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Designating money when it is above
and beyond what is needed is nothing
more than a gratuitous earmark. Now,
I am in favor of earmarks; I'm just not
in favor of trying to trick the public. I
believe that earmarks are right. It is
our constitutional responsibility as
Members of the House. But tricking
the public by adding $8 billion more is
obscene.

———

PROPOSED SNAP PROGRAM CUTS

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

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, at a
time when the Republican majority
has, in another wasted effort, repealed
health care reform for the 33rd time, at
a time when we will not see on this
floor a vote to extend tax cuts for the
middle class, now the Republican ma-
jority is planning to literally take food
out of the mouths of families and chil-
dren by cutting $16.5 billion from the
SNAP program in the farm bill.

This represents 45 percent of all the
cuts, immediately cuts 3 million fami-
lies and children from the program,
and this is at a time when one in seven
American families depend on some sup-
plemental food assistance.

But as the Republican majority fid-
dles away, we know that there is a cri-
sis. Fifty-eight percent of all food bank
clients currently receiving SNAP bene-
fits need assistance from them. The re-
sulting demand to food banks will put
additional pressure on our commu-
nities and on families.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 1627. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for certain require-
ments for the placement of monuments in
Arlington National Cemetery, and for other
purposes.

————

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2013

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the further consideration of H.R.
5856, and that I may include tabular
material on the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOSAR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 717 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5856.
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Will the gentleman from California
(Mr. DENHAM) kindly take the chair.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5856) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2013, and for
other purposes, with Mr. DENHAM (Act-
ing Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, July 18, 2012, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
KING) had been disposed of, and the bill
had been read through page 153, line 15.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KING OF IOWA

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used in contravention of
section 7 of title 1, United States Code.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
this is the DOMA limitation amend-
ment. We’ve seen this last year where
it passed out of the House of Rep-
resentatives with a substantial vote.
And it says, as it reads, that none of
the funds made available by this act
may be used in contravention of the
Defense of Marriage Act, which passed
here in this Congress in 1996.

What we’ve seen since the passage of
the Defense of Marriage Act is an effort
on the part of the executive branch to
undermine, I believe, marriage between
one man and one woman within our
military ranks.

We saw the President of the United
States make some statements along
the way that his position was evolving
on marriage that seemed to be a signal
to the Department of Defense, which
issued two memoranda, one of them on
September 21, the Secretary of Defense
memorandum that identified facilities,
and it says that the facilities, our mili-
tary facilities should be made, the use
of them should be made on a sexual ori-
entation-neutral basis. That’s a signal
that says same-sex marriages on U.S.
military bases and U.S. facilities.

The second memorandum came 9
days later to our military chaplains,
and it says a military chaplain may of-
ficiate any private ceremony, on or off
a military installation. That’s not just
permission, that’s implied encourage-
ment to conduct same-sex marriages
on our military bases, conducted by
our chaplains who are, presumably, all
under the payroll of the United States
Government.

This same-sex marriage that has
been taking place on our military
bases, where otherwise legal around
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the world, contravenes the Defense of
Marriage Act. The Defense of Marriage
Act means this, actually says specifi-
cally this: marriage means only a legal
union between one man and one
woman, as husband and wife, and the
word spouse refers only to a person of
the opposite sex who is a husband or a
wife. Pretty simple statute being con-
travened by the directives of the Presi-
dent of the United States as exercised
through the Secretary of Defense.

And I would point out that the Presi-
dent has demonstrated disrespect for
the Constitution and the rule of law on
multiple occasions. I just came from
the Judiciary Committee, where I re-
minded Secretary Napolitano of the
same thing.

Congress directs and acts within the
authority of article I of the Constitu-
tion, our legislative authority, and the
President of the United States, or his
executives who are empowered by him,
seek to undermine the law of the
United States, instead of coming here
to this Congress and asking for the law
to be changed, or simply accepting the
idea that they’ve taken an oath to up-
hold the Constitution of the United
States and the rule of law, and to take
care, under article II, section 3, that
the laws be faithfully executed.

That’s not happening, Mr. Chairman,
and this amendment prohibits the use
of military facilities, or the pay of
military chaplains, from being used to
contravene the Defense of Marriage
Act. The President has now stepped out
and said that he supports same-sex
marriage in the United States. That is,
apparently, the most recent evolution
of his position.
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But an evolving position of the Presi-
dent of the United States cannot be al-
lowed to contravene the will of the peo-
ple of the United States, as expressed
through the statutes of the United
States and as signed by previous Presi-
dent Bill Clinton in September of 1996.

So I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment. It prohibits the utilization of
any of these funds that are in the De-
fense appropriations bill to be used to
contravene the Defense of Marriage
Act.

I yield back the balance of my time.

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, September 30, 2011.
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF
THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS—
CHIEFS OF THE MILITARY SERVICES
SUBJECT: Military Chaplains

In connection with the repeal of Section
6564 of Title 10 of the United States Code, I
write to provide the following guidance,
which hereby supersedes any Department
regulation or policy to the contrary:

A military chaplain may participate in or
officiate any private ceremony, whether on
or off a military installation, provided that
the ceremony is not prohibited by applicable
state and local law. Further, a chaplain is
not required to participate in or officiate a
private ceremony if doing so would be in
variance with the tenets of his or her reli-
gion or personal beliefs. Finally, a military
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chaplain’s participation in a private cere-
mony does not constitute an endorsement of
the ceremony by DoD.
CLIFFORD L. STANLEY.
GENERAL COUNSEL OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, September 21, 2011.
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF
THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS—
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FOR ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY AND
LOGISTICS; UNDER SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE FOR PERSONNEL AND
READINESS
SUBJECT: Uses of DoD Facilities

In connection with the repeal of Section
654 of Title 10 of the United States Code, I
write to provide the following legal guid-
ance.

Determinations regarding use of DoD real
property and facilities for private functions,
including religious and other ceremonies,
should be made on a sexual-orientation neu-
tral basis, provided such use is not prohib-
ited by applicable state and local laws. Fur-
ther, private functions are not official ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense. Thus,
the act of making DoD property available for
private functions, including religious and
other activities, does not constitute an en-
dorsement of the activities by DoD.

JEH C. JOHNSON.
TITLE 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS
CHAPTER 1—RULES OF CONSTRUCTION

Sec. 7. Definition of ‘“‘marriage’ and ‘‘spouse’’

In determining the meaning of any Act of
Congress, or of any ruling, regulation, or in-
terpretation of the various administrative
bureaus and agencies of the United States,
the word ‘‘marriage’” means only a legal
union between one man and one woman as
husband and wife, and the word ‘‘spouse’’ re-
fers only to a person of the opposite sex who
is a husband or a wife.

Source: Added Pub. L. 104-199, Sec. 3(a),
Sept. 21, 1996, 110 Stat. 2419.

Mr. DICKS. I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment.
This amendment is being offered for
purely political reasons.

As the gentleman knows, the Defense
of Marriage Act is already current law.
Despite the successful repeal of Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell last year under DOMA,
same-sex military spouses are not enti-
tled to the same benefits as other mar-
ried couples. This amendment only
seeks to divide this House. He knows
that current law already prohibits
same-sex spouses from independently
shopping at military commissaries,
using base gyms, or benefiting from
subsidized dental and health care.

I do believe we should have the de-
bate of the effects of DOMA on our
servicemembers and their families, but
introducing this contentious and dis-
criminatory amendment to this bill is
not the place. I urge my colleagues to
oppose this divisive amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I rise in sup-
port of the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman from Iowa has explained the
amendment very thoroughly. It is easy
to understand. The House has spoken
many, many times strongly on the
issue, so I would add my support to the
King amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Iowa will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LEE OF
CALIFORNIA

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman,
I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), add the following new section:

SEC. . Funds made available by this Act
for operations of the Armed Forces in Af-
ghanistan shall be obligated and expended
only for purposes of providing for the safe
and orderly withdrawal from Afghanistan of
all members of the Armed Forces and De-
partment of Defense contractor personnel
who are in Afghanistan. Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to authorize the use
of funds for the continuation of combat oper-
ations in Afghanistan while carrying out
such withdrawal or to prohibit or otherwise
restrict the use of funds available to any de-
partment or agency of the United States to
carry out diplomatic efforts or humani-
tarian, development, or general reconstruc-
tion activities in Afghanistan.

Ms. LEE of California (during the
reading). I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
gentlelady’s amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

The gentlewoman is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is straightforward. It
would put a responsible end to combat
operations in Afghanistan by limiting
funding to the safe and orderly with-
drawal of United States troops and
military contractors.

Eleven years after Congress wrote a
blank check for war without end,
which I could not support, the United
States is still in Afghanistan. Ever
since that vote, I have introduced this
Lee amendment—that responsibly and
safely brings our troops home—on nu-
merous occasions and at every oppor-
tunity. It is past time that Congress
caught up, had the debate, and passed
this amendment.
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Today, we have the opportunity to
stand squarely with the war-weary
American people who want to bring our
troops home. It is clear that the Amer-
ican people have been far ahead of Con-
gress in supporting an end to the war
in Afghanistan. The call has been grow-
ing across this land to bring this war to
an end, and it is past time for Congress
to answer that call.

After over a decade of war and over a
half a trillion dollars in direct costs—
not a penny of it, mind you, paid for,
and we talk about deficit reduction—
when we should have been actually in-
vesting in jobs and our economy here
at home, it is really time now to say
enough is enough. It is crucial to our
economy and to the future of this
country to stop pouring billions into a
counterproductive military presence in
Afghanistan. It is no wonder that 7 out
of 10 Americans oppose the war in Af-
ghanistan. The American people have
made it clear that the war should end,
that it should not go on for another
year or 2 years and, surely, not for an-
other decade or more.

Mr. Chair, the costs of the war are
unacceptable, particularly when we ask
what we gain by keeping our troops in
Afghanistan through 2014. The war in
Afghanistan has already taken the
lives of over 2,000 soldiers, has injured
tens of thousands more, and has
drained our Treasury of over a half a
trillion dollars. These costs will only
g0 up as we spend trillions of dollars on
long-term care for our veterans, which
of course we must do.

As the daughter of a military vet-
eran, I know firsthand the sacrifices
and the commitment involved in de-
fending our Nation; but the truth is our
troops have been put in an impossible
situation. There is no military solu-
tion, and it is past time to end the war
and to bring our troops home. Quite
frankly, it is time to use these savings
from ending the war to create jobs here
at home. We need to provide for the
health care and economic security of
our returning troops by rebuilding the
American economy.

The American people have made it
clear that the war should end. Not an
extra day—not an extra dollar—should
be spent extending the decade-long war
in Afghanistan. After 11 long years
now, it is time to bring our troops
home.

