ill–advised changes in the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP) that, had they
been presented in a separate bill, I would
have strongly opposed.
The agricultural policy contained in this conference report is a positive step forward for
our nation’s farmers and rural communities, including those I represent in Northwest Oregon.
Strong funding authorizations for the Specialty
Crop Research Initiative and Specialty Crop
Block Grant Program will help a wide variety
of food producers in my district, from blueberry
and hazelnut farms to vineyards in the world–
renowned Willamette Valley wine region. The
commitment to pest and disease research in
the bill is key to a healthy nursery industry in
Oregon, and the conference report includes
language that will allow organic producers and
Christmas tree farmers to establish check off
programs that are critical to their long–term
success.
For Oregon’s struggling counties, this bill includes an essential extension of the Payment
in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program. PILT helps
the budgets of counties with large expanses of
un–taxable federal land, and its reauthorization in this bill is welcome news to the cash–
strapped rural areas of Oregon. For the environmental community, the conference report
represents an important commitment to responsible farming practices, with crop insurance premium assistance tied to conservation
compliance measures that will help protect soil
quality and fragile wetlands.
Unfortunately this bill comes up short in one
vital area: nutrition policy. The Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program is a pillar of this
nation’s social safety net, providing food assistance to those in need, including many seniors and children. I do not support the changes
to SNAP in this conference report, but they
are preferable to the previous Farm Bill proposal considered by this chamber, which I
voted against. Although I am pleased that the
bill provides additional funds for food banks
under the Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP), I am troubled by the impact
that the SNAP cuts will have on Oregon families.
I will reluctantly support this conference report because the investments in our rural communities included in this bill will help many of
our constituents continue the long climb back
from the lingering effects of the economic
down-turn. We must invest in these communities to ensure that still more of our constituents don’t come to rely on federal assistance
programs like SNAP. And despite unfortunate
cuts to the SNAP program, this bill is a vast
improvement on the devastating SNAP cuts
that the House bill originally contained. Congress must now commit to assisting those individuals who rely on federal nutrition programs in other ways, and I will continue to
work with my colleagues on this issue.
The Farm Bill conference report is far from
perfect, but it contains several provisions that
will benefit Oregonians. I urge its adoption.
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
commend the House on the passage of a new
farm bill. I know that the Chairman, the Ranking Member and many other members of this
body have worked diligently for a very long
period of time to reach this point. I am glad
that this body has finally passed legislation
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that can bring some certainty to Iowa producers and allow them to plan for their economic futures. While I know that we would all
agree that this process has taken far too long,
I appreciate the endless hours of work to bring
us to this significant accomplishment. I trust
the legislation will soon make it to the President’s desk.
However, no farm bill is perfect and I would
be remiss if I did not point out that this bill
does not address all of the serious issues of
concern to the agricultural community. Congress must address the serious issues related
to Country of Origin Labeling in the meat industry. Our livestock producers are quite appropriately concerned that they may face trade
retaliation from some of our closest trading
partners if these issues are not properly addressed. There are also legitimate concerns
regarding USDA’s ability to write regulations
related to the buying and selling of livestock,
which are not addressed in this farm bill.
While I am very pleased with what has been
accomplished here today, I urge my colleagues to join me in making sure that we
complete the work on those issues which were
not included in today’s legislation.
Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, today is a monumental day for our nation’s agriculture policy.
After three years of hard work, today the
House of Representatives finally approved a
final Farm Bill that provides certainty for our
nation’s farmers and institutes money-saving
reforms to agriculture and nutrition policy that
we’ve needed for some time.
Agriculture is our top industry in Alabama,
employing more 580,000 Alabamians. Agriculture alone is worth around $70 billion to our
state’s economy. That is why this bill has been
one of my top priorities since being elected to
Congress in 2010.
This bill is a win for Alabama farmers and
foresters. It is also a win for taxpayers. The
Farm Bill replaces outdated policies left over
from the Pelosi-led Congress and represents a
positive step toward fiscal responsibility.
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the members
of my Agriculture Advisory Panel who have
proved so beneficial to my staff and I throughout this process. This group includes a representative from each county in Alabama’s
Second Congressional District and representatives from a wide variety of commodities and
industries. We have held numerous meetings
in the District to share ideas, listen to concerns, and discuss a way forward on agriculture policy. I cannot say enough about how
much I appreciate these individuals for sharing
their time, knowledge, and ideas.
One of the provisions included in this Farm
Bill is a direct result of a brainstorming session
of our Agriculture Advisory Panel. The Farm
Bill includes a provision to reduce the amount
of land allowed into the Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP), restricting the increasinglyfrequent practice of paying landowners to let
fertile cropland go unplanted for years.
Members of my Agriculture Advisory Panel
are: Andy Wendland, Walt Corcoran, Kenny
Childree, Tom Duncan, Carl Sanders, Andy
Sumblin, Josh Carnley, Salem Saloom, Ricky
Wiggins, Rhett Johnson, Tony Beck, Monica
Carroll, Albert Curry, Andy Bell, Neil Outlaw,
Cindi Fain, Ed White, Gary Mattox, Dale Armstrong, George Jeffcoat, Richard Holladay,
Hassey Brooks, Edwin Marty, John Dorrill, and
Ed Berry.
I also want to mention the hard work of
Mike Albares on my personal staff who put in
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countless hours of work to help me through
this process. Mike, a native of Dothan, is well
aware of the importance of agriculture to
South Alabama, and I appreciate his dedication to our local farmers.
I want to thank Chairman Frank Lucas and
his staff for their diligent work throughout what
has, at times, been a challenging process. I
want to recognize Ranking Member Peterson
and his team for all that they have done to
work across the aisle to get this bill finished.
Agriculture policy has almost always been a
bi-partisan issue, and this final product is no
different.
Mr. Speaker, I recognize that this bill isn’t
perfect. I would have liked to have seen more
reforms to nutrition programs, but we will continue to work toward that goal. Undoubtedly,
the reforms contained in this Farm Bill are a
major step in the right direction.
Thank you again to the countless individuals
who helped make this Farm Bill happen. I look
forward to continuing to be a strong advocate
on behalf of Alabama’s farmers.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.
Pursuant to House Resolution 465,
the previous question is ordered.
The question is on the conference report.
The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15minute vote on adoption of the conference report will be followed by a 5minute vote on approval of the Journal, if ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were—yeas 251, nays
166, not voting 14, as follows:
[Roll No. 31]
YEAS—251
Aderholt
Bachus
Barber
Barletta
Barr
Barrow (GA)
Barton
Beatty
Benishek
Bera (CA)
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Bonamici
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Bustos
Butterfield
Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
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Chaffetz
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cole
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Costa
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Daines
Davis (CA)
Davis, Rodney
Delaney
DelBene
Denham
Dent
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Duckworth
Duffy
Ellmers
Enyart
Farenthold
Farr
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flores
Forbes
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
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Garcia
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Herrera Beutler
Hinojosa
Horsford
Hoyer
Hudson
Huffman
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Joyce
Kaptur
Kelly (IL)

Kelly (PA)
Kildee
Kilmer
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Larsen (WA)
Latham
Latta
Lipinski
Loebsack
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Luján, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Maffei
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matsui
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McCollum
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Michaud
Miller (MI)

Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Negrete McLeod
Neugebauer
Noem
Nolan
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Petri
Poe (TX)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Schneider
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)

Amash
Andrews
Bachmann
Bass
Becerra
Bentivolio
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Bridenstine
Broun (GA)
Burgess
Capuano
Cárdenas
Cartwright
Castro (TX)
Chabot
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Coffman
Cohen
Collins (GA)
Connolly
Conyers
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Deutch
Doggett
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Fattah
Fleischmann
Fleming
Fortenberry

Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Harris
Hensarling
Higgins
Himes
Holding
Holt
Honda
Huelskamp
Hunter
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jordan
Keating
Kennedy
Kind
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Maloney,
Carolyn
Matheson
McClintock
McDermott
McGovern

Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Sires
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tonko
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Vela
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Webster (FL)
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

NAYS—166
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Meeks
Meng
Mica
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Mulvaney
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perry
Peters (CA)
Pingree (ME)
Pittenger
Pitts
Pocan
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quigley
Rangel
Rohrabacher
Rothfus
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruiz
Ryan (OH)
Salmon
Sánchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanford
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schweikert
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stockman
Stutzman

January 29, 2014
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Tierney
Titus
Tsongas
Van Hollen

Vargas
Veasey
Velázquez
Visclosky
Waters
Waxman

NOT VOTING—14
Amodei
Campbell
Clay
Doyle
Edwards

Jones
Lynch
McCarthy (NY)
Miller (FL)
Moran

Ruppersberger
Rush
Tipton
Westmoreland

b 1059
Messrs.
HIGGINS,
HUNTER,
ISRAEL, and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ
of California changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’
Mr. HINOJOSA changed his vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’
So the conference report was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
Stated for:
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
31, had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘aye.’’
Stated against:
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, due to
being unavoidably detained, I missed the following rollcall vote: No. 31 on January 29,
2014.
If present, I would have voted: rollcall vote
No. 31—H.R. 2642—Federal Agriculture Reform and Risk Management Act of 2013 Conference Report, On Passage, ‘‘nay.’’
Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, due to attending a previously scheduled event with
President Obama in the 4th Congressional
District of Maryland, which I have the honor of
representing in the House of Representatives,
I was absent from votes in the House this
morhing (Wednesday, January 29th) and
missed rollcall vote 31. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall vote 31
(final passage of the Conference Report on
H.R. 2642, the Federal Agriculture Reform and
Risk Management Act of 2013).
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfinished business is the question on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of the
Journal, which the Chair will put de
novo.
The question is on the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.
Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Journal stands approved.
f

rfrederick on DSK6VPTVN1PROD with HOUSE

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the President of the United States was communicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.
f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
BRITISH-AMERICAN
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCALLISTER). The Chair announces the
Speaker’s appointment, pursuant to 22
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U.S.C. 276(l), and the order of the House
of January 3, 2013, of the following
Members on the part of the House to
the British-American Interparliamentary Group:
Mr. MCINTYRE, North Carolina
Mr. DELANEY, Maryland
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2642.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman from Oklahoma?
There was no objection.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY,
JANUARY 31, 2014
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that when the House adjourns today, it adjourn to meet at 3
p.m. on Friday, January 31, 2014; and
when the House adjourns on that day,
it adjourn to meet on Monday, February 3, 2014, when it shall convene at
noon for morning-hour debate and 2
p.m. for legislative business.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman from Oklahoma?
There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1635
Ms. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I be removed as a
cosponsor of H.R. 1635, the National
Commission on Federal Marijuana Policy Act of 2013.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentlewoman from California?
There was no objection.
f

