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As Members of the United States
Congress, we should be ashamed, we
should be ashamed that there are 50
million people in the United States of
America that are hungry, that 17 mil-
lion of them are children. It is out-
rageous.

We’re the richest, most powerful
country in the world. There shouldn’t
be any hunger here. There shouldn’t be
anybody who has to worry about
whether or not they’re going to be able
to put good, nutritious food on the
table.

So I urge my colleagues, Democrats,
Republicans, please do not fall for this
notion that cutting $20 billion won’t
make any difference to anybody, that
we’re just kind of tightening the pro-
gram up. Don’t fall for that line, be-
cause it’s just not true. It’s just not
true.

$20 billion in cuts from this program
will mean that people today, who today
are getting food tomorrow will not.
And, again, if people qualify for this
program, their kids automatically
qualify for the free breakfast or lunch
program at school. You cut these fami-
lies off this program, those kids will no
longer be eligible for that.

How that serves our natural interest,
how that helps anything in this coun-
try, how that even deals with our def-
icit, our debt problem is beyond me be-
cause we’re creating a whole slew of
new problems.
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We are so much better than that. We
are so much better than that.

Let me just close with this, Mr.
Speaker. Some people have said to me,
well, hunger has been around for a long
time. There’s nothing we can do about
it. Those people are wrong, Mr. Speak-
er. They’re wrong. In 1968, there was a
documentary on television on ABC
that documented for the entire Nation
to see the hunger problem in America.
And in the aftermath of that documen-
tary, in a bipartisan way, people like
Senator George McGovern of South Da-
kota, Senator Robert Dole of Kansas,
Senator Jake Javits of New York and
Senator Hubert Humphrey of Min-
nesota, in a bipartisan way came to-
gether and helped put together an ef-
fort to end hunger.

In the 1970s, in the mid- to late 1970s,
we almost succeeded in ending hunger
in this country. We almost succeeded.
And then came along a Congress that
undid everything, and today we have
seen the results of the negligence of
Congress and of various White Houses
over the years, and that is 50 million
Americans—50 million Americans—who
are hungry.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we can do
better than that, and I believe that we
are a much better country than that. I
plead with my colleagues here, please
don’t do this. Please don’t do this. The
people we’re talking about who benefit
from this program don’t have any big
political PACs, and they don’t have a
lot of high-priced lobbyists here in
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Washington. I'm not even sure how
many of them are going to vote in the
next election. But they’re our neigh-
bors. They’re our friends. They’re part
of our community. We’re supposed to
represent them. We’re supposed to help
people, not hurt people.

If this farm bill goes forward with a
$20 billion cut in SNAP, we will be
hurting people in this country. We will
be hurting millions and millions of
people in this country.

I hope we don’t go down that path. I
urge my colleagues, in a bipartisan
way, to join with me. End hunger now.
Reject these attempts at cutting SNAP
by $20 billion, support a farm bill that
supports not only our farmers, but sup-
ports good nutrition and supports an
effort that will end hunger now.

I thank my colleagues for listening
to me, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

———

SNAP AND IMMIGRATION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30
minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to address you
here on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives and also the times that
I've had to be here on the floor and lis-
ten to the dialogue and the debate
that’s delivered by Members of both
sides, the Republican and the Demo-
crat side of the aisle. I listened with in-
terest as my friend and colleague on
the Agriculture Committee, Mr.
MCGOVERN, talked about the SNAP
program and the necessity to maintain
the dollars that were there.

I was a little surprised that he didn’t
ask for more dollars going into the
SNAP program as opposed to opposing
any reduction in the programmed in-
crease in the SNAP program. We have
about $78 billion a year that are going
into food stamps now—$78 billion, a lit-
tle more than that. And by next year it
will be $80 billion.

Now, we do calculate our budgets and
spending in a 10-year budget window,
so that means $800 billion is the uni-
verse of money that he’s talking about,
and he’s pleading with us not to reduce
that growth from a little bit more than
$78 billion a year up over $80 billion a
year. So of that $2 billion a year that’s
programmed between this year and
next year over the period of time of 10
years there would be $20 billion
trimmed off of $800 billion, which
comes to about a 2% percent decrease
in the overall projected expenditures of
the food stamp program known as
SNAP.