I yield back the balance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part:

“An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.”’

The amendment gives affirmative di-
rection in effect, so I ask for a ruling
from the Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?
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If not, the Chair will rule.

The Chair finds that this amendment
includes language imparting direction
on the expenditure of funds.

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained, and
the amendment is not in order.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I rise to make
just a very brief announcement.

For years and years in the past when
presenting the Defense appropriations
bill, it has always been my policy, if
any amendment is out of order and is
subject to a point of order, to allow the
introducer of that amendment at least
5 minutes to discuss it before raising a
point of order. I hope we can do that
today and expedite the process. I would
like to move this bill a little quicker
than maybe we had anticipated.

So I just make that announcement.
We will continue to allow you to have
your debate time before raising the
point of order, but I would hope that
everybody would be respectful of the
time.

I yield back the balance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR

Mr. GOSAR. I have an amendment at
the desk.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CHAFFETZ).
The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the
short title), add the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be may be obligated or ex-
pended for assistance to the following enti-
ties:

(1) The Government of Iran.

(2) The Government of Syria.

(3) Hamas.

(4) Hizbullah.

(5) The Muslim Brotherhood.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of my amendment to
H.R. 5856, the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2013.

The amendment seeks to halt any po-
tential Department of Defense funding
from being used to aid States and orga-
nizations that pose real threats to the
international community. My amend-
ment is simple. It prohibits any DOD
funds from being spent on the Govern-
ment of Iran, the Government of Syria,
the Muslim Brotherhood, Hamas, and
Hezbollah.
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The cases against each of these orga-
nizations are well documented. Each of
them has either sponsored terror ac-
tivities, performed terror activities,
made threats of terror activities, or en-
gaged in atrocious human rights viola-
tions. None of these organizations are
particularly friendly to the TUnited
States, and each of them harbors hate
towards our friend and ally, Israel.
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Further, I know that some make the
argument that sometimes foreign aid
eases diplomatic relations with certain
entities. While I do not discount that
theorem, I do not believe that the
United States should be disbursing any
funding to any entity that promotes
terror and violence. To that I say, trust
is a series of promises Kkept, and we
need to start with upholding good be-
havior, and that is by honoring pre-
vious promises.

This amendment is almost exactly
the same as the amendment I offered to
the last DOD appropriations bill, only
that this amendment has included Da-
mascus, due to the al-Assad regime’s
terrible atrocities of late. That amend-
ment was adopted by voice vote in the
House of Representatives.

I ask my colleagues to give my re-
vised amendment the same unanimous
approval as last time. In the words of
the old American adage: We do not ne-
gotiate with terrorists.

I thank the chairman and the com-
mittee for their work, and I urge a
‘‘yes’ vote on my amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GOSAR. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would just
like to advise him that our side of the
committee especially and enthusiasti-
cally endorses your amendment.

Mr. GOSAR. I appreciate the gen-
tleman, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR).

The amendment was agreed to.

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. HAHN. Today is actually my 1-
year anniversary of being sworn in to
this Congress. It’s hard to believe it’s
been a year.

One of the things I came to Congress
to do was to really move us toward
ending the wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. While we look toward the 11th an-
niversary of Operation Enduring Free-
dom, I believe it’s necessary to reflect
on the staggering human and economic
costs this country has endured over the
past decade. Since 2001, we’ve spent
nearly $635 billion on the Afghanistan
war. Under FY 2012 figures, this
equates to an average of $8.8 billion a
month, $2 billion a week, and nearly
$300 million a day.

With what it takes to keep this war
going for a week, we can hire 45,000
more construction workers to help re-
pair and build our own crumbling infra-
structure. With what it costs to keep
this war going for 1 more month, we
can hire over 250,000 new teachers,
nearly enough to hire back all of the
teachers and public school officials
who’ve lost their jobs during this great
recession. While these figures seem as-
tounding, they don’t begin to compare
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to the human toll that this war has
taken on our active servicemembers
and military families.

Last October, on the weekend of the
10th anniversary of this war in Afghan-
istan, I visited Arlington West in Cali-
fornia—an incredible memorial to the
men and women who died in Iraq and
Afghanistan. It’s truly a moving expe-
rience walking through row after row
of crosses in the sand at Santa Monica
Beach.

As of today, 2,041 U.S. soldiers have
been killed in Afghanistan, and over
12,000 have been wounded. While many
of us talk about these figures here on
the House floor, I know many of us
have even more personal experiences
with families who have suffered loss or
illnesses or injuries of their loved ones.

Unfortunately, I had reason to visit
Walter Reed twice in the last 6 months,
and I've seen the evidence of the sac-
rifice that we’re asking these young
men and women to bear. I think all of
us should take the time to walk the
halls of Walter Reed and see the full
cost that this war has taken. My own
cousin, a young man of 26, was only in
Afghanistan 3 months and was shot in
his leg. It’s unclear whether or not
he’ll get full recovery of his leg. Last
week, I visited one of my former em-
ployees in the City of Los Angeles
whose son, Ben, was in Afghanistan. He
reenlisted three times to go back. Un-
fortunately, this last time, he’s now
lost both of his legs. His future and his
family’s future has changed forever.

When you walk the halls at Walter
Reed, you’re made to remember the
mothers bearing the crosses of their
children, armed with only the memory
of the love lost and unique responsi-
bility that we all have to the fallen.
You’re reminded of the men and women
who are still here and of the battles
that they’re going to have to fight long
after they hang up their fatigues and
come home. You’re reminded of the
struggles shared by the families—the
mothers, the fathers, the sisters, the
brothers, the sons, and daughters—of
these veterans who bear the seen and
unseen scars of four, five, even six
tours of duty.

These scars are most evident in the
recent news that 154 Active Duty serv-
icemembers have committed suicide in
the first 150 days of this year. This is
nearly 1 per day. This is a heart-
breaking statistic that brings into
stark relief the terrible toll of nearly
11 years of war.

Mr. Chairman, we need to bring these
troops home. That’s why I support this
amendment that provides for the safe
and orderly withdrawal of U.S. forces
from Afghanistan and to help bring
this war to an end. A decade at war is
too long.

I want to thank Congresswoman LEE
for raising this incredibly important
issue, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this effort and help bring the
troops home. With that, I yield back
the balance of my time.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LEE OF
CALIFORNIA

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman,
I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short

title), insert the following:
SEC. . (a) The total amount of appro-

priations made available by this Act is here-
by reduced by $19,200,000,000.

(b) The reduction in subsection (a) shall
not apply to amounts made available—

(1) under title I;

(2) under title VI for ‘‘Defense Health Pro-
gram’’; and

(3) under title IX for—

(A) “Military Personnel’’; and

(B) “Defense Health Program”.

Ms. LEE of California (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered read.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chair, I'm
pleased to be joined by my colleagues
in offering an amendment to set Pen-
tagon spending at the levels from the
2008 financial year adjusted for infla-
tion, or at $500 billion.

I'm offering this amendment for one
simple reason: the bloated Pentagon
budget must be addressed if we are se-
rious about solving our Nation’s def-
icit. Quite frankly, our real national
security is about rebuilding our econ-
omy. It’s time to use these tax dollars
to create jobs here at home.

It’s time to rebuild America and also
to provide for the health and economic
security of our brave troops and the
communities that they live in back
here at home. Even with this modest
cut—and it’s very modest at $19.2 bil-
lion—the Pentagon-based budget would
still be, mind you, a half trillion dol-
lars, excluding war funding for Afghan-
istan, far outpacing any other nation
in defense spending.

Americans across the country have
been forced to cut back, and many are
barely able to make ends meet while
Pentagon spending has doubled over
the past decade. The United States
spends as much on its military as the
next 14 countries combined, and all but
three of these are close allies. Ameri-
cans believe no Federal agency should
be immune from cuts, including the
Pentagon. In fact, the average Amer-
ican would pursue a much larger cut of
over $100 billion according to a poll re-
leased earlier this week by the Stimson
Center.

Some have argued that defense cuts
will result in job losses. The Pentagon,
quite frankly, is not a jobs program.
Even if it were, defense spending cre-
ates fewer jobs per billion dollars spent
than investing in other sectors: edu-
cation, health care, clean energy, or
even tax cuts.

The bloated Pentagon budget has
been immune from oversight and scru-
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tiny for too long. We couldn’t even pass
my amendment yesterday calling for
an audit of the Pentagon. This really
has resulted in unbalanced spending
where nearly 60 cents of every discre-
tionary dollar now goes to the Pen-
tagon. If we are serious about address-
ing the deficit, we must take reason-
able steps to rein in Pentagon spend-
ing.

My amendment makes modest cuts
to defense spending while protecting
our active military personnel and retir-
ees from misguided efforts to cut their
compensation and health care expendi-
tures by prohibiting the additional
cuts from coming from Active Duty
and National Guard personnel accounts
from the defense health program. Let
me repeat: not a single penny would
come from Active Duty and National
Guard personnel accounts or from de-
fense health programs.

President Eisenhower famously said
that the United States ‘‘should spend
as much as necessary on defense,”
which we all agree with, ‘“‘but not a
penny more.”’
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At a time when American families,
businesses, and government agencies
are facing budget cuts and tightening
their belts, the Pentagon should not be
immune from the need to justify its ex-
penses and guard against waste, fraud,
and abuse.

I am proposing a very modest pro-
posal over the course of a decade that
would equal less than $200 billion, $200
billion. The Bowles-Simpson Commis-
sion outlines $750 billion in suggested
defense cuts in the next decade.

President Reagan’s Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense, Lawrence Korb, has
proposed $1 trillion in cuts to the Pen-
tagon over the next 10 to 12 years. As I
said, the average American would cut
18 percent of the Pentagon budget, or a
little over $100 billion.

Finding $19 billion in savings next
year is a very modest first step after an
unchecked decade of runaway Pen-
tagon spending. While many Americans
would support a larger cut, this is a
commonsense amendment to change
the direction of Pentagon spending to-
wards a reasonable level aligned with
actual threats to our national security.

I hope my colleagues, many of whom
speak out here on the House floor fre-
quently about the importance of ad-
dressing our deficit, will support this
amendment. If we are really concerned
about the deficit, then vote for this
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this is another amendment that
slashes large amounts from our overall
Defense appropriations bill.

I would say that this subcommittee
is not adverse to reducing defense
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spending when we can do so without
having an adverse effect on readiness
or without having an adverse effect on
our troops, their medical care, and
their families. I understand the gentle-
lady does protect some of those issues
in her amendment.