HONORING THE SERVICE OF TRUDI
TERRY, CHIEF CLERK OF DEBATES
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am so pleased to rise today and extend
my sincere thanks, on behalf of all of
us, to a distinguished public servant,
Chief Clerk of Debates Trudi Terry,
that humble lady who sits behind us.
After 15 years of serving the United
States House of Representatives and
the American people, it is with sadness
that we see such a fine and dedicated
public servant retiring.
Trudi began her tenure in the House
in 1999 as a transcriber in the Office of
the Official Reporters. Her diligence
and commitment to her duties saw her
promoted to Chief Clerk of Debates in
January of 2004.
Trudi’s outstanding contribution to
the smooth running of this institution
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over the past decade has been substantial, and her warm demeanor will be
missed by all of us who work in this
Chamber.
I will remember Trudi as a bubbly
and energetic and warm personality
who always went out of her way to
help. I hope that Trudi enjoys the
added time so she can now commit to
her hobbies of attending the theater
and bird-watching, much better than
watching Members of the House.
So I ask my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to join me in thanking
Trudi Terry for all that she has done
for all of us in the House of Representatives, and to truly wish her the best in
the years to come.
Congratulations, Trudi.
f

HONORING THE SERVICE OF TRUDI
TERRY, CHIEF CLERK OF DEBATES
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her remarks.)
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, what a
joy it is to rise and join my colleague,
Congresswoman ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN,
and to applaud the long career and the
great contributions of a woman who
has listened to countless speeches and
addresses on this floor over the years,
our House Chief Clerk of Debates,
Trudi Terry.
She will soon retire, but she came to
this House in 1999 as a transcriber, and
she has served as Chief Clerk of Debates for the past decade. For 10 years,
through early morning 1-minutes and
midnight debates, she has sat on the
dais behind this lectern, kept a record
of all of our conversations and colloquies, and been of invaluable service
to all of us in this body.
No matter how heated it got down
here, Trudi has been helpful and patient and kind to each and every one of
us.
She has lived an amazing life. Before
coming to Washington, her experiences
have run the gamut. Born in Amarillo,
Texas; teacher in Alaska, New Mexico,
Tennessee, and Virginia; an office manager in Honolulu; and a preschool director at Yokosuka Naval Base in
Japan.
Trudi, we say thank you to you for
your hard work, for your service, both
here on the House floor and across this
great Nation.
We congratulate you on your retirement. Many years of health and happiness, so that you can travel, take the
photos, go to the theater, and, yes,
bird-watch. Do the things that we kept
you from doing while we debated and
tried to legislate.
You will be missed, my friend. You
will be missed. And if you miss us too,
you can always find us on C–SPAN.
But get a life, Trudi, and enjoy it.
f

THE FARM BILL CONFERENCE
REPORT
(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. SHIMKUS. We are not going to
let Trudi get off that easy because she
is going to have to listen to some 1minute speeches.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
farm bill conference report. As Illinois
farmers look forward to spring planting season, this bill provides them with
a stronger crop insurance program and
gives them a choice of commodity programs that work best for their farm.
It takes important steps to end direct payments, streamline conservation programs, close food stamp loopholes, and saves $24 billion over the
next decade.
However, one issue the bill does not
address is Country of Origin Labeling,
or COOL. Current COOL regulations
could potentially put American livestock producers in violation of our
trade obligations and could put the
U.S. meat under retaliatory tariffs
from Canada and Mexico.
The WTO announced just last week
that they will be holding hearings on
this issue. I have been told by the leadership of the House, who had this provision in the House part of the bill,
that the bill would be filed, hearings
will be conducted, and we will move
legislation to address this concern.
I want to thank Chairman LUCAS and
Ranking Member PETERSON for all the
hard work that the Ag Committee has
done to provide Illinois farmers certainty.
f
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b 1115
MARY PAKOS’ UNEMPLOYMENT
(Ms. DUCKWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
Mary Pakos of Villa Park, Illinois, is
one of my neighbors; and she needs
Congress to extend unemployment insurance now. Mary has 16 years of experience in human resources, with
seven of those as a manager. Yet she
has been unemployed now for 3 years,
but it is not for the lack of trying. She
has sent out more than 500 resumes and
has gone through interview after interview after interview with no success.
She worries about losing her house
and how she will support herself in retirement. You see, she recently turned
60, and she knows how tough it can be
to find work at her age.
But that doesn’t stop Mary from
looking for jobs for hours every day. It
does not stop her from spending hours
every week volunteering at her local
church in Elmhurst, Illinois, because
she cares so much about her community. Mary is not giving up, and we
shouldn’t give up on her either.
Many Americans like her want to
find work and simply can’t. Punishing
them by taking away unemployment
benefits is a terrible mistake. Let’s put
our partisanship aside and extend un-
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employment insurance now for our
families and our businesses.
f

THE FARM BILL
(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to address the House for 1 minute and to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, today the House passed a
new 5-year farm bill reauthorization
with bipartisan support. The Federal
Agriculture Reform and Risk Management Act will provide food security for
our Nation’s citizens, ensuring that
Americans have access to affordable,
high-quality, and safe food.
For my State of Pennsylvania and
many others, the farm bill is actually a
jobs bill. In Pennsylvania, we have approximately 62,000 farms, and agriculture supports hundreds of thousands
of jobs. One in seven Pennsylvanians
owes their job directly or indirectly to
agriculture.
The dairy sector is our largest single
contributor, with about 7,100 farms as
of last year. Pennsylvania ranks fifth
in overall dairy production among
States, but Pennsylvania agriculture is
very diverse. We have beef and cattle,
mushrooms, corn, poultry, and so much
more. Our forest products and timber
industry is also critical in Pennsylvania and provides jobs and needed forest management.
This farm bill is critical in providing
support and certainty to our farmers
and rural communities in each of these
areas. As a member of the House Agriculture Committee and as a supporter
of agriculture in Pennsylvania, I was
proud to support the passage of this
important jobs bill.

‘‘the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts,’’ you are the distinguished gentlelady from Virginia,
along with Irene. We thank you for
sharing with us.
And I appreciate one thing: thank
you for being our friend and my friend.
God bless you and continue in prosperity and service. God bless you.
f

INACCESSIBLE PUBLIC LANDS
(Mr. DAINES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. DAINES. As a fifth generation
Montanan and sportsman, I know the
importance of protecting and preserving Montana’s outdoor heritage.
Hunting, fishing, and hiking on our
public lands are important parts of
many Montanans’ way of life. It is
something that my grandpa and dad
passed on to me and something we are
passing on to our kids.
But almost 2 million acres of public
lands in Montana are inaccessible to
the public. Three other States—Wyoming, Colorado, and New Mexico—have
more than 500,000 acres of inaccessible
land to the public, and that is simply
unacceptable. I strongly believe we
must ensure the public has access to
the public lands we already have.
There is strong bipartisan agreement
that the Land and Water Conservation
Fund can play an important role in increasing access to these lands, and that
is what the Making Public Lands Public Access Act will do. My bill seeks to
increase Montanans’ opportunities to
enjoy outdoor recreation and ensure
that our public lands are truly public.
I urge support for my bill.

f

f

HUNGER IS NOT AN OPTION
(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker,
hunger is not an option. And although
there were many elements of the farm
bill that, over the years, I have supported enthusiastically as a Representative from Texas—and I thank all of
those who produce food—it is a question of taking a stand. First, $40 billion, then $11 billion, then $8 billion. It
is not an option in terms of the closing
off of the opportunity for food stamps.
For those who are working, as
Maggie, a young lady in Austin, Texas,
and the 48 million women who are living in poverty and the 22 million children living in poverty, I took a stand
today, and I am proud of it—not because the work was not there for the
farm bill, but we have got to protect
those who need us most. Hunger is not
an option.
I take this time as well to thank
Trudi Terry, my dear friend, for her
service to this Nation. She is professional and distinguished. And as we
refer to each other on the floor, ‘‘the
distinguished gentlelady from Texas,’’

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM AND
CORPORATE
CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS
(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it has
been 4 long years since the Supreme
Court’s awful Citizens United decision;
and, sadly, this Republican leadership
has failed to take action to address the
increasing influence of big corporations and big money in our elections
and our political discourse.
The House has repeatedly voted to
repeal the Affordable Care Act which,
quite frankly, helps millions and millions of our fellow citizens get health
care. We have voted to weaken financial regulations and environmental
protections; and while I am pleased
that most of this legislation has not
become law, I find it troubling that we
have not addressed an issue so fundamental to our democracy—the empowerment of everyday Americans over
special interests.
I am proud to be the sponsor of two
constitutional amendments, H.J. Res.
20, which empowers Congress and the
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States to regulate political spending,
while my people’s rights amendment
puts a stop to the growing trend of corporations claiming First Amendment
rights.
Sixteen States, including my home
State of Massachusetts, and hundreds
of cities and towns across the country
have taken action to support a constitutional amendment to overturn
Citizens United and the fabricated doctrine
of
corporate
constitutional
rights.
Our democracy is of the people, by
the people, and for the people. We endanger that most sacred value when
big money, special interests, and corporations have unlimited power to buy
and influence elections.
Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to act.
f