Now, after all of that technical gib-
berish, the bottom line is a $20 billion
cut is a $2% billion cut in the increase.
$20 billion spread out over 10 years is
not something that’s going to be no-
ticeable. When the gentleman speaks of
how we would ‘‘literally take food out
of the mouths of hungry Americans,”
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Mr. Speaker, it’s important to point
out, literally taking the food out of
hungry Americans has never happened
as an action of government in the his-
tory of the United States. It is very un-
likely to ever happen into the future of
the United States. And it certainly
isn’t something that would be the re-
sult of a piece of legislation that would
come out of this Congress and specifi-
cally out of the Agriculture Committee
and specifically from  the sub-
committee which I chair.

No, Mr. Speaker. There is not going
to be any literal taking food out of the
mouths of hungry Americans, to quote
the gentleman from Massachusetts.
Literally means ‘‘really.” It means
“actually.” It means it physically hap-
pens. Now, if you're literally going to
take food out of the mouths of hungry
Americans, you would have to think in
terms of some way to extract it once
they have put it in their mouth. That’s
what the man has said. That’s a little
bit perhaps over-the-top rhetoric, and I
understand he’s passionate about the
issue.

But even figuratively speaking, it’s a
little bit of a stretch to argue that a
214 percent reduction in anticipated ex-
penditures of the food stamp program
over a 10-year period of time is going to
do something to starve kids when we’re
addressing the eligibility for the food
stamp program. And we are seeing nar-
ratives—facts, actually—of people that
are using their EBT card—that elec-
tronic benefits transfer card, that card
that has spawned rap music about its
easy accessibility and its market-
ability on the street—to get tattoos,
and using that food stamp EBT card to
bail at least one individual out of jail.

There has to be a place where the
gentleman from Massachusetts and I
would draw the line and say, enough.
Enough. We’ve taxed the taxpayers
enough. We’ve punished the producers
enough. We’ve borrowed enough money
from the Chinese and the Saudis. We
should not be borrowing money from
the Chinese and the Saudis to fund
somebody’s tattoos, to hold up a tattoo
parlor that in the neon sign says, we
take EBT cards. No, Mr. Speaker, there
has to be a place to draw the line and
actually say no. The gentleman from
Massachusetts gave me no indication,
even though I listened to every word,
of where he would say enough is
enough, or even an amount being too
much.

So I would suggest that I have
watched as the numbers of Americans
that have signed up for the food stamp
program have gone from 19 million peo-
ple to 49 million people. Think of that.
Thirty million new people on the food
stamp program, millions of dollars
being spent by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture to advertise food stamp
sign-ups so that we can expand the
numbers of people that are on another
government program and encourage
them to sign up. What for? It grows the
empire of dependency which grows the
empire of politics of the people on the
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left. They know that. They are not stu-
pid. They have a whole different set of
motives than I have, but they under-
stand what they’re doing.

Not any longer are there 19 million
people on food stamps. There are 49
million people on food stamps, and the
Secretary of Agriculture has an adver-
tising budget spending millions to go
out there and recruit more to sign on.

Now there are communications going
on and publications popping up from
Mexican consulates that in Spanish
say, in foreign countries even that you
can—we don’t have to ask you and will
not ask you about your status in the
United States. If you are here illegally,
sign up anyway and we’ll do that in
your native language, and we’ll give
you American benefits and advertise in
Mexico to get people to sign up on the
food stamp program here or there. Do
they send the EBT card through the
Mexican consulate? Or does it just go
in regular mail? Or do you have to
show up to claim it?

I question all of these things, Mr.
Speaker. In the question about what do
“they”’—and he means Republicans—
what do ‘‘they’ have against poor peo-
ple? Here’s what we have. We have an
aspiration for everybody to be the best
they can be. We have an aspiration for
everybody to have an opportunity to
succeed to the limit of their God-given
abilities and to demonstrate their am-
bition and to be challenged out here in
this society. That’s why people come
here. It’s not because we offer 80 dif-
ferent means-tested Federal welfare
programs, and we advertise that if you
come here, you don’t have to be respon-
sible, you don’t have to work, and you
don’t have to carry your share of the
load. You might have thought that
America had a safety net. No, sir; it’s a
hammock. It’s a hammock with 80 dif-
ferent means-tested welfare programs
in it, and they’re out of hand. And this
administration is promoting the expan-
sion of them for political purposes,
whatever the 1level of compassion
might be of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