This committee has already proven
that we are willing to cut defense. In
the last 2 fiscal years, this sub-
committee, on a bipartisan basis and in
a bipartisan way, was able to reduce
$39 billion, and we did so very carefully
by looking at every account, every
project, every place that we could find
weakness in the spending, in the con-
tracting, in programs that were termi-
nated or about to be terminated, and
we can do that, but just an across-the-
board cut is not smart.

Here’s what could happen. We could
actually, with this amendment and
this reduction, we could require that
we reduce or cancel training for troops
returning home from the battlefield or
cancel Navy training exercises because
they are running very tight on funding
already, or reduce Air Force flight
training or delay or cancel mainte-
nance of aircraft, ships, and vehicles.
All of this relates to readiness: to
make sure that the men and women in
the military are ready, that they are
trained properly, that they have the
equipment, and that the equipment is
ready.

Now something new here, interesting
for this year: the CBO—and everyone
understands that CBO is a nonpartisan,
nonpolitical organization—has just
issued their analysis of the Depart-
ment’s Future Year Defense Programs,
the FYDP, and determined that De-
partment plans will actually cost $123
billion more than they actually
project, which means what they say we
will get for the money, we won’t get
that for the money.

Further cuts would make it very dif-
ficult to meet the requirements of the
Department of Defense, the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and the Air Force.
We just don’t want to do that.

This is not the only amendment. We
have dealt with similar amendments
numerous times yesterday, and I ex-
pect that we will again numerous times
today. This is not a good amendment,
and it’s one that I would hope that the
Members reject.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to cosponsor this amendment of-
fered by my friend from California. As
she clearly stated, this amendment
would cut $19.2 billion of Pentagon
spending and bring the overall spend-
ing down to $500 billion while at the
same time protecting our troops and
their medical needs.

Even with this cut, the $500 billion
that remains amounts to a generous
appropriation for the Defense Depart-
ment. With this cut, the Pentagon
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budget would still be greater than the
next 10 countries’ defense budgets com-
bined. That’s right: military spending
from China, Japan, Germany, the U.K.,
Russia, India, France, Saudi Arabia,
and Brazil combined would still trail
our United States’ military Pentagon
budget by hundreds of billions of dol-
lars.

I just don’t understand how someone
can stand here and say half a trillion
dollars isn’t enough. How many more
outdated Cold War weapons systems do
we need? How many helicopters with
unreliable mechanical systems do we
need? How many fighter jets causing
pilot blackouts do we need? How many
more private defense contractors do we
have to pay and overpay?

At some point we have to say enough
is enough. It’s time, Mr. Chairman, for
a reality check. It’s time to accept
that we spend too much on our bloated
defense budget. I mean, ask any other
Department or agency if they would
make due with half a trillion dollars. I
think we all know what that answer
is—they would be delighted.

I urge you all, vote ‘‘yes,’” bring some
sanity back to our budget.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from California will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROOKS

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used by the Department
of Defense or a component thereof to provide
the government of the Russian Federation
with any information about the missile de-
fense systems of the United States that is
classified by the Department or component
thereof.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BROOKS. I want to thank Rep-
resentative MIKE TURNER, chairman of
the Armed Services Strategic Forces
Subcommittee, and Representative
TRENT FRANKS, cochair of the Missile
Defense Caucus, for their support of
this amendment.

This amendment prohibits the ad-
ministration from using funds to share
the United States’ classified missile de-
fense information with Russia. It is
similar to an amendment which passed
with bipartisan support in the House
version of the fiscal year 2013 National
Defense Authorization Act.
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In light of recent statements by
President Obama that he wanted
“more space’ from the Russians in re-
gards to missile defense, and his state-
ment that he would ‘‘have more flexi-
bility’’ on this issue after the elections,
I am concerned, Mr. Speaker, that the
United States’ hit-to-kill and other
valuable missile defense technologies
may become pawns in a political chess
game of appeasement with the Rus-
sians.

Statements by Russian Chief of Gen-
eral Staff Nikolai Makarov have in-
creased my concern. In reference to the
United States’ desire to strengthen our
missile defense sites in Europe, Gen-
eral Makarov threatened the use of
military force against the TUnited
States, declaring that ‘A decision to
use destructive force preemptively will
be taken if the situation worsens.”

Mr. Chairman, if Russia’s defense
staff is willing to blatantly threaten
the United States, why should the
United States hand them the keys to
technology that gives America’s
warfighter a decided advantage.

The danger to national security is
obvious, but there is more to this pic-
ture. The Congressional Research Serv-
ice estimates the United States has
spent approximately $1563 billion on
missile defense. A vast majority,
roughly 90 percent, was spent on hit-to-
kill technology. It makes no sense to
spend $153 billion of taxpayers’ money
on advanced weaponry just to give it
away.

This amendment builds on a letter
that had broad bipartisan support in
the United States Senate and was
signed by 39 senators in April 2011 ex-
pressing concern about giving the Rus-
sians sensitive missile defense data and
technologies.
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These Senators were concerned, as I
am, that the White House must not use
America’s missile defense technologies
as a bargaining chip in negotiations
with Russia.

This amendment helps the United
States lead the world in missile defense
technologies, preserves investments of
billions of dollars, and ensures the via-
bility of current and future missile de-
fense technologies.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my colleague and good friend, Con-
gressman TURNER from the great State
of Ohio.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
may yield, but not specific amounts of
time.

The gentleman from Ohio is recog-
nized.

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. Thank you,
Mr. BROOKS.

I just want to point out the impor-
tance of this amendment and also reit-
erate that this amendment says that
classified information about our mis-
sile defense system should not be al-
lowed to be provided to the Russians.
We have two areas of concern:

Obviously, one, Iran and their grow-
ing ICBM threat to the United States.
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I previously wrote a letter with Chair-
man MCKEON to Secretary Panetta
asking about specific information for
the rising ICBM threat with Iran.

The second aspect is that we’re all
aware that the President is currently
in negotiations on a secret deal with
the Russians. We saw that in the open
mike discussion that the President was
having with Medvedev in South Korea,
where he said he wanted greater flexi-
bility until after the election. Some of
that flexibility should not be disclosing
classified information concerning our
missile defense system to the Russians.
This amendment would say: Mr. Presi-
dent, you won’t tell us what your se-
cret deal is, but that secret deal better
not include sharing classified informa-
tion of the United States with the Rus-
sians about our missile defense.

Again, Mr. BROOKS’ amendment is
very important because it says: Mr.
President, even though you won’t tell
us what the secret deal is, we will not
allow you to exchange classified infor-
mation and weaken the security of the
United States.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 13, 2012.
Hon. LEON E. PANETTA,
Secretary of Defense,
Defense Pentagon, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY PANETTA: We write out of
concern with the Administration’s plans for
missile defense, specifically, the continued
sharp decline in the attention and resources
invested in U.S. national missile defenses.
We fear that this situation could be severely
exacerbated under current plans, including
the threat of defense sequester, which could
be prevented under recent legislation passed
by the House of Representatives. Further, we
are in receipt of an $8 billion reprogramming
request that could, in view of new informa-
tion, continue to mis-prioritze scarce defense
resources.

In 2009, the Administration justified a sig-
nificant shift in U.S. missile defense policy
on the basis of what was labeled ‘‘new intel-
ligence assessments’. Secretary Gates, in a
September 17, 2009, press conference, stated,
“our intelligence assessment also now as-
sesses that the threat of potential Iranian
intercontinental ballistic missile capabili-
ties has been slower to develop than was es-
timated in 2006.” (emphasis added). It there-
fore follows that a shift in intelligence could
justify a further change in U.S. missile de-
fense strategy.

The recently released unclassified 2012 Re-
port on the Military Power of the Islamic
Republic of Iran suggests to us just such a
shift may be at hand. For example, the re-
port stated, ‘‘Beyond steady growth in its
missile and rocket inventories, Iran has
boosted the lethality and effectiveness of ex-
isting systems with accuracy improvements.
. . . Since 2008, Iran has launched multistage
space launch vehicles that could serve as a
test bed for developing long-range ballistic
missile technologies.”’

Because of our concerns that the 2009 judg-
ments may be superseded based on new intel-
ligence information, we have the following
questions, which we request be answered by
you with an unclassified written response:

1. Have key judgments about Iran’s efforts
to develop intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBM) shifted since 2009? Does Iran now in-
tend to develop an ICBM? If so, when is the
earliest it could deploy such a capability?

2. Has Iran continued to improve its ICBM-
related technical capabilities through its
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short-range, medium-range, and
space-launch vehicle tests since 2009?

3. If Iran has now decided to develop an
ICBM capability, does that suggest anything
regarding Iranian decisions to develop a nu-
clear weapons program? There appears to be
no reason for Iran to develop ICBMs unless it
has already decided to develop nuclear weap-
ons, or other weapons of mass destruction, to
put on top of those missiles.

4. Have there been any further develop-
ments that suggest North Korea could be
preparing to deploy a new road mobile ICBM
this year?

Additionally, for almost three years, the
Committee has been asking for, and repeat-
edly promised by your Department, a ‘‘hedg-
ing strategy’ for national missile defense in
the event that the Administration’s plan, as
articulated in the September 2009 decision on
the Third Site and the European Phased
Adaptive Approach (EPAA) and the 2010 Bal-
listic Missile Defense Review, is delayed for
technical or budgetary reasons, or if the bal-
listic missile threat to the United States
emerges faster than was assessed in 2009. In-
deed, in the FY2012 National Defense Author-
ization Act, such a plan was required by law.
The Committee has thus far received no such
strategy.

The Administration’s plan for national
missile defense is almost entirely focused on
assumptions for future changes to the shot
doctrine of the GMD system—which would
not happen for years under the program of
record, assuming it is possible, or the SM-3
IIB missile, which is now a year delayed, and
about which the Defense Science Board and
the National Academies have all expressed
grave concerns for its projected capability.
Indeed, the Government Accountability Of-
fice has expressed concerns about the ab-
sence of any real Analysis of Alternatives to
substantiate technical capability and re-
quirements for the IIB missile and therefore
has warned about the risk of delay and budg-
et overrun. We urge the Administration to
provide the Committee all the analysis that
was prepared when the SM-3 IIB missile was
recommended in September 2009.

Committee staff were briefed in March of
this year on some elements of the ‘‘hedging
strategy’, as then under consideration, in-
cluding potential configurations of an East
Coast site consisting of 20 ground-based
interceptors. The Committee is now in-
formed that the Department has determined
not to share even those briefing slides with
the Committee.

We request you submit the hedging strat-
egy mandated by section 233 of the FY12
NDAA not later than the week of July 30th,
in time for Committee Members to be briefed
before the August district work period and
Senate consideration of the NDAA, and we
request you immediately transmit the brief-
ing slides of the March 6th briefing.