THE PRESIDENT’S ENERGY POLICY
(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, the
President, on the heels of the State of
the Union, is traveling to Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, today. Well, I have invited the President to travel 50 miles
south to Greene County, Pennsylvania,
in my district, a rural county, a struggling county, a county that produces
coal.
The President’s wrong policies, his
out-of-control EPA regulations, have
shut down the Hatfield’s Ferry coalfired electric plan in Greene County,
Pennsylvania. Over 100 good-paying
jobs are gone.
But to make matters worse, the
small community in East Dunkard and
East Dunkard Valley, their water authority, the rate payers are going to
have to pay more because the largest
user of that system was the Hatfield’s
Ferry electric plant. So these 2,000
folks are going to have to pay more
money for their water and their sewer
because of the President’s wrong energy policy. The President’s energy
policy is wrong, and it is hurting hardworking Americans.
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f

SAFE CLIMATE CAUCUS
(Mr. LOWENTHAL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, inaction on climate change will be more
costly in the long run than an investment in curbing emissions now. The
nonpartisan Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change recently urged policymakers—that is us in Congress—to
take immediate action on climate
change to avoid not only costly damages to our planet but, really, the costly impact to our economy.
The report indicates that if strong
action to curb greenhouse gas emissions does not take place in the next 15
years, our last resort to avoid catastrophic global changes will be to rely
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on expensive technologies to remove
harmful greenhouse gases, and that
would be unbelievably expensive.
The report also estimates that the
longer we wait, the cost goes up, and
the impact on the economy is more
devastating. If we wait until 2030, we
reduce our ability to produce goods and
services by up to 4 percent. If we wait
until 2050, it is up to 6 percent; and if
we wait until 2100, it is up to a 12 percent loss of goods and services. The
time to act is now.
f

THE FARM BILL SAVES MONEY
(Mr. WOODALL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I represent the northeastern suburbs of Atlanta, but I voted in favor of a large
farm bill today. We don’t have too
many farmers in our district, but we
have folks who care about their children and their grandchildren and moving this country away from debt and
back towards prosperity.
I serve on the Budget Committee,
and in my 3 years in this body, I have
never been able to send a bill to the
President that changes mandatory
spending in the direction of savings as
large as this bill does that we did
today, over $3 billion in the first year.
Mr. Speaker, the American people
are tired of broken promises, and they
are tired of folks who promise the
Moon and can’t deliver. Today we took
a small step in the right direction, and
you will see me back here tomorrow
looking for one more.
I was proud to vote in favor of the
farm bill today.
f

HONORING CONGRESSMAN GEORGE
WORTLEY
(Mr. MAFFEI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mr. MAFFEI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor one of my predecessors, former
Congressman George Wortley, who
served as central New York’s Representative during the 1980s for four
terms. Mr. Wortley passed away on
January 21 at the age of 87.
Mr. Wortley was very well known as
being a very friendly, kind, and personable man, an outstanding member of
our community in central New York, a
real neighbor to so many.
He was born and raised in Tully, New
York. He graduated from Syracuse University in 1948. He served in the Navy
and then began his career as a newspaper man, serving as president and
publisher of seven weekly newspapers,
spanning more than four decades.
He won his congressional seat in 1980
and went on to be a dedicated public
servant throughout his time in the
House. He was known for working with
others in the best interest of our community. And while he served on the
House Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs Committee, he was known for the
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development of the reverse mortgage
annuity for seniors and was a significant force in reforming anti-money
laundering laws to fight drug trafficking. He also served on the Ethics
Committee, which is a service to all.
He will be remembered across central
New York for his genuine dedication to
service. Services will be held Monday;
and if any colleagues want any information on that, please see my office.
Mr. Speaker, I would ask to have a
brief moment of silence for Congressman George Wortley.
f

THIRD
AMENDMENT
TO
THE
AGREEMENT FOR CO-OPERATION
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA AND THE INTERNATIONAL
ATOMIC
ENERGY
AGENCY—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT
OF
THE
UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 113–89)
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before the house the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:
To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to transmit to the Congress, pursuant to sections 123 b. and
123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(b), (d)) (the
‘‘Act’’), the text of a proposed Third
Amendment to the Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States of
America and the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) (the ‘‘Amendment’’). I am also pleased to transmit
my written approval, authorization,
and determination concerning the
Amendment, and an unclassified Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement (NPAS) concerning the Amendment. (In accordance with section 123
of the Act, as amended by title XII of
the Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–
277), a classified annex to the NPAS,
prepared by the Secretary of State in
consultation with the Director of National Intelligence, summarizing relevant classified information, will be
submitted to the Congress separately.)
The joint memorandum submitted to
me by the Secretaries of State and Energy and a letter from the Chairman of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
stating the views of the Commission
are also enclosed. An addendum to the
NPAS pursuant to section 102A of the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C.
403–1), as amended, is being submitted
separately by the Director of National
Intelligence.
The proposed Amendment has been
negotiated in accordance with the Act
and other applicable law. In my judgment, it meets all applicable statutory
requirements and will advance the nonproliferation and other foreign policy
interests of the United States.
Pursuant to the proposed Amendment, the Agreement for Co-operation
Between the United States of America
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and the International Atomic Energy
Agency, signed at Vienna May 11, 1959,
as amended and extended February 12,
1974, and January 14, 1980 (the ‘‘Agreement’’), would continue to provide a
comprehensive framework for peaceful
nuclear cooperation with the IAEA and
facilitate our mutual objectives related
to nonproliferation and the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. The primary
purposes of the Agreement are to enable exports from the United States of
nuclear material and equipment to
IAEA Member States for research reactors and, in certain cases, for power reactors, and to enable transfers from
the United States of small samples of
nuclear material to the IAEA for safeguards and research purposes.
Under the proposed Amendment, the
term of the Agreement will be extended an additional 40 years for a
total term of 95 years.
The Agreement permits the transfer
of material, equipment (including reactors), and facilities for nuclear research and nuclear power production.
It does not permit transfers of Restricted Data, sensitive nuclear facilities, or major critical components of
such facilities, or, unless specifically
provided for in a supply agreement or
an amendment thereto, transfers of
sensitive nuclear technology. In the
event of termination of the Agreement,
key nonproliferation conditions and
controls continue with respect to material, equipment, and facilities subject
to the Agreement.
A more detailed discussion of the
IAEA’s nuclear nonproliferation and
peaceful uses activities is provided in
the NPAS and in a classified annex to
the NPAS submitted to you separately.
I have considered the views and recommendations of the interested agencies in reviewing the proposed Amendment to the Agreement and have determined that its performance will promote, and will not constitute an unreasonable risk to, the common defense
and security. Accordingly, I have approved the Amendment and authorized
its execution and urge that the Congress give it favorable consideration.
This transmission shall constitute a
submittal for purposes of both sections
123 b. and 123 d. of the Act. My Administration is prepared to begin immediately the consultations with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
the House Foreign Affairs Committee
as provided in section 123 b. Upon completion of the 30 days of continuous
session review provided for in section
123 b., the 60 days of continuous session
review provided for in section 123 d.
shall commence.
BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, January 29, 2014.
f