By the way, when he said arbitrarily
and indiscriminately cut, and that
there are 17 million kids that are hun-
gry and 50 million Americans that are
hungry, this reduction of this 2% per-
cent over the next 10-year period of
time that’s in the anticipated formula
for food stamps is not going to be arbi-
trary, and it’s not going to be indis-
criminate.
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It is going to be a number close to $20
billion. But instead, it’s going to lower
the eligibility so the people that need
it less—in fact, many of the people that
don’t need it at all won’t qualify. So
that we’re not paying for tattoos and
we’re not paying to bail people out of
jail, and that we’re not sending food
stamps along with everybody’s
LIHEAP claim. Where in the past, if
you qualify for $1 and the Low-Income
Heating Assistance Program, you qual-
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ify for the full array of SNAP benefits.
That’s going to be adjusted upwards so
that the evaluation of LIHEAP raises
the bar a little bit. That’s a tiny little
trim and a little haircut that is 2.5 per-
cent, but it’s not arbitrary and it’s not
indiscriminate. It will be those that
don’t need this nearly as much as oth-
ers.

We’re going to protect hungry kids,
and we’re going to protect people that
need the benefit; but we’re not going to
be paying for tattoos and we’re not
going to be bailing people out of jail.
By the way, I don’t think we’re either
going to be paying for the deposits on
those $7 water jugs that people are
going in and using their EBT card to
buy a big old jug of water, take it out
in the parking lot of the grocery store,
dump it upside down and dump the
water out and carry it back in and turn
it in for the $7 cash refund for the de-
posit. That is a place where millions of
dollars have been wasted by people who
have EBT cards. If they’re hungry,
they’re not going to be spending that
EBT money on water, dumping the
water out in the parking lot, and con-
verting the empty jug into $7 worth of
cash. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts, I'd like to see him look at some
of the fraud that’s going on here and
have some compassion for the Amer-
ican taxpayers.

Several hundred thousand kids will
lose their school meals, he said. Mr.
Speaker, that may or may not be true.
I don’t know about the basis of that
statement, but I know this: that deci-
sion is not going to be made by the Ag
Committee; it’s not going to be made
under the SNAP program. The school
lunch program is a product of the Ed
and Workforce Committee. That will
be authorized out of that committee. It
will be appropriated out of a different
committee than what we’ll expect this
farm bill is appropriated under. Several
hundred thousand kids will lose their
school meals, that he’s worried about
this being part of the markup that’s
coming up of the farm bill in the Ag
Committee this month. That won’t be
a subject matter—as much as I'd like it
to be.

If the gentleman from Massachusetts
is concerned about hungry kids, then I
would think he would sign onto my
bill—my bill, Mr. Speaker, which pro-
hibits the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture from rationing food to our chil-
dren in the school lunch program. That
is what they’re doing, Mr. Speaker.

There was a piece of legislation that
passed through this House in the lame
duck session of 2010. It was the First
Lady’s bill, the Healthy, Hunger-Free
Kids Act. They always have a way of
putting these real nice labels on bills
that do something else. I understand
her initiative on this. She wants peo-
ple, especially young people, to get
good, healthy, well-balanced meals, get
some get exercise; and I think that’s a
good message for the First Lady to
send.

When you promote a piece of legisla-
tion, however, and that legislation
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then requires that there be a certain
mix of vegetables and fruit and carbo-
hydrates and that kind of thing spread
out through the USDA school lunch
program—which the Ag Committee
doesn’t have jurisdiction over—that
recommendation on its basis was rel-
atively sound, Mr. Speaker. And even
though I didn’t agree that we should be
dictating that at the Federal level, 1
didn’t have a major objection to that
initiative either.

But we’ve seen what’s happened. The
Secretary of Agriculture has taken li-
cense that doesn’t exist within the bill
and capped the calories to our kids in
schools. So they have put a lid on the
amount of calories that can be served
in each of the categories of elemen-
tary, middle school, and in high school.
That cap on the calories, at least in
one case with the middle schoolers, the
calorie limitations that they had as a
minimum coming into this school year
was greater than the maximum that
they allow for some of those middle
school kids today. They have put every
kid on the school lunch program in this
country on a diet, Mr. Speaker.