The Committee is in receipt of almost $8
billion in FYI12 reprogramming requests,
with significant sums of money intended for
missile defense capabilities and capabilities
oriented to a potential conflict with a re-
gional threat. We therefore believe it appro-
priate for our requests in this letter to be an-
swered prior to any decision by the Com-
mittee on those matters.

We appreciate your willingness to work
with us on these requests in a timely fash-
ion.

alleged

Sincerely,
HOWARD P. “BUCK”
MCKEON,
Chairman, Committee

on Armed Services.
MICHAEL R. TURNER,
Chairman, Sub-
committee on Stra-
tegic Forces.
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COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 23, 2012.
President BARACK OBAMA,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, there is pro-
found interest on the subject of you and your
Administration’s efforts to enter into an
agreement with the Russian Federation on
the subject of U.S. missile defenses. These ef-
forts were the subject of considerable debate
during the recent consideration of H.R. 4310,
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2013.

Specifically, there is still a great deal of
concern about what you meant when you
were overheard during a recent meeting in
Seoul with Russia’s former President, Dmitri
Medvedev, that after this election, your
“last election,” you ‘‘would have greater
flexibility”’ to make a deal with Russia con-
cerning U.S. missile defenses.

One of your aides, Mr. Nabors, wrote to me
stating “‘[i]t is no secret that this effort [re-
ferring to the effort to negotiate an agree-
ment with Russia about U.S. missile defense]
will be more complicated during election
years in both the United States and Russia.”’
The inference is that the American people
may not like the deal your Administration is
planning to negotiate. If that is the case,
why make it at all?

What is it you and your administration are
concerned the American people would object
to in such a deal with Russia? Would it be
limitations, unilateral or bilateral, with
Russia on the speed, range, or geographical
deployment of U.S. missile defense intercep-
tors?

Of like concern is your apparent belief that
U.S. missile defenses are a hindrance to fur-
ther U.S. nuclear arms reductions. At
present, your Administration is conducting
what’s known as the NPR Implementation
Study, which press reports indicate could
recommend up to 80 percent reductions in
U.S. nuclear forces, on top of the unilateral
U.S. reductions your Administration just ne-
gotiated in the New START treaty. This re-
view is being conducted in total secrecy,
without any information having been shared
with the Congress. Many in Congress, me in-
cluded, are deeply troubled that you may be
willing to further trade or give away U.S.
missile defenses to get closer to your goal of
a world without nuclear weapons.

You may be able to put to rest such con-
cerns if you would simply direct your Ad-
ministration to share with the Congress the
draft agreements that have been offered to
Russia. For example, according to President
Putin in a March 2, 2012 interview with RIA-
Novosti:

“They [referring to your Administration]
made some proposals to us which we vir-
tually agreed to and asked them to get them
down on paper.. .They made a proposal to us
just during the talks, they told us: we would
offer you this, this and that. We did not ex-
pect this, but I said: we agree. Please put it
down on paper . . . We were waiting for their
answer for two months. We did not get it,
and then our American partners withdrew
their own proposals, saying: no, it’s impos-
sible,”” he added.

This is not the first such reference to a se-
cret deal the Obama Administration offered
to Russia. The Russian newspaper
Kommersant reported last October that it
obtained the copy of a deal that was to be
agreed to at the May 2011 08 summit in Deau-
ville, France.

Mr. President, the unwillingness of your
Administration to provide copies of these
draft agreements to the Congress does noth-
ing to resolve concerns about just what your
Administration is prepared to oiler to Russia

July 19, 2012

regarding U.S. missile defenses after your
‘“last election.”

After all, it was not that long ago that
your Administration unilaterally withdrew
from the plan to build the European Third
Site in Poland and the Czech Republic just
to earn goodwill from Russian Presidents
Putin and Medvedev during the negotiations
of the New START treaty. Additionally,
your signing statement earlier this year that
you would treat section 1244 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2012 as non-binding, is troubling in that this
provision, which you signed into law, only
seeks to protect classified U.S. missile de-
fense information from disclosure to Russia
or those to whom it proliferates, like the Is-
lamic Republic of Iran and Syria.

I encourage you to direct your Administra-
tion to provide to the Congress the draft
agreements provided to the Russian Federa-
tion. Such transparency would be the best
way to resolve concerns in the Congress
about your statement to President
Medevedev—*‘[t]his is my last election . . .
After my election I have more flexibility’—
about your intentions for missile defense.
And, I can see no reason why you wouldn’t
provide to the elected representatives of the
American people that which you and your
Administration have provided to President
Putin, President Medvedev and others in
their government.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL R. TURNER,
Chairman, Strategic Forces Subcommittee,
House Armed Services Committee.

Mr. BROOKS. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this actually may be the most
critical amendment that we will con-
sider on this bill today. There should
be no secret deals on our missile de-
fense with a Russian President or any
other person not involved with the se-
curity of our own Nation. This amend-
ment precludes that.

Mr. BROOKS has pointed it out ex-
tremely well and Mr. TURNER has cer-
tainly made a very strong case. But let
me add, our national defense interests
have got to be our interests, not some-
body else’s. Our national defense in-
vestments must be made based on what
is the threat to our Nation, and missile
defense in particular. The Iranians
have just shown a massive arsenal of
missiles—short-range, medium-range,
and some long-range capability. Those
missiles would have the ability to tar-
get our troops wherever they might be
in the Persian Gulf region. They can
even reach to Israel, one of our very
best partners and coalition allies.

We just can’t let this happen. We
can’t let anyone make a secret deal
with a Russian President on missile de-
fense. The threat is too great.

The threat is growing not only from
Iran, but from North Korea. The North
Koreans have invested a lot of time, a
lot of money, and a lot of technology in
developing their missiles, and I don’t
suspect that they are for peaceful pur-
poses.

We have to be always on guard that
we protect Americans and our interests
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and our troops, wherever they might
be, from hostile attacks by somebody’s
missile.

So this is a critical amendment, and
I think it is important that we have a
very large vote and send the message
that we are not going to toy with the
defense of our Nation, especially mis-
sile defense.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. Frankly, we don’t have
any problem with this amendment. I
would be very surprised if the adminis-
tration would give any classified infor-
mation to the Russian Government.
Now, maybe the gentleman Kknows
something that I don’t know. And I un-
derstand that there was an inadvertent
comment suggesting that after the
election there may be a better oppor-
tunity to work between the two gov-
ernments. Those things are said at
times. But I have no personal informa-
tion that anyone is saying that we’re
going to give them this information.
So I personally think it would be a
mistake to give it to them unless it
was declassified so the American peo-
ple would know what the information
was.

But in this case, just to be sure, I'm
willing to go along with the gentle-
man’s amendment. We have to be very
careful here with classified informa-
tion, there’s no question about that.
There’s been some concern expressed
about classified information being re-
leased to the public, which is another
questionable activity.

I support the gentleman’s amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BROOKS).

The amendment was agreed to.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I rise for the
purpose of a colloquy regarding an
amendment that I had intended to offer
relating to military families.

Mr. Chair, our military personnel
have access to great health -care
through TRICARE, but in certain
cases—and many would be surprised to
learn this—TRICARE does not cover
every health service. And this comes
into play sometimes with children of
military families with special needs.
There’s also a circumstance when
someone in the military is separating
from the military but they don’t have
retirement benefits, and their family,
their children, may not have access to
health insurance.

I ran into this in a case back home in
Tampa, Florida, at MacDill Air Force
Base, not unlike many of our col-
leagues here who participate in forums
for veterans and job fairs and the like.
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The military health folks didn’t know
a lot about Medicaid or the Children’s
Health Insurance Program, whether it
applied to military families that they
talked to all of the time or those fami-
lies that are separating from the mili-
tary and are no longer covered by
TRICARE. So we tried to investigate
this with the Pentagon a little bit, but
they were not able to clarify anything
for us.

I have done a little research. There
was one report, entitled, ‘‘Medicaid’s
Role in Treating Children in Military
Families.”” That report advised that 1
in 12 children from military families
rely on Medicaid for some health serv-
ice; and for children with special needs
in the military families, 1 in 9. I was
surprised to learn that, frankly. Plus,
we have many that have served in the
military and have come back from Iraq
or Afghanistan and have a lot of ques-
tions about what it means for them
finding a job, finding coverage for their
family as they move on in their lives.

So I had intended to offer an amend-
ment that simply clarifies the fact that
nothing prohibits DOD from providing
that information at a job fair, a health
fair, or advising military families that
the Medicaid coverage or the SCHIP
coverage could be an option. So I would
really like to work with Chairman
YOUNG, the Department of Defense, and
Ranking Member DICKS so that our
military families don’t have to worry
about health coverage, whether they’re
in the military, they have children,
children with special needs, or they’re
separating from the military and they
just simply need answers to questions
about where they can turn.

I yield to the chairman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlelady for yield-
ing, and I want to thank her for the at-
tention and the hard work that she
does to ensure that our military serv-
icemembers and their families have the
very best information and resources re-
garding health care.
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That is only fair. One of our highest
priorities has always been to take care
of the health of our men and women in
uniform and their families.

I thank the gentlelady again, my
neighbor in Florida, for her advocacy
on this issue and guarantee that we
will be very happy to work with her
and the Department to make sure that
all relevant health care information is
available to our servicemembers, our
retirees, and their families.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair, I
thank the chairman. And this is espe-
cially meaningful coming from Chair-
man YOUNG. No one has been more at-
tentive to military families and our
servicemembers—no matter what serv-
ice, no matter their veteran status—
than Mr. YOUNG, my colleague and
friend from Florida.

I thank the gentleman and yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WALDEN. I would ask the gen-
tleman from Florida if he would be
willing to enter into a colloquy.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would be
happy to enter into a colloquy with my
colleague, the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN).

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman.

As chairman of the Communications
and Technology Subcommittee, I have
taken an interest in the use of our Na-
tion’s spectrum resources by both Fed-
eral and non-Federal users. Spectrum
is becoming increasingly important as
our Nation’s needs for mobile commu-
nications grow. Unfortunately, how-
ever, demand is quickly outpacing the
supply of spectrum.

The U.S. Department of Defense is a
large user of spectrum. Efficient use of
spectrum would therefore not only
greatly benefit our country in terms of
technological and economic develop-
ment, but also help our military in
conducting its critical mission.

Recent discussion of spectrum policy
in government has turned to ways that
governmental and nongovernmental
users might share spectrum to the ben-
efit of both. It has come to my atten-
tion that the work of the Department
of Defense—through the Defense Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency, the
Joint Program Executive Office Joint
Tactical Radio System, and other pro-
grams—has been examining some of
these sharing technologies, but with
mixed results. It is my belief that Con-
gress would benefit greatly from a re-
port on this research. I would suggest
that the Department of Defense draft
such a report that details the status of
its work on cognitive radio, dynamic
spectrum access, software-defined
radio, and any other spectrum-sharing
techniques and technologies.