b 1130
THE SLAVE TRADE OF CHILDREN
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of January 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
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(Mr. POE) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.
Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, before I get into my official remarks this
afternoon, I, too, want to thank Trudi
Terry for her service to the House. A
lot of folks don’t know, especially folks
throughout America, that as Chief
Clerk of Debate—and all the clerks—
they get here in the morning before we
ever get here, and they don’t go home
until long after Congress is over because they have got to make sure that
everything we say is appropriately recorded in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
that is prepared by the clerks during
the night before the sun rises the next
day. It is a tremendous job, and our
clerks do a tremendous job.
Trudi, when you told me you were
leaving yesterday, I told you, It can’t
be. Just say it isn’t so. We depend on
you. Now, you know, you sit right in
the middle of the House, right between
the Republicans, right between the
Democrats, right down the center of
the aisle making sure that you take
care of all of us. I personally appreciate
what you have done for me over the
last 9 years since I have been in the
House of Representatives, and I know
that all Members appreciate the House
staff for what you do.
If people ever watch C–SPAN, occasionally they will see the clerks are always here, Mr. Speaker. They are always here. They are never sick. They
never miss. Even when the House is
closed down because of bad weather,
there the clerks are. They are still
here.
So I appreciate their service. I know
all Members of the House appreciate
the service of all of you. And you don’t
get near the credit. You make us all
look good, and I appreciate that very
much.
Mr. Speaker, I want to talk and address the House on a more serious note
this afternoon, and it has to do with
not the economy, it doesn’t have to do
with money or the debt, all those
things that all Americans are concerned about, but it is dealing with
something that, to me, is really serious, if not more serious, because it has
to do with people—children, primarily.
What I am talking about is something
that we thought doesn’t happen in this
country anymore, and that is slavery.
Yes, we still have slavery throughout
the world today in 2014. It is called
human sex trafficking. And what we
are talking about, and what I am talking about, has consequences throughout the United States. It is not just
happening in foreign countries. It is
not just isolated and happening a little
bit. The scourge is happening throughout the world and, yes, has even come
to the United States. That is one reason why this is National Slavery and
Human Trafficking Prevention Month.
It is vital that mothers and fathers
understand the crime of human trafficking. I have four kids and I have 11
grandkids. Children are the greatest resource that the country has, and things
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are happening to them that a lot of
Americans are unaware of, and it happens in our neighborhoods.
Here is how it happens, a small example that happened in Houston. A young
girl goes to the mall, like teenagers do,
middle schoolers. Parents drop kids off
at the mall on a Saturday, for example,
and then come pick them up later in
the day. The young girl was there with
some others. She got to talking to a
young male. When you think of sex
traffickers, a lot of them think of the
old guy in the trench coat. No. Many of
them are young people.
A good-looking guy in his early
twenties starts talking to this young
girl, and before you know it, they hit
up a good conversation and he starts
telling her things that she wants to
hear. He buys a few things for her there
in the mall. Before you know it, she is
picked up, and he and this young girl,
this middle schooler, go somewhere in
a car. But they disappear into the
Houston community, because now she
has been kidnapped and is used, unfortunately, in the sex trade, in the sex
slavery trade as a young teenage girl.
These traffickers will find young
girls anywhere. They will find them at
salons. They will go to massage parlors. Human trafficking occurs in many
different places. Sometimes there are
storefronts that are for one business,
but it is nothing more than a outlet of
sex trafficking, and traditional businesses, unfortunately, are nothing
more than fronts for forced prostitution of minors. They are held and
forced to have sex with others for
money so the trafficker can get money,
and that filthy lucre goes to the slave
trader. It happens in far-off places, and
it happens in America.
The victims are the ones I want to
talk about today. There are domestic
victims in the United States like the
girl I mentioned in Houston, and there
are international victims in other
countries, and they are trafficked into
the United States or throughout the
United States for two purposes: for sex
or for labor, forced labor.
I have recently been to Central
America and South America—Honduras, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Panama, and even Peru—and I have been
able to see the sex trade, the sex trafficking business in those countries. It
happens domestically in those countries as well as other countries
throughout the world, but some of
those girls are forced to come to the
United States—not all of them, but
some of them are. And be mindful, we
do have girls in the United States who
are transported throughout the country, domestic sex trafficking.
I got to talk to some of these young
girls in the shelters about their lives. I
met one girl. I asked her, How did this
happen to you? And she said, Well,
when I was 9 years old, my mother sold
me to a trafficker for a cell phone. And
she got sold for a phone for mom, and
then she goes into the sex trafficking
business. After they reach a certain
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age, then they just disappear into the
society. This girl was rescued in Guatemala. There are shelters that help
these young girls.
I got to talk to several of these girls.
And we are talking about the youngest
that I met was 7, and they go all the
way up to 17 to be minors. But I got to
talk to some girls, five of them in one
shelter, that were 12 years of age or
younger—five of them. There were
other girls in the shelter. These five
girls I talked to, Mr. Speaker, all had
children that were the product of forcible rape by one of the customers that
had abused them.
It is sex slavery, and it is sex trafficking throughout the world. They are
forced into terrible, abusive conditions,
whether it is work slavery or whether
it is prostitution, forced prostitution.
There are also young women—and
males, too, but primarily young
women—that are trafficked in our own
neighborhoods for sexual servitude. As
many as 100,000 children in the United
States a year are at risk for sexual exploitation. And worldwide, Mr. Speaker, trafficking is a billion-dollar business. It is a $32-billion business a year.
That is just a number, but what does
that mean? That trafficking criminal
activity is second only to narcotics
trafficking in the United States or in
the world. The difference between trafficking or selling drugs is that, when
you sell drugs, the product is sold one
time; but when you traffic young children, the trafficker sells that young
child numerous times, numerous times
a day.
And the consequences are much less
for trafficking children than they are
for trafficking drugs. That is another
issue we need to resolve. But the consequences are something that keeps
this dastardly crime operating.
Mr. Speaker, these traffickers are so
bold that they brand these young girls
with tattoos so that other traffickers,
or pimps, whichever you want to call
them, know that this property belongs
to this trafficker. They will brand
them somewhere on their body.
The New York Times, Mr. Speaker,
has reported that a girl in New York
City was branded with a barcode so
that her trafficker could keep up with
her whereabouts. Barcodes. Barcodes
are put on property. And I think this
should be disturbing that this is happening to young children in the United
States.
Where do traffickers operate? They
operate wherever there is a business.
Unfortunately, they operate at big
sporting events like the Super Bowl.
New Jersey and New York have done an
excellent job preparing for this year’s
Super Bowl by warning parents, warning children, and warning people who
come to New York about the issue of
sex trafficking, especially of children.
So what can we do? What should we
do about this issue that is taking place
in other countries and the United
States? The first thing we need to do is
to treat these children like victims
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rather than criminals. They are treated like criminals.
When the police go out and they go
into an area and they raid that area,
they take these girls who are forced
into prostitution. Many times they file
criminal charges on them. Now, in all
fairness to the police, there are not
places to put trafficking victims. There
are just not enough shelters. But they
are treated and observed by the community as criminals as opposed to victims. So we must change the mindset
and laws in this country to treat them
as victims, because that is what they
are. They are victims of criminal conduct. They are not criminals themselves.
The second thing we need to do is to
prosecute those that are involved, and
that includes not just the trafficker,
but that includes the demand, that includes the customer, that includes, as
it is said in the trade, the john, who
seems to get away with this miserable
conduct.
And the third thing we need to do is
to raise awareness in all communities
about this scourge.
It is unfortunate that my hometown
of Houston, Texas, has become a major
hub of this crime because of our interstates, our ports, our airports, and our
proximity to the southern border. So
young girls are smuggled into this area
of Houston and then farmed out
throughout the United States as property.
Of course, it is something that people
are aware of in our Houston community, and law enforcement is doing a
good job to make folks aware of this
crime and working together to close
these places where these young children are trafficked. Other communities
throughout the country are following
the example of law enforcement—the
media, government officials, nonprofits, churches, and communities
working together—to stop this type of
conduct.
We need to be aware that it occurs.
Denial seems to be the biggest problem
in the United States. People I have
talked to of all backgrounds don’t believe that this is an issue, don’t believe
that this is a problem and do not want
to believe that this criminal conduct is
occurring. And it is. It is occurring
right in the United States.
I have recently introduced some legislation along with CAROLYN MALONEY
from New York, bipartisan legislation.
It certainly is bipartisan if it is CAROLYN MALONEY, who is from New York
and a Democrat, and, of course, I am a
Texas Republican. We get through the
language barrier, but we have been able
to file this legislation that is excellent.
It is the Justice for Victims of Trafficking Act. It is also bipartisan. The
Senate has filed our same bill over
there. Senator CORNYN from Texas and
Senator WYDEN from Oregon have filed
the same bill in the Senate.
This bill looks at this problem in a
broad scope. Hopefully, we will pass
this bill because it will go a long way
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to solving this problem that we have.
What it does is it focuses first on rescuing the victims of the crime.
Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding,
according to Shared Hope International, that in the United States
there are 220-plus beds for minor trafficking sex victims—220-plus. That is
all. The SPCA says there are 5,000 animal shelters in the United States, as
there should be.
b 1145
There are no shelters, not even that
many shelters for the young women
that are trafficked throughout the
country. So we need to focus on the
victims, take them out of the criminal
justice system and put them in shelters, and find an avenue and funds to
do that. We need to rescue the victims.
That is our most important job. No
matter where that victim is from, we
must rescue them out of that environment that they have been forced into,
into this modern day slavery.
What it does to create revenue—because we are always talking about
money; where are we going to get
money—this doesn’t create new funds,
in the sense that it is a tax requirement. What it does is it allows Federal
judges, when they have these people before them, they not only have the ability to put them in prison, where they
should, but in similar crimes like trafficking, prosecution and trafficking,
and other types of crimes, Federal
judges can impose a fee on the defendant, and that money goes into a special
fund that helps victims of crime. It
gives them the resources for those shelters. It gives law enforcement resources to investigate this criminal
conduct. So it makes those criminals
pay the rent on the courthouse, pay for
the system that they have created by
imposing judges, imposing fines and
fees on them, and that money is specifically used not to bring down the
debt, but it is specifically used to help
victims of criminal conduct. I think
that is something that is important
that we do.
It also goes a little bit further, and it
starts enforcing our punishment for
these criminals. What I mean by that,
the law in the country is pretty good to
punish the trafficker, but the person
who is getting away with all of this
conduct is the demand. The customer
is getting away. If there wasn’t a demand, this act wouldn’t be happening,
but the system lets that person, unfortunately, get away with it.
Now the law will be changed, if it
passes, that the demand, the customer,
the john, can get the same punishment
as the trafficker. Not only that, we
apply the RICO statute, the racketeering statute, to let it be used in organized crime. In other words, you have
the hotel clerk, the cab driver, the
pimp, the john, all working together to
have this victim abused, and the RICO
statute can be applied to all of those
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people involved in that criminal conduct, and they can all be punished accordingly. So hold all of those individuals accountable for their conduct because it is important that they be
treated and punished for the conduct of
sex slavery against victims of children.
Mr. Speaker, slavery was supposed to
end in the United States in 1865, but
this new form of slavery deals with destroying the dignity, the self-worth,
the hope, the soul of certain people;
women primarily, young women primarily.
If we don’t do anything else in this
country in this congressional session,
we need to understand that this problem, this scourge, is affecting the quality of life of people—females, young
children. We have an obligation to rescue them, let them understand that we
are on their side, and let them once
again have some dignity, have some
self-worth, and have some hope because
that is what we are supposed to do in
life, to take care of people.
So I thank the Speaker for allowing
me to make these comments on the
House floor. Let’s rescue the victims,
treat them like they should be treated,
and then punish the traffickers and
those that seek the demand for this,
and treat them like they should be
treated, and that means put them in
the jailhouse for a long time because
that is where they belong.
And that’s just the way it is.
I yield back the balance of my time.
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AMERICA’S FOREIGN POLICY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of January 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 40 minutes as the designee of the majority
leader.
Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it has
been an honor and a privilege and a
pleasure to work with Trudi Terry here
in the House. I really hate to see her
retire. She has put up with me more
times than most people have had to,
and kept a wonderful spirit and cooperative atmosphere in this body, in this
Chamber, and I will be forever grateful.
Thank you. I really hate to see you retire. So I guess to add to the bad news
of Trudi Terry retiring, there are other
things going on.
One story that hits home for me as
someone with other friends like DANA
ROHRABACHER and STEVE KING, who
have met with Baloch leaders from the
Balochistan area of Pakistan—it is the
area where most of Pakistan’s minerals
are located. It is an area where Pakistan has, for many years, terrorized the
Baloch people, persecuted them mercilessly. They want the Baloch area’s
minerals and assets to keep Pakistan
going and basically radicalized, but
they don’t want to let the Baloch people live in peace.
I proposed in a previous op-ed a couple of years ago that perhaps it is time
to look at encouraging a new Baloch
state, a new country of Balochistan as
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independent of Pakistan so that the
people can live in peace, so they don’t
have to be worried about Pakistan officials and military coming through and
committing, really, crimes against
these people. After I wrote that op-ed
and included a statement that perhaps
it is time to join in the encouragement
for a new Balochistan state, there was
an article in a Pakistani daily paper
that said in essence maybe it is time to
quit persecuting the Baloch, reach out
to them and figure out a way to let
them live in peace because to Pakistan
that area was important. The op-ed
from the Pakistan paper also indicated
that perhaps they needed to quit funding and helping the Taliban defeat the
Americans in Afghanistan and just
concentrate on their own country.
That would have been wonderful, and
would still be.
This story is out from the Toronto
Sun, and it regards the Balochistan
province in Pakistan. By the way, I
have heard from numerous members of
our American military and from others
in Afghanistan that most of the supplies to the Taliban are coming from
Pakistan through the southern Baloch
area of Pakistan, and that is why the
thought was triggered, maybe if
Balochistan was independent of Pakistan, that would cut off the supply to
the terrorist Taliban in Afghanistan
and would save a lot of American lives.
Since that has been said, we have lost
hundreds more American soldiers.
More American blood has been shed because we have failed to neutralize the
Taliban, and they have continued apparently to grow in their efforts to
take over Afghanistan shortly after we
leave.
This article, though, says:
It would have been inconceivable that any
U.S. official, let alone a Secretary of State,
would host a delegation from Serbia the day
after mass graves were discovered in
Srebrenica in 1995. Yet on Sunday, a day
after bullet-ridden bodies were discovered in
suspected mass graves in Pakistan’s military-controlled province of Balochistan, Secretary of State John Kerry was toasting a
delegation of Pakistan security officials at
the State Department. Balochistan and
human rights officials say 169 bodies have
been uncovered so far. Pakistani officials put
the number at 15. Victims and families of
Baloch youth who have disappeared and who
are feared to be among the decomposed bodies being unearthed from the mass graves
had hoped that Kerry would raise the issue
with his Pakistani counterpart.
Instead, they heard Kerry say to the Pakistanis, ‘‘We are really delighted to have you
back, and I look forward to our continued
conversation.’’ America looked the other
way in 1971 when the Pakistan Army slaughtered a million of its own citizens in what is
now Bangladesh.
What emerged was a country that hosted
the mastermind of the 9/11 attacks, allowed
Osama bin Laden to operate on its soil for
more than a decade, and whose terrorists
have been involved in numerous jihadi attacks around the world ever since the bombings of U.S. embassies in East Africa and the
attack on USS Cole off Yemeni waters.
Yet America continues to give Pakistan
billions of dollars in aid, which is then
turned around to generate more hatred to-
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ward the West and produce more jihadi terrorists.