The administration—a policy sup-
ported by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, a policy driven by—manufac-
tured, I think, out of thin air, but with
a self-assigned license by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture—is rationing food
to our kids in school.

I listened to the gentleman from
Massachusetts and he said that if
you’re hungry in school, you can’t
focus. I agree. I think kids need to go
to school, and they need to have food
in their belly. They need to go to lunch
knowing they can get all the nutritious
food they want to eat because for many
of them that’s the only decent meal
they’re going to get all day.

They need to be fed in school. I will
make this statement, Mr. Speaker:
there is not a single kid in America
that’s getting fat on school lunch.
That’s not where it’s happening. It’s in
the junk food afterwards because they
can’t wait to get out of the school door
because they’ve been starved at the
school lunch program, shortened on
calories.

So if T were going to set up a new
franchise and try to make money
today, I would set up a little junk food
wagon like the ice cream truck out
there in the parking lot outside of the
school and as soon as those kids are re-
leased, sell them all the junk they’re
going to be out there clamoring for.
That’s what they do: they race to the
convenience store, they jam them-
selves full of junk food, then they sit
down in front of the TV and continue
to eat junk food.

And somehow this administration
thinks our kids are getting fat on a
school lunch program, and so they ra-
tion food to all kids. Same level of cal-
ories to a 70-pound freshman in high
school as there is in a 250-pound high
school football player with a high level
of activity and energy requirement.
How is it that one size fits all for four
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grades in school, a 70-pounder and a
270-pounder need the same amount of
calories? You know that you’re going
to be starving the biggest kids and
probably not providing enough oppor-
tunity for that younger one to grow.
Meanwhile, we’re not just inhibiting
their mental growth; we’re inhibiting
their physical growth as well.

If you think that you can reduce cal-
ories and ration food to kids that are
growing and are active and somehow
they’re going to grow physically and
mentally in an environment like that,
that is a tragedy. I'd say to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, that’s a
tragedy we should be able to work on
together is starving kids in the school
lunch program.

I point out that North and South
Korea—let me say as close as you can
get ethnically speaking and genetically
speaking—have been separated for over
60 years. The people in North Korea
don’t get a lot of diet. The people in
South Korea have been successful, and
they do get a far more healthy diet.
The people in South Korea are, on av-
erage, 3%2 inches taller than the people
in North Korea.

So if we’re going to starve our kids in
school under some myopic idea that
we’re going to train them to eat their
raw broccoli and their raw cauliflower,
and that they’ll somehow get enough
to eat and that they’ll be active and
healthy and grow, that’s a mistake.
Give them all the healthy food that
they want to eat at least once a day.
Do not starve them. I could go on with
the gentleman’s statement.

We’re going to write up and mark up
a good farm bill that does the prudent
thing, and it doesn’t starve people. It
doesn’t take food out of the mouths of
babes or adults or anybody else. It just
prohibits the utilization of these EBT
cards, food stamps, SNAP program,
from being used by people who aren’t
needy or by people that use it for some-
thing that it wasn’t intended for.

That’s just the beginning of my re-
sponse to the gentleman. But this fits
in with the broader theme, Mr. Speak-
er, that I came here to speak about,
and that is the issue here in the United
States of this massive dependency
that’s been growing in this country.

The gentleman is worried about 50
million people that are hungry—I don’t
know where that number comes from. I
think we’ve all been hungry at one
time or another, so that would be a
subjective number. But I would point
out that we have over 100 million
Americans that are simply not in the
workforce. When you add the unem-
ployed to those who are not in the
workforce by the definition that’s put
out by the Department of Labor, that
number is over 100 million Americans.

The highest levels of unemployment
that we have in the country are at the
lowest skilled jobs. No skilled jobs,
low-skilled jobs, double-digit unem-
ployment. This isn’t a country like it
was back in 1849, when we needed to
build the transcontinental railroad and
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we brought people in from across the
ocean or the Pacific to drive spikes and
lay ties and lay rail coming from the
West. We brought people in from West-
ern Europe to go build the train tracks
from the east, and they met at the
golden spike territory in that period of
time. This country needed labor then.
We needed low-skilled labor then, peo-
ple that would put their hands and
their back to this work.