I would like to ask for your support,
Mr. Chairman, and assistance in work-
ing with the Department of Defense to
get additional information on the types
of technologies under development and
production and how much has been
spent to date for these efforts, as well.

In addition, I believe that a clearer
understanding of the efforts being pur-
sued by the Department of Defense and
the associated organizations for joint
spectrum management technology de-
velopments, what has been deployed
and what future investments will
achieve is important and should be pur-
sued and we should fully understand
what they’re doing.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman would yield, I
would say to him that today, spectrum
is a commodity, and the efficient man-
agement of that commodity is critical.
I agree that understanding the Depart-
ment of Defense’s plans and budgets for
research and development and deploy-
ment of these capabilities is critical.

I look forward to working with Mr.
WALDEN and the Department of Defense
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to understand the technologies and
techniques being employed to improve
government spectrum efficiencies. I
thank the gentleman for raising this
important issue.

Mr. WALDEN. I thank the chairman
for his work on not only this issue and
working with us on this, but also your
terrific dedication to the country over
the years, and especially in moving
this legislation forward.

I yield back the balance of my time.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LEE OF
CALIFORNIA

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman,
I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . (a) The total amount of appro-
priations made available by this Act is here-
by reduced by $7,583,000,000.

(b) The reduction in subsection (a) shall
not apply to amounts made available—

(1) under title I;

(2) under title VI for ‘‘Defense Health Pro-
gram’’;

(3) under title IX; and

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. LEE of California. The Lee-Van
Hollen-Smith amendment would limit
Department of Defense funding to the
amount authorized under the Budget
Control Act of 2011, resulting in a $7.6
billion reduction in spending from the
level authorized by the Appropriations
Committee.

This amendment is cosponsored by
my colleagues, Armed Services Rank-
ing Member ADAM SMITH, Budget Com-
mittee Ranking Member CHRIS VAN
HOLLEN, and Representatives AMASH,
BLUMENAUER, CLARKE, JOHNSON, NAD-
LER, POLIS, SCHRADER, STARK, WELCH,
and WOOLSEY, among others.

As you know, Mr. Chair, last year,
Congress passed the Budget Control
Act, which put in place spending caps
on discretionary spending. Despite
these statutory limitations, the Appro-
priations Committee set overall mili-
tary spending billions of dollars above
what the Pentagon requested or what
was agreed to under the Budget Con-
trol Act.

A deal is a deal. While many of us did
not support the discretionary caps
under the Budget Control Act, our
amendment simply brings Pentagon
spending in line with the law. Again, a
deal is a deal. It does this while pro-
tecting our Active Duty military per-
sonnel and retirees from misguided ef-
forts to cut their compensation and
health care expenditures, by prohib-
iting the additional cuts from coming
from Active Duty and National Guard
personnel accounts or from the Defense
Health Program.

Let me repeat: not a single penny
would come from Active Duty and Na-
tional Guard personnel accounts or
from the Defense Health Program.

The Pentagon budget already con-
sumes almost 60 cents out of every dis-
cretionary dollar we spend, and adding
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billions of unrequested dollars—mind
you, unrequested dollars—at the ex-
pense of struggling families during the
ongoing economic downturn is wrong.

Once again, I just have to remind us
that yesterday an amendment was
struck down, made out of order, that
we still can’t even get an audit of the
Pentagon; and here, once again, we're
going against the law of the land and
violating a deal and asking for more
money—outrageous.

At a time when American families,
businesses, and government agencies
are facing budget cuts and tightening
their belts, why shouldn’t the Depart-
ment of Defense be asked to become
more efficient and eliminate wasteful
programs?

While many of us would support a
larger cut, this is a commonsense
amendment to Kkeep spending in line
with what was agreed to last year. Re-
member, a deal is a deal.

I hope my colleagues, many of whom
speak here on the floor frequently
about the importance of addressing our
deficit, will support this amendment.
So I ask my colleagues, if we are really
concerned with the deficit, then vote
for this amendment. This is money the
Pentagon did not ask for and it does
not need.

Some of us really do believe that
your word is your bond.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, first, I would like to say that I
really respect Ms. LEE’s tenacity and
her determination. There’s no doubt
that she is sincere, but I just disagree
with her amendment.

Actually, except for the numbers
that have changed, this is basically the
same amendment that has been offered
before even today. And so rather than
repeat the arguments, I will just say
the arguments are the same.

This is not a good amendment, and I
would hope that the membership would
oppose this amendment as we have oth-
ers similar to this.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Chairman, we
have actually completed our with-
drawal from Iraq. We are on our way to
withdrawing from Afghanistan. There
is not a strategic need to increase the
base budget for the Defense Depart-
ment beyond the BCA, Budget Control
Act, agreement.

Our own military leaders have ac-
knowledged that our debt and deficits
are the largest national security threat
that our country actually faces. We
need to be building on the fiscal foun-
dation the BCA laid in order to provide
for our children’s futures and the mili-
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tary they will need to defend their free-
doms. Sticking to the BCA framework
is our strategic priority.

We should take a moment to remem-
ber where we were at this time last
year. There was a real threat of gov-
ernment and economic shutdown due
to the approaching debt limit. In the
very 1l1th hour, we passed the bipar-
tisan Budget Control Act to forestall a
sovereign debt crisis by cutting $900
billion from the deficits and agreeing
to cut another $1.2 trillion over the
next 10 years.

Even still, our national debt has in-
creased by $1.3 trillion since we came
to that agreement last August. In part,
this is due to the failure of the super-
committee to reform entitlements in
our Tax Code.

In the coming months, we need to
finish the job we began with the pas-
sage of the Budget Control Act. Re-
forming entitlements and instituting
comprehensive tax reform as suggested
by the Bowles-Simpson plan is no
longer an option but a national neces-
sity. Changes scheduled to go into ef-
fect in January would harm the econ-
omy and the middle class while proving
ineffective in true deficit reduction.
Backpedaling on the BCA is irrespon-
sible.
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By holding this body to the bipar-
tisan law we passed last August and re-
ducing our debt by reducing the under-
lying bill’s appropriation by a mere $7.5
billion—in Washington, D.C. terms—
the amendment before you today will
enhance our national economic secu-
rity.

We need to stick to the spending caps
and move on from the FY 2013 appro-
priation process so we can work on get-
ting the next framework put in place
to responsibly address what has be-
come known as the ‘‘fiscal cliff.”

The American people and businesses
in this country deserve certainty about
their future. We need to do right by
them, avoid a crisis of our own making,
and lay the groundwork for restoring
our economy and getting hardworking
Americans back to work.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. STARK. I'd like to first thank
my friend, Ms. LEE, for bringing up this
important amendment. She knows so
well that the less experience people in
this body have had with the military,
the fiercer they are. That goes to the
Republicans wanting to exceed their
own funding cap in the Budget Control
Act by $8 billion. This is a moderate
amendment to bring us back under the
Budget Control Act.

This is the 12th year that we’ve been
fighting and funding a war in Afghani-
stan and that area; and there’s no
peace, there’s nothing, no stability.
The war in Afghanistan has basically
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contributed to our instability. Nothing
has happened over there. Since 2001, we
have spent $600 billion or $700 billion on
this Afghani war alone, and the De-
fense Department appropriations bill
wants another $600 billion.

Republicans like to talk about enti-
tlements like Medicare driving the
debt. Well, let me tell you, defense
spending has become just as much of
an entitlement, with a team of lobby-
ists and Members of this body who are
more interested in protecting defense
contractors than protecting our coun-
try’s health, education, and economic
growth.

This bill ignores administration pro-
posals to delay or terminate military
programs while providing funding in-
stead for weapons that the Department
of Defense doesn’t want, doesn’t need,
and won’t work. Apparently, funding
wars and weapons instead of better
health care, education, and repairing
our infrastructure are more important
to the Republican majority than all
other issues.

I urge my colleagues to support this
commonsense amendment and start
reining in our out-of-control defense
budget.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,
I'm very proud to join with my col-
league from California (Ms. LEE) and
Mr. SMITH, the ranking member on the
Armed Services Committee, in support
of this amendment.

This amendment is, in fact, different
than every other amendment that has
been offered on this bill. This amend-
ment is very simple and very clear in
its purpose: it’s to make sure that this
Congress complies with the Budget
Control Act agreement that was set by
this body on a bipartisan vote just last
year.

I would just refer my colleagues to
the Budget Control Act and refer them
to section 302, Enforcement of Budget
Goals. It’s right there in plain English
what the 050 number will be, the De-
fense appropriation number will be.
That was the Budget Control Act that
was supported and voted on by the
chairman of the Budget Committee, by
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, by the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, and by the
chairman and the ranking member of
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee.

In fact, the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, Mr. ROGERS, said
last year, when we passed it:

Tough choices will have to be made, par-
ticularly when it comes to defense and na-
tional security priorities, but shared sac-
rifice will bring shared results.

He went on to say:

The Appropriations Committee has already
started making tough decisions on spending
and will continue to under the spending lim-
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its and guidelines provided in this bill—
meaning the Budget Control Act.

That was August 1 of last year. The
chairman of the full Appropriations
Committee was right last year, but the
bill that’s coming to the floor today is
in violation of that bipartisan agree-
ment. As a result of that violation,
while the Defense appropriation bill ex-
ceeds significantly what was requested
by our own Defense Department as
what was necessary to meet our na-
tional security needs—because this bill
dramatically increased that level
above what was requested—the reality
is the other bills that are coming
through the Appropriations Committee
are taking very deep cuts—deep cuts to
education, deep cuts to health care pro-
grams. In fact, the ranking member of
the subcommittee, Mr. DICKS, de-
scribed that Labor-H bill as one of the
most partisan bills that he has seen.
That’s true, and that is a direct result
of the fact that this bill that’s before
us today dramatically explodes the
Budget Control Act agreements.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would just
refer the body to the statements made
by Admiral Mullen recently, who of
course was the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, pointing out that our
military strength depends on our eco-
nomic strength and our economic
strength depends on our long-term fis-
cal health and the soundness of our fis-
cal policy. And I quote Admiral
Mullen, who said:

Our national debt is our biggest national
security threat.

He went on to say:

Everybody must do their part.

He said:

We can no longer afford to spend taxpayer
resources without doing the analysis—this is
Admiral Mullen—without ensuring every
dollar is efficiently and effectively invested.
We can no longer go along with business as
usual if we are going to get our fiscal house
in order.

That is why this body, on a bipar-
tisan basis, agreed to the Budget Con-
trol Act. So it’s very unfortunate that
this bill now comes to the floor in vio-
lation of an agreement, in violation of
an understanding that in order to get
our fiscal house in order, we had to
make tough decisions on defense and
nondefense alike.