Inserting parenthetically into this
article is my oft-quoted statement that
you don’t have to pay people to hate
you; they will do it for free. We continue to send billions of dollars to nations that hate us and want us gone
from the map. They want to see us suffer, and we keep sending them money
to hate us. We can use that money
here. We could save raising some taxes.
We could get some roads and some of
the infrastructure that the President
promised if we gave him $900 billion,
basically, in a stimulus package right
after he took office, and that was going
to fix all of the infrastructure, but
maybe 6 percent of $900 billion went for
infrastructure, and so the President is
back out saying we have got to build
these roads.
I mean, we have been talking about
this for 5 years. He has. So you didn’t
do it with the stimulus money—why
don’t we just save some of the billions
that we are giving to people who hate
us, and then we don’t help them kill
Americans. We don’t continue, as this
administration is doing, to assist Syrian rebels who are killing Christians.
For anyone who happens to believe
that there is a God as reflected in the
Bible, the question will have to be
asked: If there is such a God as reflected in the Bible, which I believe, is
it going to bode well for a Nation
which is funding and helping nations
that are killing, torturing, kidnapping
Christians around the world?
b 1200
This article goes on:
Now the U.S. is giving the same Pakistan
army another pass as it carries out the ethnic cleansing of the indigenous Baloch people from their homeland.
In response, the Baloch have taken up
arms and are fighting their fifth war of independence since 1948, when the Pakistan army
invaded and captured the independent and
sovereign state of Kalat.

The article goes on.
But the fact is we have people in this
administration demanding that what
they say are indigenous people—despite
the fact that the children of Israel occupied the promised land 1,600 years or
so, 1,700 years at least, before a man
named Muhammad was born. There are
people who say: Oh, but these Palestinians—a name that arose as Newt Gingrich pointed out in the last 40 or so
years—these Palestinians are indigenous, so you have got to give them
their land.
Yet they are not saying it about
Balochistan. They are not saying it
about the Baloch people that are being
killed and persecuted by Pakistan. Oh,
no. We are helping kill and persecute
the Baloch people by giving aid and assistance to a government that is killing and persecuting them.
If there is a just God in the universe,
would there not be a price for a country as powerful as the United States
that continues to support those who
kill, maim, torture, horrify innocent
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people, Christians, Jews, secularists,
and oftentimes they are even more brutal to moderate Muslims that are not
as radical as they think they should
be?
That is why in Egypt, for those who
really have eyes and really have ears to
hear, we had an incredible event last
summer. This was the real Arab
Spring, but it came in summer. This is
when moderate Muslims, Christians,
Jews, secularists rose up, some reports
of 30 to 33 million people, larger than
any demonstration in the history of
the world. They rose up and said: We
don’t want radical Islamists running
Egypt. The radical Islamists, the Muslim Brotherhood that were controlling
Egypt—as we knew they would if they
had election too quickly—the Muslim
Brotherhood became desperate because
they knew, to have a new Ottoman Empire running around the Mediterranean
that would become a worldwide caliphate, they could not afford to lose Egypt
from under their iron fist.
So what do they do? They immediately start burning down churches,
killing Christians particularly, and so
many others. That is why I was so encouraged. Over 90 percent of the people
voting—which was a higher percentage
than we have voting here in the United
States—came out and voted for the
new constitution that has been drafted
under the chairmanship of Amr
Moussa.
I was very pleased that Chairman
Moussa was willing to come on the
Sean Hannity radio show a few weeks
ago when I was guest hosting for Sean
Hannity. It is really encouraging what
is going on in Egypt by those who want
a democratic form of government and
who do not want terrorists running
Egypt, who don’t want a worldwide caliphate, who don’t like the goal of the
Muslim Brotherhood, who are not as
blind to the goal of the Muslim Brotherhood as the leaders of this administration are.
If one will just go look at one of the
symbols used by the Muslim Brotherhood these days, you find the crossed
swords, the signs and wording in their
language denoting the Muslim Brotherhood, and that is fixed over a globe of
the world. It is not just Egypt, Iraq,
Iran, not just in the former Ottoman
Empire. Oh, no. This is fixed over a
globe that is revolving, and the United
States of America passes under those
swords of the Muslim Brotherhood.
It is true that the Muslim Brotherhood here in the United States does not
want to utilize violence right now because they have made so much progress
in this administration that they are
afraid violence right now might do
damage. Violence in Egypt, the same
Muslim Brotherhood feels it was necessary because they had just been
caught. They had been rejected by
moderate Muslims—the majority of
Egyptians—and they became desperate.
So their violence had to occur. Christians, according to these radical
Islamist Muslim brothers, had to die.
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Once America starts figuring out
that the goal is global caliphate—including the United States—then they
will be participating in horrendous violence here, as they have in other places
in the world.
Some of our moderate Muslim friends
in the Middle East asked some of us
last September: What is wrong with
you in America? Don’t you understand?
You call it al Qaeda, but that is really
just an offshoot of the Muslim Brotherhood. They are the ones that attacked
you on 9/11/2001. These are moderate
Muslims asking these questions.
Why do you not understand: Yes, it
was the Taliban, but it is really the
Muslim brothers behind it that you
were at war with in Afghanistan? They
are the ones that did more killing of
Americans in Iraq, and yet you are
helping the Muslim Brotherhood, you
are running to their aid and assistance;
and in Egypt you are demanding that
either they put the radical Islamists
back in charge of Egypt or we are not
going to provide them the Apache helicopters, the tanks, and the jets that we
were going to provide to the Muslim
Brother leaders of Egypt.
They asked: What is wrong with you
people? What are you not getting? You
are helping the people that want to destroy you. People can see that around
the world, but here in Washington,
D.C., it is apparently one of the hardest
things to find and see.
We hear people saying: Well, we really need all the people’s most private information about phone calls, every
phone call they make; we need to have
that as part of the government because
one time we believe it may have
stopped a bombing.
Well, if this administration would do
their homework, they wouldn’t need
the logs of every phone call of every
American. We could go back to what
the Constitution does require and the
Court should require, and that is probable cause, before you start giving out
personal information, before you let
the government start monitoring every
email of every person in America.
We were promised my freshman term
that if the PATRIOT Act were extended, specifically section 206 and 215,
that that would only apply if someone
were in contact with a foreign terrorist, but Americans would never have
to worry unless they were in touch
with foreign terrorists. Then after Edward Snowden, we find out that actually what they promised was not true.
And yes, that was during the Bush administration. I don’t care. I don’t care
if it was a Republican or Democrat. I
don’t care where it started. When we
find out it is still going on, it has got
to stop. We are supposed to have some
privacy in this country.
Those Democrats that were suspicious of the Bush administration
wanting that much power were right.
Where have my friends gone now that
it is a Democrat administration? I certainly don’t have a problem calling out
a Republican administration when they
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are not doing the right thing. I wish
my friends across the aisle would do
the same thing and join me.
What about the Boston bombing? The
Russians took a huge risk in giving
this administration information and
saying: Look, Tsarnaev, this guy has
been radicalized and you are letting
him back in America. You are headed
for trouble. This is a bad guy. They
took a risk in giving us that information because, when any country gives
intelligence to another country, then
sometimes it allows that country that
gets the information to figure out how
that other country is getting intelligence just by the information they
get.
So now we have people here in this
administration saying: Oh, the Russians, shame on them. They didn’t give
us enough information.
Are you kidding me? They told you a
person had been radicalized.
When I asked the Director of the FBI
in our hearing about not even going to
the mosque to investigate, he says, ultimately: Yeah, we did go to those
mosques—and I didn’t hear it at the
hearing. I didn’t hear it until the replay. And he said: Under our outreach
program.
Under the outreach program? Well,
that is the FBI’s ridiculous former program where they have special outreach
to Muslim communities to try to be
friends with them. It is not the FBI’s
job to be friends with people. It is the
FBI’s job to enforce the law and, in so
doing, protect us.
When Tsarnaev, the older brother,
came back into this country from a
place on the globe where we know
radicalization is occurring—and as I
understand it, he didn’t even have his
passport; he had his legal permanent
resident card—he wasn’t even pulled
aside for extra questions when there
should have been bells and whistles
going off everywhere. The best I can
find out, all they did, basically, was
talk to him and his mother, and he
said: No, I am not radicalized.
No, my son is not radicalized.
They didn’t go to the mosque and
start asking questions that would tell
them has he been reading Qutb, which
is the author, the Muslim brother from
the sixties that was involved in trying
to commit assassinations and other
terrorist activities, and he wrote a
booklet
called
‘‘Milestones’’
that
Osama bin Laden credits with helping
turn him radical.
If you know about the people that
hate you and want to destroy you, then
you can ask intelligent questions to
find out if someone is your enemy. But
because of the purge of training materials at the FBI, the intelligence departments, at the State Department—
as one intelligence officer told me, we
are blinded to our ability to see our
enemy, because there was a young man
named Tsarnaev who wanted to kill innocent Americans at a Boston Marathon and they got a heads-up from the
Russians. They got all the information
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right before them that they could possibly need, and we don’t even stop him
coming into this country after he has
been radicalized. What more did you
need? We shouldn’t have needed a
heads-up from the Russians. All the
signs were there for those who have
eyes to see and ears to hear.
But we were so busy in our outreach
program to a mosque that was founded
by the Islamic Society of Boston, the
founder of which is a man named alAmoudi, who is in prison today for 24
years, I believe, for supporting terrorism, despite all the assistance he allegedly gave to the Clinton administration helping them find good Muslims to
help in that administration. After 9/11,
a couple of years or so after 9/11, it has
been determined that he has been supporting terrorism, and now he is in
Federal prison.
A man named al-Awlaki, who this
President ordered a drone strike on in
Yemen, though he was an American
citizen, because his parents came over
on a visa to study, had him, he is an
American citizen. They take him back
to Yemen. He learns to hate America,
comes back and works on radicalizing
Americans, except, of course, when he
led prayers of Muslim staff members
here on Capitol Hill.
b 1215
Otherwise, this President determined
that he needed to be killed without a
trial because he radicalized Americans,
and he was a threat to this country. alAwlaki had attended the Boston
mosque where the Tsarnaevs attended.
I mean, how many heads-up notices
do you need to figure out there is a
problem, and innocent Americans are
going to be killed and maimed as they
were in Boston? It is time to wake up.
Yet we get this story from Matt
Apuzzo. The picture was from the Associated Press, January 15: ‘‘U.S. to Expand Rules Limiting Use of Profiling
by Federal Agents.’’
The Attorney General, who came
here last night, sat here for the State
of the Union address while he is in contempt of Congress, while he is being
lawless in not following the law and
providing information. They wouldn’t
even give me all of the documents that
they provided to convicted terrorists in
the Holy Land Foundation trial in Dallas. I asked repeatedly. We finally got
a letter many months after the request, basically saying, We will give
you the 500-or-so documents that were
entered into evidence in the trial, and
we have got some others you can come
look at.
I still don’t understand, Mr. Speaker.
If they will give boxes and boxes of information to the terrorists who are
convicted ultimately as terrorists, why
can’t you give that to Members of Congress? Is it because the convictions occurred in 2008 under the Bush administration?
Then this Justice Department came
in and stopped any further prosecutions from going forward even though
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there were a couple-hundred-or-so
named coconspirators in that case who
were unindicted. My understanding
from former Justice Department folks
is that the plan was, if they could get
the first convictions, then they would
move forward with more and continue
to follow up until they got this network that was allegedly supporting
terrorism. We know five of them were
supporting terrorism.
Could it be that this Justice Department doesn’t want us to see all of the
documents that they provided to the
terrorists that actually show they are
terrorists? Could that be the reason
they don’t want Members of Congress
to see?
It is because then we might realize,
wow, they convicted those five in 2008
under President Bush. They could surely have gotten a lot more convictions if
they had just used this same evidence.
Oh, sure. Congressman GOHMERT, come
over here, and we will show you some
of the documents. We will let you see
some of the electronic versions.
You gave them to terrorists for heaven’s sakes. You can’t give them to me
so I can look at them in my office? It
is unbelievable what is going on here.
Then there is a story from Kerry
Picket from Breitbart. The story
starts:
Senator Dianne Feinstein—a Democrat
from California, chairman of the Senate Select Intelligence Committee—told Breitbart
News on Monday that she did not know a
CIA annex existed in Benghazi, Libya, before
the deadly September 2012 attack—which
took the lives of four Americans—on the
U.S. compound happened. Feinstein could
also not confirm if other Members of Congress knew about the CIA annex prior to the
attack.