Some folks think that America needs
that kind of labor today. Well, if we
did, we wouldn’t have double-digit un-
employment in the low-skill jobs. And
here we have the United States Senate
that seems to be poised—and too many
people in the House of Representatives
that seem to be prepared to support
them—to move an immigration bill out
of the Senate that would be this: it
would grant instantaneous amnesty to
everybody that’s in America illegally,
with a few tiny exceptions—maybe
later, not right away. It would send an
invitation off to everyone who has been
deported in the past that, why don’t
you apply to come back into the
United States. We really didn’t mean it
when we bought you a ticket to wake
up in the country that you were legal
to live in. And it’s an implicit promise
that anybody that’s in America after
the cut-off deadline—December 31,
2011—or anybody that should be able to
come after that date—today, tomor-
row, next year, next decade—all would
be granted a presence in America
where they didn’t have to fear that the
immigration law would be applied
against them unless they committed a
felony and were brought to the atten-
tion of law enforcement or unless they
committed a series of three mis-
demeanors—undefined in the law. That
would be the discretion of—I suppose it
would be ICE or Janet Napolitano. And
this open borders policy would be per-
petual.
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I knew in 1986 what this meant, Mr.
Speaker. Ronald Reagan only let me
down twice in 8 years. One of them was
in 1986 when he gave in to the advisers
around him and public pressure and
signed the amnesty bill of 1986. I knew
then that the stroke of Ronald Rea-
gan’s pen did severe, severe damage to
the rule of law in this country and that
to restore it and reestablish the respect
for the law was going to be a very dif-
ficult task indeed.

But I also lived in fear that if I had
job applicants coming into my com-
pany and I didn’t have all of the I's
dotted and the T’s crossed on the I-9
form, if I didn’t review the proper iden-
tification documents, fraudulent or
not, and keep my records to protect
myself, I expected ICE would be knock-
ing on my door at any time—actually,
it was INS at the time, Immigration
Naturalization Services—and that they
would be scouring through my records
to make sure that I didn’t violate one
of the details of the Federal law of the
1986 Amnesty Act.
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Of course, Mr. Speaker, we know the
INS agents, later on to be ICE agents,
never showed up in my office. They
didn’t show up at thousands and thou-
sands of companies where there are em-
ployers in the United States. And that
the roughly a million people—it start-
ed out to be 800,000—roughly a million
people that were estimated to be the
beneficiaries of this Amnesty Act—
which at least they were honest and
called it amnesty then—that that mil-
lion people became, not a million, 3
million people because of underesti-
mates and because of a massive
amount of fraud, including document
fraud.

So the rule of law was eroded in 1986,
and Ronald Reagan really did intend to
enforce the law to the best of his abil-
ity. It was undermined by leftist and
‘“‘open borders’ people in America that
didn’t really want to let that happen.

Each succeeding President enforced
immigration law less and less and less
from 1986 through Bush 41 through Bill
Clinton, who accelerated a naturaliza-
tion process of a million people in 1986
just in time to magically vote in the
reelection of that year. Following that,
George W. Bush in his two terms, and
now Barack Obama, who says, I refuse
to enforce immigration law.

There are 300,000 people on the list
that had been adjudicated for deporta-
tion, and with a stroke of his Presi-
dential edict pen, he forbade that the
law be enforced and required that they
simply waive their applications, on an
individual basis, I might add. That gets
a little tiring to read that when it is
group and it is class.

Nonetheless, the President got away
with that. He told a high school class
here in town—if I remember the date
correctly, it was March 28, 2011—that
he didn’t have the authority to grant
the DREAM Act by executive order,
that had to be a legislative act. And a
little over a year later, by the stroke of
his Presidential edict pen, he did so,
however, created four classes of people,
and gave them a legal status by Presi-
dential edict by a memorandum from
Janet Napolitano and John Morton,
supported by a Presidential press con-
ference, gave people a legal status in
this country unconstitutionally, un-
lawfully, and granted them also a work
permit manufactured out of thin air.

Every document that allows people
to be in the United States who are not
American citizens is manufactured by
the Congress of the United States, ex-
cept the President took it upon himself
to take on article I activity legislation
from article II, the executive branch.