By violating the agreement in this
regard, what the committee is saying
is they’re willing to make really tough
decisions. In fact, they make irrespon-
sible decisions with respect to the non-
defense domestic spending, and we
doubt we’ll even see a Labor-H bill on
the floor of this House, it’s so bad. The
reason it’s so bad is because, in part,
that Budget Control Act was violated
and so much was added to the Defense
Department, again, as my colleagues
have said, more than requested by our
military leadership and more than re-
quested by the Defense Department.

I agree with Admiral Mullen, who
said we all need to share in this respon-
sibility. I agree with what my Repub-
lican colleague said just last year when
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we passed the Budget Control Act.
Let’s stick to an agreement and let the
people know that when this body
comes to an understanding after a hard
compromise, we stick with it for the
public good.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chair, | rise today in oppo-
sition to H.R. 5856, the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2013.
Until we can rein in defense spending and
treat it like all other federal programs facing
damaging funding cuts, | cannot support yet
another bloated defense budget. Republicans
talk about how entitlements like Medicare are
driving the debt. But it is clear that defense
spending has become just as much of an enti-
tlement, complete with a team of lobbyists and
members of this body that are more interested
in protecting defense contractors than pro-
tecting our country.

This bill marks the 12th fiscal year the
United States has been fighting and funding
the War in Afghanistan. During this time, we
have pursued a variety of strategies and
plans—none of which have delivered peace
and stability to Afghanistan or the region. The
War has, however, contributed to fiscal insta-
bility in our own country. Since 2001, we have
spent $634 billion on the Afghanistan War
alone. This appropriations bill is going to cost
another $608.2 billion that we do not have.
Yet the cycle continues.

This year's bill exceeds the Republicans’
own funding caps set by the Budget Control
Act by almost $8 billion. This bill ignores ad-
ministration proposals to delay or terminate
several military programs while providing fund-
ing for weapons programs the DoD said it
doesn’t want or need. Apparently, funding
wars and weapons instead of better health
care, education, and repairing our crumbling
infrastructure are more important to the Re-
publican Majority. It is unconscionable for us
to be cutting these vital programs at the same
time we’re increasing the defense budget.
That is why | joined with Representative BAR-
BARA LEE (D-CA) to offer an amendment to
cut that $8 billion from the defense appropria-
tions bill.

| urge my colleagues to support this com-
monsense amendment and join me in voting
against this out of control defense spending
bill.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from California will
be postponed.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to engage the chairman, Mr.
YOUNG, in a colloquy if he will so en-
gage.

Mr. Chairman, I commend you and
your committee for your hard work
putting together this bill. The efforts
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by your committee and your staff to
provide our warfighters with the tools
they need to keep our Nation secure
are our first priority, and I thank you
for your service doing just that.

I applaud your work also to mitigate
risk associated with shrinking budgets.
I believe this bill shows your leadership
to make the tough decisions to fund
our Department of Defense at the ap-
propriate levels even during this time
of fiscal austerity.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CONAWAY. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I want to
thank him very much for the comment.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
would also like to thank you specifi-
cally for your work addressing the
wasteful pursuit by the Department—
specifically the Navy—to stand up an
alternative energy industry. These ef-
forts go against the primary mission of
the Department and are a colossal
waste of taxpayer money, especially as
we are scrubbing every penny inside
the Pentagon.

The Navy claims that its pursuit of a
green fuel source that is produced in
the United States would help protect it
from price shocks and volatility within
the oil markets. I have yet to hear an
argument that supports how spending,
on average, $26 a gallon for biofuels
would protect our fuel budgets when we
could be paying $3.60 a gallon. This ar-
gument simply doesn’t add up.
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Prices, Mr. Chairman, would have to
rise eightfold for this equation to
work.

The Navy claims that development of
biofuels will limit the number of
deaths associated with fuel convoys in
theater. Yet, this is a specious argu-
ment. Convoys will still be needed to
haul biofuels across dangerous areas to
supply our needs, just like conven-
tional fuels. And if they’re less effi-
cient, more convoys would in all likeli-
hood be needed.

The Navy also claims that buying
biofuels and sailing their Green Fleet
will end up saving American taxpayer
dollars and ultimately lead our mili-
tary to energy independence. Through-
out hearings in the House and the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, wit-
nesses failed to offer any verifiable
analysis that shows the costs of achiev-
ing this goal or when these goals can
be achieved.

Mr. Chairman, time and time again,
with this current administration we’ve
seen instances of shortsighted, unreal-
istic expectations like this and its sis-
ter project, Solyndra, at the Depart-
ment of Energy where venture capital-
ists are making a fortune off frivolous
spending of taxpayer dollars on
projects that belong in the private sec-
tor.

The Department of Defense should be
in the business of prosecuting wars and
keeping this country safe, not wasting
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dollars on the pursuit of green fuel. I
would argue that Department leaders
should focus on buying the cheapest
most readily available fueling which
keeps our ships steaming and our
planes flying.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CONAWAY. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Thank you
for yielding.

I appreciate the gentleman’s atten-
tion to this matter, and I support his
efforts to prioritize spending within
the Defense Department. I look for-
ward to working with him to ensure
that our scarce defense dollars are
spent in a responsible manner, and I
thank the gentleman for raising this
issue.

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), add the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used for the administra-
tion of the Armed Services Vocational Apti-
tude Battery for the student (high school)
testing programs.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KUCINICH. Just so you know,
and I want the chairman and the rank-
ing member to know, in offering this
amendment, it’s not my intention to
wipe out military recruiting. It’s very
important for people to be able to serve
our country. It’s an honorable profes-
sion. It’s essential to America.

What this amendment is about really
is about upholding the right of parents
to be able to determine whether or not
their young person should have to take
a test that would be given to them
under the auspices of the Armed Serv-
ices Vocational Aptitude Test. This is
a test that is administered annually to
1 million military applicants, high
school and postsecondary students.

But it’s more than just a test. Here’s
the kind of information that students
who take this test divulge: Social Se-
curity number, gender, race, ethnicity,
birth date, statement of future plans,
and most significantly, their aptitude
on a battery of subcritical tests.

Now, if you ever wanted to make a
case for the danger of Big Government
being able to reach into schools, think
about this. You’ve got the largest orga-
nization in the government admin-
istering tests to high school kids and
basically getting all the information
they want about these young people,
and without their parents’ consent. I
have a problem with that, and we all
should have a problem with that.

Now, if someone can tell me that
you’ll fix this and provide for an opt-in
or opt-out, or tell me that, you know,
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DENNIS, you’re right; any young person
who could end up in military service,
their parents ought to consent to
whether or not they should be able to
take the test and/or whether the re-
sults of the test should be released.

This is about privacy. It’s about pa-
rental rights, and it’s also about not
letting Big Government become Big
Brother, gathering information about
our children at a very early age in
order to have some higher purpose.

It might be very altruistic here.
We’ve got to be very careful about this
system we’ve set up. This Armed Serv-
ices Vocational Aptitude Test is ad-
ministered in recruiting centers.
That’s true. Fine. But it’s also offered
to high schools and postsecondary stu-
dents. And according to the Pentagon,
the Career Exploration Program is de-
signed to help students explore civilian
and military careers.

But the rise of this test in high
schools has led countless students and
parents to feel that they’re being un-
fairly, potentially illegally, and often-
times unknowingly recruited.

The Department of Defense claims
it’s just a tool to screen students’ en-
listment eligibility and determine
their interests and skills for non-
military careers, but Mr. Chairman,
more than 90 percent of the scores
being sent are sent directly to military
recruiters. So it’s obvious this is a re-
cruiting tool. Fine.

How about letting the parents know
about it? How about giving parents a
choice, because most of the times
you're talking about somebody that’s
under 18 years old?

So I don’t oppose military recruit-
ment. I want that understood. But I am
concerned that this test is being ad-
ministered to kids in our public schools
in a way that circumvents parental
consent. The vast majority of students
think they’re taking the test and that
it’s required by their high school. Par-
ents aren’t informed that children are
given the test. Why? Because their con-
sent isn’t required.

Let’s get the parents in on this.

Now, my dad encouraged me to be in
the military. I had a heart murmur. I
couldn’t serve. All my brothers and my
sister did. But you know what? We had
some feedback with our parents about
this.

You give a kid a test, that puts that
child on a track to military service,
parents don’t know about it? Are you
kidding me?

Parents have a right here, and we
have to restrain the impulse of a big
government organization to gather in-
formation about these kids that ordi-
narily the government would never be
entitled to.

So I want to make sure that my
friends in the majority and my friend,
who’s the ranking member, understand
that my amendment in no way stops
consenting adults from pursuing a ca-
reer in the military or from taking the
test at a recruiting station or proc-
essing station. It doesn’t prohibit mili-
tary recruiter presence in our schools.
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We dealt with that in No Child Left Be-
hind. I was on the other side on that,
but my amendment doesn’t stop that.

But it stops the administration of
this test in schools, so it can’t be used
as a recruiting tool disguised as a test
that targets children who are legally
too young, too young to consent to a
career in the Armed Forces.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment. This amendment
would basically prohibit funds from
being used to administer the Armed
Services Vocational Aptitude Battery
test. This amendment would negatively
impact both the education and recruit-
ing communities.

This test is administered free of
charge on a voluntary basis. It’s on a
voluntary basis to high school and col-
lege students as part of a comprehen-
sive Career Exploration Program. This
program integrates student aptitudes
and interests to help them explore
postsecondary opportunities, including
college, technical schools, and civilian
as well as military careers.

As education resources grow to-
gether, many schools rely on this free
test to provide a valuable career explo-
ration experience. And we, as a Nation,
benefit from this test. Through this
amendment, the gentleman would ef-
fectively prohibit high schools from of-
fering this test, which would be unfor-
tunate, and we are strongly opposed to
the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of
Texas). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I take this time to advise Mem-
bers of something that they might be
exposed to here shortly. Recently, I
had an opportunity to experience what
I call ambush journalism on an issue
that—I really found it hard to believe
that this investigative reporter would
raise the issue.
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He was very upset because of the
amount of money we spend to return
our ‘‘killed in action’ heroes back to
their families at their home bases after
they arrive in the United States at
Dover. I was really shocked that that
would be a concern to anybody because
I believe that those heroes should be
treated with the utmost respect.

I told this distinguished gentleman
that I would do everything that I pos-
sibly could to make sure that the prop-
er respect and dignity were awarded
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these heroes as their remains return
home to their families. This gentleman
thought that Congress actually set the
schedules and decided which airplanes
fly the soldiers back home. I explained
the law. I explained that that was not
the case. I explained that the Pentagon
had a lot of people who did administra-
tive things like that, including sched-
uling.