Senator FEINSTEIN and I disagree on
many things, but I know she wants
what is best for America even though
we have staunch political disagreements on how we do that and what that
is. My understanding is that, with anything of that nature, it would have
been required that the Super 8, as they
are sometimes referred to, would be
briefed—the top Republican and Democrat on the Intelligence Committee in
the House and in the Senate and the
Republican leader in the House and the
Democratic leader in the House and the
Democratic leader in the Senate and
the Republican leader in the Senate.
Yet Senator FEINSTEIN said, I didn’t
know there was a CIA annex at the
Benghazi consulate.
What else is this administration
doing to help rebels, who include al
Qaeda—as it did in Libya? What else is
it doing that it is not following the law
and briefing the people who are required to be briefed in Congress?
I heard the President, who was standing right here last night, get applause
when he, in essence, says, If Congress
doesn’t change the law, then I will do
it—and he got applause. To thinking
people, when you hear somebody say,
‘‘if Congress doesn’t do what is necessary,’’ which is required by the Constitution, ‘‘I will do it,’’ it sounds like
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I am going to chuck the Constitution
and do what I think is best.
Now, I have read about those situations, of countries that had a fair and
representative form of government.
Ancient Greece and ancient Rome had
senates that were somewhat representative. There have been types of representative governments, and you
would always find that, eventually,
people had that desire for one rock
solid leader. They would get tired of
the disagreements because, as one of
the English leaders had said—and it
may have been Churchill—democracy
is the worst form of government except
for all of the others. It isn’t a pretty
thing to watch, as has been said. It is
like watching sausage being made. Yet
when you strip away the checks and
balances that the Founders put in
place to keep one executive officer
from just doing whatever he wanted,
then you don’t have a democratic Republic as we are supposed to have; you
have one man making the rules or one
woman making the rules. It is time
America woke up and realized their
constitutional rights are at severe risk,
and we are at risk as a result.
I wanted to mention something else
that happened here at the State of the
Union. A wonderful young man got the
longest, best applause of the evening
here as the President recognized Cory
sitting up there.
In addition to Cory—the hero that
that dear man is—I could see other uniformed people. In fact, there were some
uniformed people up in that section up
there, one of whom was not Cory but
was Alonzo. The President didn’t recognize Alonzo because Alonzo was a
staff sergeant at Fort Hood. With Nidal
Hasan, people kept looking the other
way. They kept giving him good officer
evaluation reports because they didn’t
want to be deemed to be profiling or
doing something that was considered
racist when the man made clear over
and over that he was going to have to
take action—violent action—against
his country if they tried to ship him
over and order him to fight Muslims
overseas.
I did not get to meet Alonzo last
night. I looked up and waved a few
times, but I have great respect for that
man, and he deserves so much better
than he has been treated. He was shot
six times; and apparently, while he is
lying with six bullets in him, he realizes, as the shooting continues by
Major Hasan, that he is not going to be
able to pass off as dead because he is
sweating profusely. As he says, dead
people don’t sweat, so he figured he had
better get out of there, as I understand,
and he took off. That is when he got
shot and lost one of his eyes.
This administration has prevented
Alonzo from getting the benefits he deserves because of an act of war, an act
of terrorism. He is not even considered
at the level of the 9/11 victims. He
heard, Allah akbar, and he knew it was
not going to go well. Everybody who
heard that radical Islamist yell before
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the murders began knew this was not
workplace violence, that this wasn’t a
postal employee going postal. This was
a radical Islamist who was carrying
out a war against what they consider
to be infidels in America. They deserve
to be treated as victims of an act of
war—an act against them as uniformed
military—and to get the benefits coming to them. That is what should have
happened.
We heard the references last night to
health care, and it kind of sounded like
applause started when he was talking
about how they were helping to reform
health care, and then it died so quickly
they must have realized, ooh, I don’t
want to be on camera clapping for the
reform of health care when people are
hurting across America who have lost
their insurance—people like me, who
liked my insurance, but ObamaCare
said your insurance policy is not good
enough. So I lost it. Thank you very
much. There are people in really tough
shape around America who deserve better health care than what ObamaCare
is doing to them.
There were so many things in the
State of the Union address. He was
talking about raising the minimum
wage with Federal contractors with a
stroke of the pen. I mean, how many
other laws does the President want to
pass with a stroke of the pen? It is not
constitutional to make laws with one
man’s pen. That is not the democratic
Republic we are supposed to be. There
was even, it sounded like, some snickering when he said that. He didn’t talk
about the millions who have lost their
insurance as a result of ObamaCare. If
it were only about trying to ensure the
30 million people who reportedly didn’t
have
health
insurance—they
had
health care; they didn’t have insurance—then let’s direct it at those.
Let’s don’t take millions and millions
of Americans’ insurance away in the
process.
As far as illegal immigration, one of
the newspapers in my district—Longview—had an article, an op-ed, in
which they were saying I was opposed
to immigration reform. Obviously,
they read left-wing blogs and don’t
read and talk to me and understand
what I have said repeatedly.
We desperately need immigration reform in America, but every time anybody here starts talking about legal
status—amnesty—the ICE agents and
the ICE union representatives tell us
repeatedly that more people try to
rush into the United States, that more
people die trying to come across the
desert, that more people fall into
human trafficking and a horrible life.
My position has been clear for anyone
who cares to see or hear, and it is supported by so many other Republicans.
Mr. President has the money; he has
got the wherewithal; he has got the
manpower to secure our border. As
soon as it is secured, as verified by the
border States, we will come to an immigration reform bill so fast that people won’t be able to believe it; but until
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the President enforces existing law,
there is no sense in talking about it
and luring more people to their deaths,
more people in here. Control the border. Secure it. Don’t close it. We need
that water continuing to flow into this
pond, but secure it so we know who is
coming in, and when people are here
without valid visas, we need to pick
them up.
b 1230
Nearly 40 to 50 percent of the people
that are here illegally came legally and
overstayed their visas. Enforce the
visas.
And so when a guy has been
radicalized, do your homework. Don’t
let Tsarnaev back in when he doesn’t
have a passport and there are all kinds
of indications he is now a terrorist.
Don’t let him in. We could have done
without that one.
Secure the border. We will get an immigration bill done immediately after
that. But before that, there is no reason to expect the President will ever
secure the border.
With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to:
Mr. WESTMORELAND (at the request of
Mr. CANTOR) for today on account of
medical reasons and weather.
f

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 31 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Friday, January
31, 2014, at 3 p.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
4597. A letter from the Chief Counsel,
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Suspension of Community Eligibility [Docket ID: FEMA-2013-0002] [Internal Agency
Docket No.: FEMA-8315] received January 10,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.
4598. A letter from the Regulatory Specialist, LRA, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Appraisals for Higher-Priced Mortgage Loans
[Docket No.: OCC-2013-0009] (RIN: 1557-AD70)
received January 10, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial Services.
4599. A letter from the Secretary, Securities and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule — Registration
of Municipal Advisors; Temporary Stay of
Final Rule [Release No.: 34-71288; File No. S745-10] (RIN: 3235-AK86) received January 16,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.
4600. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
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transmitting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’
final rule — Medicaid Program; State Plan
Home and Community-Based Services, 5Year Period for Waivers, Provider Payment
Reassignment, and Home and CommunityBased Setting Requirements for Community
First Choice and Home and CommunityBased Services (HCBS) Waivers [CMS-2249-F;
CMS-2296-F] (RIN: 0938-AO53; 0938-AP61) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
4601. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Enforcement, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Control of Military Training
Equipment, Energetic Materials, Personal
Protective Equipment, Shelters, Articles Related to Launch Vehicles, Missiles, Rockets,
Military Explosives, and Related Items
[Docket No.: 120201082-3709-02] (RIN: 0694AF58) received January 15, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.
4602. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Removal of Person from the Entity List Based on a Removal Request [Docket No.: 131121982-3982-01] (RIN: 0694-AG03) received January 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
4603. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule —
Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Fisheries
of the Northeastern United States; Northeast Multispecies Fishery; Final Rule to
Allow Northeast Multispecies Sector Vessels
Access to Year-Round Closed Areas [Docket
No.: 130319263-3823-02] (RIN: 0648-BD090) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
4604. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation
of Pacific Cod in the Western Regulatory
Area of the Gulf of Alaska Management Area
[Docket No.: 120918468-3111-02] (RIN: 0648XC975) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.
4605. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation
of Pacific Cod in the Central Regulatory
Area of the Gulf of Alaska Management Area
[Docket No.: 120918468-3111-02] (RIN: 0648XC976) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.
4606. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Summer Flounder
Fishery; Commercial Quota Available for the
State of New Jersey [Docket No.: 1112207861781-01] (RIN: 0648-XD012) received January
13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.
4607. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Summer Flounder
Fishery; Quota Transfer [Docket No.:
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121009528-2729-02] (RIN: 0648-XD025) received
January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
4608. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic;
Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Closure of the 2014 Gulf of Mexico Recreational
Season for Red Snapper [Docket No.:
130212129-3474-02] (RIN: 0648-XC967) received
January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
4609. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Summer Flounder
Fishery; Quota Transfer [Docket No.:
121009528-2729-02] (RIN: 0648-XD021) received
January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
4610. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Northeast Multispecies Fishery; Trimester Closure for the Common Pool Fishery [Docket No.: 1201090342171-01] (RIN: 0648-XD024) received January
13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.
4611. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule —
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States; Annual Catch
Limits and Accountability Measures [Docket
No.: 130702583-3999-02] (RIN: 0648-BD40) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
4612. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule — Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna Fisheries [Docket No.: 130214139-3542-02] (RIN:
0648-XD027) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Natural Resources.
4613. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final rule —
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States; Extension of
Emergency Fishery Closure Due to the Presence of the Toxin That Causes Paralytic
Shellfish Poisoning [Docket No.: 1312129993999-01] (RIN: 0648-BD84) received January 13,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.
4614. A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Several Groundfish Species
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Management Area [Docket No.: 121018563-3148-02]
(RIN: 0648-XD028) received January 10, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural Resources.
4615. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
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the Administration’s final rule — Taking
and Importing Marine Mammals; Taking Marine Mammals Incidental to Operation of
Offshore Oil and Gas Facilities in the U.S.
Beaufort Sea [Docket No.: 100217096-1059-02]
(RIN: 0648-AY63) received January 15, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural Resources.
4616. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publications and Regulations, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Service’s final
rule — Exclusion of gain from sale of principal residence (Rev. Rul. 2014-2) received
January 14, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2798. A bill to
amend Public Law 106–206 to direct the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture to require annual permits and
assess annual fees for commercial filming activities on Federal land for film crews of 5
persons or fewer (Rept. 113–335, Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2799. A bill to establish the Wildlife and Hunting Heritage
Conservation Council Advisory Committee
to advise the Secretaries of the Interior and
Agriculture on wildlife and habitat conservation, hunting, recreational shooting, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
113–336, Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.
DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the
Committee on Agriculture discharged
from further consideration. H.R. 2798
referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the
Committee on Agriculture discharged
from further consideration. H.R. 2799
referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.
f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally referred, as follows:
By Mr. BROUN of Georgia:
H.R. 3958. A bill to provide for a one-year
extension of the Department of Veterans Affairs pilot program on assisted living services for veterans with traumatic brain injury; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
By Ms. BONAMICI (for herself and Mr.
KILDEE):
H.R. 3959. A bill to establish a Pay It Forward model for funding postsecondary education; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.
By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia:
H.R. 3960. A bill to provide for an exchange
of administrative jurisdiction between the
Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of
Agriculture involving certain Federal property administered as part of the Chattahoochee National Forest, but permitted to the
Secretary of the Army for Camp Frank D.
Merrill, and certain Army Corps of Engineers
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property adjacent to Lake Lanier in Gainesville, Georgia; to the Committee on Agriculture, and in addition to the Committees
on Transportation and Infrastructure, and
Armed Services, for a period to be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. GRAYSON:
H.R. 3961. A bill to provide Israel a license
exception to the Export Administration Regulations currently made available to 36 other
nations; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. DAINES:
H.R. 3962. A bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to ensure that amounts are made available for
projects to provide recreational public access, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Natural Resources.
By Mr. HUFFMAN (for himself and Mr.
CONNOLLY):
H.R. 3963. A bill to provide for the upgrade
of the vehicle fleet of the United States
Postal Service, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform, and in addition to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
By Mr. VALADAO (for himself, Mr.
LAMALFA, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr.
COOK, Mr. DENHAM, Mr. NUNES, Mr.
of
California,
Mr.
MCCARTHY
MCKEON, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
ISSA, and Mr. HUNTER):
H.R. 3964. A bill to address certain waterrelated concerns in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Valley, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.
By Mr. CHAFFETZ:
H.R. 3965. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude major professional sports leagues from qualifying as taxexempt organizations; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr.
SABLAN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
GRAYSON, and Mr. RANGEL):
H.R. 3966. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act to provide for
equitable treatment of residents of the territories with respect to low-income subsidies
under the Medicare prescription drug benefit
program, 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 determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself and Mr.
GRAYSON):
H.R. 3967. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the increased
limitation on the cover over of the tax on
distilled spirits to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself and Mr.
GRAYSON):
H.R. 3968. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction allowable with respect to income attributable
to domestic production activities in Puerto
Rico; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio (for himself
and Mr. BRALEY of Iowa):
H.R. 3969. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to prevent the
abuse of dextromethorphan, and for other
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purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
By Mr. DOGGETT:
H.R. 3970. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the denial of deduction for certain excessive employee remuneration, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr.
FARR, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LANGEVIN,
and Mr. CONYERS):
H.R. 3971. A bill to authorize a national
grant program for on-the-job training; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.
By Ms. DELAURO (for herself and Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia):
H.R. 3972. A bill to prohibit discrimination
in employment on the basis of an individual’s status or history of unemployment; to
the Committee on Education and the Workforce.
By Mr. DESANTIS (for himself, Mr.
GOHMERT, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
KING of Iowa, Mr. STEWART, Mr.
WEBER of Texas, Mr. POSEY, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. AMODEI, Mr.
MASSIE, Mr. LAMALFA, Mrs. LUMMIS,
Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. ROONEY, Mr.
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. LANKFORD, and Mr.
STUTZMAN):
H.R. 3973. A bill to amend section 530D of
title 28, United States Code; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri:
H.R. 3974. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to improve the TRICARE Program for adult children of members and
former members of the uniformed services,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
By Mr. OWENS:
H.R. 3975. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide coverage for
low vision devices under Medicare, 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 determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
By Mr. RUIZ (for himself, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Mr. STEWART, Mr. HORSFORD,
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mrs. NOEM, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. BENISHEK, Ms. CHU, Ms. SHEAPORTER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. WALZ, Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. BEN RAY
LUJÁN of New Mexico, Ms. BORDALLO,
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. TAKANO, and Mr.
KIND):
H.R. 3976. A bill to provide for a lifetime
National Recreational Pass for any veteran
with a service-connected disability, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural
Resources, and in addition to the Committee
on Agriculture, for a period to be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. SALMON:
H.R. 3977. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 529 tuition programs with respect to elementary and secondary education expenses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. CARSON
of Indiana, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and
Mr. DIAZ-BALART):
H.R. 3978. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to establish a pedestrian
and bicycle infrastructure credit assistance
pilot program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