I expect that many of you might also
face this same investigative reporter
and be asked the same question. I just
want you to be aware that that is the
issue. I don’t understand why anybody
would want to deny a hero killed in ac-
tion dignity and respect as he returns
home to his family. It is just exas-
perating to me, I will say, Mr. Chair-
man. I just wanted Members to be
aware. You may be faced with this very
same question, with this very same
issue. I hope you’re not, but you might
be; so I bring this to your attention
just in case.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. I have had a chance to
talk to the distinguished chairman of
the Defense Subcommittee, Mr. YOUNG
of Florida, about this issue. I can tell
you, based on long experience, that no
one cares more about our wounded war-
riors and also of those who have lost
their lives and are coming home for the
last time.

I think the way that the Department
of Defense handles this is appropriate.
They are trying to get these bodies
back to the parents or to the families
as expeditiously as possible. Obviously,
Congress doesn’t tell them how to do
this. Obviously, we fund that program.
I just appreciate Mr. YOUNG’s history
of concern about our troops. I know
that he stood up to a journalist, as
most of us have had to do from time to
time, who thinks he knows all the an-
swers but who has not gotten all of the
information.

As was suggested, the decisions about
how to do this from Dover to the home
are made by the Department of De-
fense. I think that it is done appro-
priately, and I think it is done in a dig-
nified way and in a way that all of us
can be proud of. So I appreciate what
Mr. YOUNG has done here. I just want
him to know that I support him and
will be glad to talk to any reporter.

I see the distinguished chairman of
the authorizing committee is here as
well. Maybe it’s necessary to have an-
other meeting and to bring in some of
the senior Members of the House and
those who are leaders in defense to talk
to this reporter and to try to make him
understand how this actually func-
tions.

I just want my good friend Mr.
YOUNG to know that we support him.
This is not something that he has day-
to-day responsibility for, and he should
not be blamed in any way. Again, we
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just know that he and his wife, Bev-
erly, have been such great supporters
of the troops, so to have any insinu-
ation here is just not appropriate.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
with great pride to stand with Chair-
man YOUNG in order to reaffirm my
commitment and the commitment of
the members of the Armed Services
Committee to the dignified and re-
spectful transportation of the remains
of our war casualties to their final
resting places.

The current process of airlifting our
fallen warriors was initiated by the
Committee on Armed Services and leg-
islated in 2006 following a series of un-
fortunate cases in which the transfers
of remains simply did not meet the
high standard that the people of our
Nation demanded. As awareness grew,
it was very quickly clear that the rou-
tine treatment of our warriors on their
returns home was not meeting the ex-
pectations of families and communities
across the Nation.

Without this law, the Department of
Defense would be required to transport
them by the cheapest means, in other
words, to transport remains without an
escort and in the cargo holds of com-
mercial airliners along with the suit-
cases and FedEx packages. No one
wants to see that. That is not how the
American people wish to treat those
who have made the ultimate sacrifice
on our behalf.

The soul of a nation can be measured
by its commitment to honor those who
have sacrificed all to defend that na-
tion. If a nation takes a bookkeeper’s
approach to measuring that commit-
ment, then, in this Nation’s case, the
cost of Arlington, of all the national
cemeteries, of the cemeteries we main-
tain overseas, of the efforts made to ac-
count for our war dead and missing is
too high. When it comes to upholding
the traditions so intrinsically linked to
the values treasured by the American
people, our Nation will never be ac-
cused of possessing a bookkeeper’s
mentality. There is only one standard
for the treatment of our fallen heroes,
and the American people will demand
that the standard will be met in the
most dignified and respectful manner
possible.

I commend the gentleman from Flor-
ida for taking a moment to reaffirm
the commitment of the Congress and
the American people on this important
issue. I cannot understand anyone who
would challenge him on his devotion to
our servicepeople. He and his wife both
have dedicated the ultimate measure
to seeing that our servicepeople are
given the respect and the things that
they need. I don’t know anyone who
has visited the hospitals more or who
has really cared about our people. I
commend the chairman for this, for his
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devotion to those who wear the uni-
form.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HUNTER. As a United States ma-
rine who served in Iraq and Afghani-
stan and who saw the bodies and the
flag-draped caskets with dignity and
respect get put into the backs of air-
planes and sit off of the battlefield in
those two theaters, I want to thank
you, Mr. Chairman, for standing up for
the fact that we accept them back into
our arms in this Nation with the same
dignity and respect.

I would like to go a little bit further.

Beyond saying this isn’t Congress’
job, if it were not for Congress, the
bodies of our dead military men and
women who come back to this Nation
would be in the cargo holds of commer-
cial airliners. As the moms and dads
watch their sons and daughters get
forklifted off a commercial airline
cargo hold and set on the ground—with
no military escorts and with no flag-
draped coffins—that is what we should
be ashamed of. I would say that this is
an issue that resonates with anybody
who has worn a uniform or with any
family who has had to receive the re-
mains of a loved one.

Those who die for this Nation should
be handled by honor guards, not by
forklifts. It’s harsh but true that the
people who question the necessity of
this process need to examine their
souls and ask themselves if they are
even worthy of the freedoms that are
protected and secured by our military
heroes. There is no extravagant cost.
There are no luxury accommodations.
Those who pay for our freedom with
their lives deserve to be treated with
respect and handled as the heroes that
they are.

There are plenty of places in the de-
fense budget we can find savings, but
the idea that someone would suggest
the way we treat our war dead is a
waste of money and resources should
be ashamed, and he should not bring
that up to any more Representatives in
the future.

I again want to thank Chairman
YouNGg for his extraordinary service
and for the way that he honors our
wounded and our KIAs.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chair, I move to
strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Oregon is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Chair, I wish to
engage in a colloquy with Chairman
YOUNG and Ranking Member DICKS.

Yesterday, the House adopted an
amendment I offered with Congress-
woman BUERKLE directing the National
Guard to conduct a capability assess-
ment of the medical equipment in its
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domestic Humvee ambulances. This
will pave the way for the retrofitting of
Humvee ambulances that lack ade-
quate cardiac monitoring and resus-
citation equipment. As you know, the
National Guard’s mission includes re-
sponding to terrorist attacks, home-
land security emergencies, natural dis-
asters, and providing defense support
to civil authorities. This equipment
will allow the Guard to effectively
carry out their mission.

But the retrofitting of currently-
owned Humvee ambulances is not
enough. To purchase ambulances in the
future that lack cardiac monitoring
and resuscitation equipment is, frank-
ly, irresponsible. Mr. Chair and Mr.
Ranking Member, the adjutant gen-
erals in eight different Sates, including
Washington, New York, and my home
State of Oregon, have indicated that
this equipment is necessary to their
missions, and could make the dif-
ference between life and death in an
emergency situation.

Mr. Chair and Mr. Ranking Member,
both Congresswoman BUERKLE and I
appreciate your support for our amend-
ment yesterday and your commitment
to all who serve in our Nation’s Na-
tional Guard. Congresswoman BUERKLE
and I had another amendment to en-
sure that this important lifesaving
equipment would be included in
Humvee ambulances purchased for the
Guard in the future. In lieu of that
amendment, I ask if you will work with
Ms. BUERKLE and me to ensure that fu-
ture Humvee ambulances purchased for
Guard use contain adequate cardiac
monitoring and resuscitation equip-
ment?

I would be happy to yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentlelady for yielding, and I thank the
gentlelady for raising this issue.

The attention and hard work to en-
sure the proper equipping of Humvee
ambulances in units of our National
Guard is extremely important. In to-
day’s wars, because we have these in-
creased benefits, we have better train-
ing, we have better medicines, we’re
able to move soldiers from the battle-
field almost as soon as they’re hurt.
Lives are being saved. Troops are sur-
viving who in previous wars would not
have survived. So the gentlelady’s
work is a very important part of this
capability.

I agree that the Humvee ambulances
and National Guard units should be
outfitted with proper medical equip-
ment to effectively accomplish the as-
signed missions, and that any new pur-
chases of Humvee ambulances should
include the equipment necessary for
mission accomplishment. The capa-
bility assessment that the National
Guard will soon conduct will greatly
assist this effort. I thank the gentle-
lady for her advocacy in this extremely
important issue of saving the lives of
our heroes on the battlefield.

Mr. DICKS. Will the
yield?

gentlelady
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Ms. BONAMICI. Yes, I will yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I agree with my col-
league and look forward to working
with you on this issue. Our National
Guard and Humvee ambulances must
have the cardiac monitoring and resus-
citation equipment and capabilities
needed to respond to terrorist attacks,
natural disasters, and homeland secu-
rity emergencies. This should be given
careful thought when the Department
of Defense makes future purchases. I
might point out that this probably
comes in other procurement for the
Army, but also that the committee has
provided $2 billion in National Guard
equipment so that this money goes
through and the National Guard actu-
ally gets to decide what that equip-
ment is.

We look forward to working with
you, with the Army, and the National
Guard to see if there’s an answer to
this problem.

I appreciate the gentlelady yielding.

Ms. BONAMICI. Thank you, Mr.
Ranking Member.

I sincerely thank the chairman and
the ranking member for their atten-
tion, cooperation, and willingness to
work on and address this very impor-
tant issue. With that, I yield back the
balance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract, memorandum of understanding, or co-
operative agreement with, make a grant to,
or provide a loan or loan guarantee to
Rosoboronexport.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is about what is happening
in Syria today as we speak.

What began as peaceful demonstra-
tions against a nonrepresentative mi-
nority government quickly became vio-
lent when Bashar al-Assad chose the
path of violence over an inclusionary
government. Since the uprising began
in March of last year, at least 16,000
Syrians have been killed, countless
thousands have been seriously injured,
and at least 200,000 people have been
displaced.

In neighborhoods like Homs, as well
as in defenseless refugee camps, women
and children are being attacked, sexu-
ally assaulted, and summarily exe-
cuted. Accused civilian sympathizers
are being brutally tortured, I won’t
even go into the manner in which they
are torturing them with all the acid
burns, and sexual assaults, and so on.

And, this country’s violence is only
going to get worse. We read what hap-
pened yesterday when some of Presi-
dent Assad’s closest military advisers,
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including the minister of defense, were
assassinated in Damascus. As the un-
rest spreads, as all this violence con-
tinues, the international community
has had to sit on the sidelines, unable
to take action because of Russian oppo-
sition at the United Nations. Mr.
Chairman, perhaps one reason the Rus-
sians oppose more forceful steps
against Syria is because they are the
regime’s principal weapons supplier.
They have a vested economic interest.
That’s why they won’t cooperate with
the rest of the international commu-
nity who is trying to act responsibly.