VerDate Mar 15 2010

02:24 Jan 30, 2014

H1511

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Jkt 039060

By Ms. JENKINS (for herself and Mr.
POMPEO):
H. Con. Res. 79. Concurrent resolution recognizing the 155th anniversary of the House
of
Representatives’
rejection
of
the
Lecompton Constitution of the Territory of
Kansas; to the Committee on Natural Resources, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself and Ms.
LEE of California):
H. Con. Res. 80. Concurrent resolution expressing support for designation of January
2014 as ‘‘National Blood Donor Month’’; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.
By Ms. LEE of California (for herself
and Mr. SERRANO):
H. Res. 466. A resolution supporting a moratorium on the sale of historic post office
buildings; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.
By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. HIMES,
and Mr. HONDA):
H. Res. 467. A resolution expressing support
for designation of February 12, 2014, as ‘‘Darwin Day’’ and recognizing the importance of
science in the betterment of humanity; to
the Committee on Science, Space, and Technology.
By Mr. LOWENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, and Ms.
ESTY):
H. Res. 468. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
gun violence is a public health issue and
Congress should enact by the end of the 113th
Congress comprehensive Federal legislation
that protects the Second Amendment and
keeps communities safe and healthy, including
expanding
enforceable
background
checks for all commercial gun sales, improving the mental health system in the United
States, and making gun trafficking and
straw purchasing a Federal crime; to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. SARBANES):
H. Res. 469. A resolution supporting the
scope and objectives of Greece’s Presidency
of the Council of the European Union; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addition to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
f

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT
Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representatives, the following statements are submitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitution to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.
By Mr. BROUN of Georgia:
H.R. 3958.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution (Clauses 12, 13, 14, and 16),
which grants Congress the power to raise and
support an Army; to provide and maintain a
Navy; to make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval forces; and
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to provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia.
By Ms. BONAMICI:
H.R. 3959.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1
By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia:
H.R. 3960.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article IV, § 3, Clause 2, The Congress shall
have Power to dispose of and make all needful Rules and Regulations respecting the
Territory or other Property belonging to the
United States.
By Mr. GRAYSON:
H.R. 3961.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8, of the U.S. Constitution
By Mr. DAINES:
H.R. 3962.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article 1, Section 8
By Mr. HUFFMAN:
H.R. 3963.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Clause 7 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution.
By Mr. VALADAO:
H.R. 3964.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Clauses 1, 3, and 18 of section 8 and clause
7 of section 9 of article I, of the Constitution
of the United States.
By Mr. CHAFFETZ:
H.R. 3965.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article 1 Section 8 US Constitution
By Mr. PIERLUISI:
H.R. 3966.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of the Congress to provide for the general welfare of the United
States, as enumerated in Article I, Section 8,
Clause 1 of the United States Constitution;
to make all laws which shall be necessary
and proper for carrying into execution such
power, as enumerated in Article I, Section 8,
Clause 18 of the Constitution; and to make
rules and regulations respecting the U.S. territories, as enumerated in Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution.
By Mr. PIERLUISI:
H.R. 3967.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of the Congress to lay
and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises
and to provide for the general welfare of the
United States, as enumerated in Article I,
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution; to make all laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carrying into execution such power, as enumerated in Article I,
Section 8, Clause 18 of the Constitution; and
to make rules and regulations respecting the
U.S. territories, as enumerated in Article IV,
Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution.
By Mr. PIERLUISI:
H.R. 3968.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of the Congress to lay
and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises
and to provide for the general welfare of the
United States, as enumerated in Article I,
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution; to make all laws which shall be
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necessary and proper for carrying into execution such power, as enumerated in Article 1,
Section 8, Clause 18 of the Constitution; and
to make rules and regulations respecting the
U.S. territories, as enumerated in Article IV,
Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution.
By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio:
H.R. 3969.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution
By Mr. DOGGETT:
H.R. 3970.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the
United States Constitution.
By Mr. CROWLEY:
H.R. 3971.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1:
‘‘Congress shall have Power To [. . .] provide for the common Defence and general
Welfare of the United States . . .’’
By Ms. DELAURO:
H.R. 3972.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S.
Constitution
By Mr. DESANTIS:
H.R. 3973.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.
By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri:
H.R. 3974.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Article 1 Section 8
‘‘. . . and provide for the common defense
and general welfare of the United States
. . .’’
‘‘. . . to make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers . . .’’
This legislation seeks to extend the
TRICARE eligibility of military dependent
children to age 26. Therefore, it will affect
the common defense and general welfare of
the United States.
By Mr. OWENS:
H.R. 3975.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, of the United States Constitution.
By Mr. RUIZ:
H.R. 3976.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution
By Mr. SALMON:
H.R. 3977.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
Section 8, Clause 1 of the U.S. Constitution
as well as the 16th Amendment.
By Mr. SIRES:
H.R. 3978.
Congress has the power to enact this legislation pursuant to the following:
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolutions as follows:
H.R. 38: Mr. HANNA and Mr. NUGENT.
H.R. 164: Mr. WELCH, Mr. FORTENBERRY,
and Mr. YARMUTH.
H.R. 352: Mr. JONES.
H.R. 455: Mr. NOLAN and Ms. SHEA-PORTER.
H.R. 477: Mr. DESJARLAIS.
H.R. 543: Ms. JACKSON LEE.
H.R. 609: Mrs. BUSTOS.
H.R. 658: Mrs. ELLMERS.
H.R. 666: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
H.R. 676: Mrs. NEGRETE MCLEOD.
H.R. 721: Mr. JOYCE.
H.R. 831: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H.R. 863: Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr.
KING of New York, Ms. DELBENE, and Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 942: Ms. DELBENE and Mr. CARTWRIGHT.
H.R. 1000: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 1010: Mr. POLIS and Mr. GALLEGO.
H.R. 1339: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.
H.R. 1397: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 1462: Mr. RUNYAN.
H.R. 1554: Ms. PINGREE of Maine.
H.R. 1593: Mr. VEASEY.
H.R. 1690: Mr. MCINTYRE.
H.R. 1717: Mrs. BACHMANN.
H.R. 1774: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 1835: Ms. KUSTER.
H.R. 1984: Mr. GUTHRIE.
H.R. 2037: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.
H.R. 2149: Mr. O’ROURKE and Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 2195: Mr. TAKANO.
H.R. 2220: Mr. MARCHANT.
H.R. 2291: Mr. KING of New York, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. PERLMUTTER, and Mr. GRIMM.
H.R. 2333: Mr. HECK of Washington and Mr.
SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 2429: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. GUTHRIE, and Mr. COFFMAN.
H.R. 2475: Mr. PETERS of California.
H.R. 2511: Mr. BENTIVOLIO.
H.R. 2553: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 2566: Mr. TAKANO.
H.R. 2567: Mr. TAKANO.
H.R. 2607: Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. MCGOVERN,
and Mr. YARMUTH.
H.R. 2682: Mr. COFFMAN.
H.R. 2692: Mr. CARSON of Indiana and Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia.
H.R. 2841: Mr. BENTIVOLIO.
H.R. 2863: Ms. LEE of California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. AL GREEN
of Texas, Mr. RUSH, Ms. CLARKE of New
York, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
CUMMINGS, and Mr. RICHMOND.
H.R. 2955: Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 3086: Mr. HARPER, Ms. KUSTER, and
Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 3097: Mr. HIMES.
H.R. 3116: Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 3179: Mr. GUTHRIE.
H.R. 3243: Mr. TAKANO.
H.R. 3334: Ms. TITUS and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 3361: Mr. LYNCH.
H.R. 3395: Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 3486: Mr. COFFMAN.
H.R. 3494: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. LOWENTHAL.
H.R. 3505: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. BISHOP
of Georgia.
H.R. 3530: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.
H.R. 3549: Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. BISHOP of
Utah, Mr. BRADY of Texas, and Mr. ROE of
Tennessee.
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H.R. 3555: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. BISHOP of
Georgia, Mr. COSTA, Mr. CUELLAR, and Mr.
GALLEGO.
H.R. 3578: Mr. ROSKAM and Mr. COBLE.
H.R. 3635: Mr. DUFFY, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr.
LATTA, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. COBLE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. LANCE, Mr. SOUTHERLAND,
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. COTTON, Mr. MARCHANT,
and Mr. BOUSTANY.
H.R. 3689: Mr. LATTA and Mrs. HARTZLER.
H.R. 3717: Mr. KING of New York and Mr.
DENT.
H.R. 3722: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee and Mr.
GUTHRIE.
H.R. 3724: Mr. DEFAZIO.
H.R. 3725: Mr. HONDA and Mr. CHABOT.
H.R. 3732: Mr. WOMACK.
H.R. 3870: Ms. CHU and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 3891: Mr. HECK of Nevada.
H.R. 3896: Mr. HUNTER.
H.R. 3899: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. COOPER, and
Mr. QUIGLEY.
H.R. 3902: Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 3912: Mr. MICHAUD.
H.J. Res. 56: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr.
Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN,
Ms.
SARBANES,
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. THOMPSON of California, and Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.
H. Con. Res. 27: Ms. JACKSON LEE.
H. Res. 19: Mr. BUTTERFIELD.
H. Res. 447: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. PASCRELL.
H. Res. 457: Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. SPEIER, and
Ms. JACKSON LEE.
f

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIMITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIMITED TARIFF BENEFITS
Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:
OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON
H.R. 3590, the Sportsmen’s Heritage and
Recreational Enhancement Act of 2013, does
not contain any congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of House rule XXI.
OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER
H.R. 3590, does not contain any congressional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of
rule XXI.
OFFERED BY MR. GOODLATTE
The provisions that warranted a referral to
the Committee on Judiciary in H.R. 3590 do
not contain any congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI.
f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and resolutions as follows:
H.R. 1635: Ms. BASS.
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