Just last year, Moscow sold Damas-
cus $1 billion in arms. In particular, a
Russian state-owned firm, known as
Rosoboronexport, has provided Assad’s
regime with mortars, sniper rifles, at-
tack helicopters, and even recently
agreed to provide advanced fighter jets.
In a recent letter from the Pentagon to
the Congress, the Pentagon wrote that
there is evidence that this
Rosoboronexport’s arms are being used
to kill the civilians in Syria. As we
speak, more Russian arms, including
refurbished helicopters, are steaming
towards Syria on a ship. I raise this on-
going humanitarian disaster in Syria
and the role of this particular Russian
firm in it because the U.S. Government
has substantial business dealings with
Rosoboronexport, and that makes us in
some ways complicit in what is hap-
pening.

To date, the Department of Defense
has purchased 23 Mi-17 helicopters from
Rosoboronexport for use by the Afghan
National Security Forces. Just this
past weekend, DOD agreed to purchase
10 more, which will not be delivered
until 2016, 2 years after we’ve left Af-
ghanistan. I don’t know about you, but
I'm nervous about how those heli-
copters might be used 2 years after
we’ve already left the country. Who are
they going to be used by? And who are
they going to be used against?

Even more distressing is that DOD is
buying these helicopters for our Af-
ghan allies from Syria’s main arms
supplier through a no-bid contract. It’s
an earmark for the Russians, no less.
There has never been competition for
supplying rotorcraft for the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces. If there had
been, our American firms would have
won it.

Mr. Chairman, I should think it’s
troubling to all of us that we are pur-
chasing helicopters from a Russian
firm that is directly complicit in the
deaths of thousands of innocent Syrian
men, women, and children. This has
got to stop.

What this amendment would do is to
simply say no more purchases from
this Russian arms supplier. We don’t
need to be purchasing any more heli-
copters for years in advance when
we’re not even going to have a military
presence in the country.
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The Russians have vetoed U.N. reso-
lutions designed to stop this violence
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in Syria. They are preventing an ex-
pansion of the current U.N. mandate.
Our financial support for
Rosoboronexport, has to be stopped. We
have to divest ourselves from depend-
ence on this state owned arms supplier.

This amendment would stop our busi-
ness dealings with Syria’s principal
arms supplier. Otherwise, our con-
demnations of Syria’s regime ring hol-
low.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the
American taxpayer and for this amend-
ment.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. I rise in support of
my colleague’s bipartisan amendment,
which prohibits any funds provided in
this act from being used to fulfill the
Defense Department’s current contract
with Rosoboronexport, the Russian
state arms dealer currently providing
weapons to Syria for Mi-17 helicopters
for the Afghan security forces.

This amendment builds upon the bi-
partisan support of the amendment
added to the House authorization bill
that prohibits future contracts along
the same lines and requires future con-
tracts to be competitively bid so that
U.S. manufacturers can compete on
these taxpayer-funded deals.

For over a year now, we have seen
Syrian President Bashar al-Assad re-
spond to peaceful demonstrations by
the Syrian people with a brutal crack-
down. According to the Syrian Observ-
atory for Human Rights, over 17,000
people have been killed by the regime
since violence began there in March
2011. Fighting this week has further in-
tensified in and around Damascus, and
there are reports, after similar vio-
lence in Houla and Qubair, that more
than 100 civilians have been massacred
in Tremseh. This is on top of torture,
sexual violence, inference with access
to medical treatment and many other
gross human rights violations per-
petrated by the al-Assad regime.

At the same time, Russia continues
to provide that regime with the means
to perpetrate widespread systemic at-
tacks on its civilians. Last year alone,
they reportedly sold Damascus $1 bil-
lion in weapons. In January, they
signed a deal with Damascus to supply
Syria with 36 combat jets.

Last month Secretary of State Clin-
ton expressed concern that Russia is
sending attack helicopters to Syria.
The New York Times last Saturday, in
an article on the defection of Syrian
Air Force Captain Akhmed Trad, de-
tailed the use of rocket-equipped Mi-17
helicopters by the regime. Earlier
today, Russia, along with China, ve-
toed a U.N. Security Council resolution
that would have sanctioned the Assad
regime for the continued use of heavy
weapons.

Yet, incredibly, the U.S. Defense De-
partment has purchased 21 Mi-17 heli-
copters for the Afghan security forces
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and is reportedly purchasing 10 more
through a no-bid with that Russian
company, even though it supplies arms
to Syria and was, for years, on the U.S.
sanctions list for providing illegal nu-
clear assistance to Iran.

If U.S. taxpayer dollars are going to
be spent providing helicopters to the
Afghans, those dollars should be spent
on American systems that create jobs
here at home. There are American
companies available to manufacture
the aircraft, which would increase
interoperability with both the U.S. and
NATO forces and support American
manufacturing. The Defense Depart-
ment is reportedly already training the
Afghans how to fly and maintain
American-made helicopters.

At the very least, there should be an
open competition for procurement of
these helicopters, a competition we be-
lieve superior American manufacturers
would win. In any case, the American
taxpayer dollars should not be used to
subsidize al-Assad’s murderous regime
in Syria.

This amendment will end this no-bid
contract, stop the use of Federal dol-
lars to subsidize the massacres being
perpetrated by the al-Assad regime. I
urge you to support this bipartisan
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have had the opportunity to dis-
cuss this amendment numerous times
with Mr. MORAN and with our col-
leagues on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and I would like to say that I
am here to support this amendment.

However, I would like to engage Mr.
MORAN and ask if he would be willing,
as we move forward—I know we can’t
do it on the floor today—to include a
national security waiver in this lan-
guage when we get to conference. As
we go through the process, would the
gentleman have any difficulty sup-
porting us in that effort to get a na-
tional security waiver?

I yield to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank you, first of all, for your support
of this amendment as well as your
leadership of this committee.

I think this is an excellent idea. Per-
haps, if we were to get into conference
with the Senate on this bill, which I
expect we will, we could add that na-
tional security waiver at that time
and, thus, we would not be compro-
mising the things that don’t need to be
discussed on the floor.

But I think that’s an excellent sug-
gestion, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s deference to concerns that HASC
might have. With that, I do appreciate
the very distinguished chairman’s sup-
port.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman very much, and I do support
this amendment.
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Mr. DICKS. Will
yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I support the amendment
as well, and I appreciate the work of
my friend and colleague from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN) and Congresswoman ROSA
DELAURO on this issue.

There are some reasons why these
Mi-17 helicopters are sold to the Af-
ghans. It’s not just a blunder. It’s be-
cause of the altitude of the country.
There is a legitimate national security
issue here that has to be addressed, and
I think we do have helicopters, maybe
not Black Hawks, but CH-47s, that can
g0 to a higher altitude. I don’t know
how much more expensive they are or
anything about it.

But I just want to point out that, be-
cause I don’t want people to have the
impression that they just did this mali-
ciously. There were some legitimate
reasons for this.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, and I very much thank my friend
and colleague, the ranking member of
the committee.

That is an important point to make.
The Pentagon not only has to be con-
cerned about the operability in Afghan-
istan, which is quite different.

Mr. DICKS. Very unique.

Mr. MORAN. It is very unique. Plus,
the Afghans need helicopters they can
maintain after we leave. They are used
to maintaining Russian helicopters.
During the occupation, they learned
that. I understand they are easier to
maintain than some of ours.

But notwithstanding that, I think
the gentleman would agree that there
is reason for some apprehension after
we have left the country to continue
supplying these helicopters.

Mr. DICKS. There ought to be a com-
petition. I mean, there is no reason
that this should be sole-sourced. There
should be an opportunity for American
contractors to compete, and one thing
we’re going to have to work on is logis-
tics and their ability to handle equip-
ment. That’s a very weak point right
now with the Afghan military.

Mr. MORAN. The other point, if the
gentleman would further yield, is this
firm is not someone we ought to be
dealing with unless we absolutely have
to. These are people that have violated
our concerns about providing nuclear
capacity to Iran. They have been cited
about that. They are supplying a bil-
lion dollars of arms to Assad; and its
principal reason, I suspect, because it’s
a state-owned firm, that Russia won’t
comply with the rest of the world.

It does need to be seen in that con-
text, as well, to send this kind of a

the gentleman
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message. It’s not a message I am nec-
essarily sending to the Pentagon. It’s a
message we’re trying to send to Russia:
Let’s get on board.

Mr. DICKS. In that respect I am to-
tally supportive of what the gentleman
is trying to accomplish.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. ELLISON. First of all, Mr. Chair-
man, I'm very pleased to see that
there’s broad bipartisan agreement on
this issue. It’s always a great benefit
when we can work things out—and oc-
casionally we do, just as we’ve seen. So
that’s a good thing. But I do have an
obligation to speak up for constituents
of my own on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I have to say on the
record that there have been more than
17,000 people Kkilled in Syria over the
last 14 months. That’s when a non-
violent uprising began in response to
Bashar Al-Assad’s brutal torture and
murder of teenage Kkids in the city of
Dara’a. Violence against civilians has
escalated rapidly in months. There
have been large massacres in the vil-
lages of Houla, Qubair, and possibly
Tremseh.

The international community, in-
cluding the Arab League, has over-
whelmingly condemned Al-Assad’s vio-
lent repression. One country—Russia—
has refused to stop arming Al-Assad
and his murderous campaign. In fact, a
Russian cargo ship could deliver mili-
tary helicopters to Syria this week.
Rosoboronexport is the Russian weap-
ons dealer arming the Al-Assad regime.
There’s substantial evidence Al-Assad
is using weapons from Rosoboronexport
against innocent civilians in Syria. I
was surprised to learn that our own
government is buying Russian-made
helicopters from Rosoboronexport.

Put simply, our government is sup-
porting Syria’s arms dealer, which is
enabling the Syrian regime’s bloody
crackdown. This should stop. That’s
why I urge all to support this amend-
ment, which it looks like there’s broad
agreement on. American taxpayers
should not be supporting Syria’s arms
dealer. If the military wants to buy
helicopters, it should by American ones
and create jobs at home, not in Russia.
Our amendment does the right thing. It
ends the U.S. purchases from
Rosoboronexport. I'm proud that it has
strong bipartisan support, and I urge
all of my colleagues to support it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MORAN. Mr.
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-

Chairman, I de-
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ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Virginia will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TURNER OF OHIO

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to—

(1) reduce the nuclear forces of the United
States in contravention of section 303(b) of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22
U.S.C. 2573(b)); or

(2) implement the Nuclear Posture Review
Implementation Study or modify the Sec-
retary of Defense Guidance for Employment
of Force, Annex B, or the Joint Strategic Ca-
pabilities Plan, Annex N.

The Actin