So ICE and the president of ICE,
Chris Crane, sued the President, sued
the executive branch. They had the
first decision that came out of the cir-
cuit in Texas. And the answer is, on 10
points, the judge held with the ICE
union on nine of the 10. And the 10th
one, I think today is the deadline for
them to come back with their response
to this in a cogent fashion so the judge
can also rule again.
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I'm hopeful that he’ll be consistent
in the theme. The theme of his decision
is this: Mr. President, executive
branch, all who we will see and hear,
‘‘shall” means ‘‘shall.” When Congress
means ‘‘shall,” they don’t mean
“may.”

That doesn’t mean that the President
may do whatever in the world he may
wish to do. If Congress writes it into
law and it’s signed by any President,
it’s going to be a preceding President,
that means ‘‘shall.” You shall enforce
the law. You shall follow the directive
in statute. If you don’t do that, you un-
dermine this constitutional Republic
that we have.

Tomorrow morning, Mr. Speaker, at
8 in the morning in a ‘“‘Members only”’
gathering, Robert Rector of the Herit-
age Foundation will be delivering his
report that was released yesterday
around 11 or so. This report is about 101
pages, of which the executive summary
is around five. I have read through
this. It is definitive economic data that
I believe will be assailed, but it’s logi-
cally unassailable.

He says in this document that ‘‘at
every stage of the life cycle, unlawful
immigrants on average generate fiscal
deficits.”” That’s benefits that exceed
taxes. “Unlawful immigrants on aver-
age are always tax consumers. They
never once generate a fiscal surplus
that can be used to pay for government
benefits elsewhere in society.”

This situation, obviously, will get
much worse after amnesty. And if you
believe that the second generation will
make up for the first, if they were all
college graduates, they would still
have a tremendous struggle to make up
the $6.3 trillion deficit that’s created
by this in expenditures minus taxes
collected from this group of people.
But only 13 percent of their children
will go to college, so that will tell you
how difficult this will be.

This is a generational economic bur-
den taken on, proposed out of the Sen-
ate. If the American people take this
on, there is no undoing this. We must
get this right. We must have a Con-
gress that’s informed and educated and
pays attention.

I urge all to take a look at the Herit-
age Foundation report by Robert Rec-
tor released yesterday. It is titled, Mr.
Speaker, as I close, ‘““The Fiscal Cost of
Unlawful Immigrants and Amnesty to
the U.S. Taxpayer,” dated yesterday,
and that is May 6, 2013. I would urge
that you and all pay attention to that,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 17 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. NUGENT) at 7 o’clock and
4 minutes p.m.

——————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 807, FULL FAITH AND CRED-
IT ACT

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 113-52) on the resolution (H.
Res. 202) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 807) to require that the
Government prioritize all obligations
on the debt held by the public in the
event that the debt limit is reached,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

——
ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
May 8, 2013, at 9 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

1391. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Controlled Import Permits [Docket
No.: APHIS-2008-0055] (RIN: 0579-AD53) re-
ceived May 2, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1392. A letter from the Director, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Order Imposing
Recordkeeping and Reporting Obligations on
Certain U.S. Financial Institutions with Re-
spect to Transactions Involving Kassem
Rmeiti & Co. for Exchange as a Financial In-
stitution of Primary Money Laundering Con-
cern received April 26, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

1393. A letter from the Director, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Order Imposing Rec-
ordkeeping and Reporting Obligations on
Certain U.S. Financial Institutions with Re-
spect to Transactions Involving Kassem
Rmeiti & Co. for Exchange as a Financial In-
stitution of Primary Money Laundering Con-
cern received April 26, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

1394. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a
report on transactions involving U.S. exports
to Aerovias de Mexico, S.A. de C.V.
(AeroMexico) of Mexico City, Mexico pursu-
ant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

1395. A letter from the Acting Director,
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting Office of Minority and Women Inclu-
sion’s annual report for 2012; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

May 7, 2013

1396. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Final priority; National
Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation
Research —— Disability and Rehabilitation
Research Projects and Centers Program ——
Disability Rehabilitation Research Project
[CFDA Number: 84.133A-8] received April 26,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

1397. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting a report entitled, ‘‘Innovative Prod-
ucts and Treatments to Achieve Abstinence
From Tobacco Use, Reductions in Consump-
tion of Tobacco, and Reductions in the Harm
Associated With Continued Tobacco Use’’; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1398. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standards; Matters Incor-
porated by Reference [Docket No.: NHTSA-
2011-0185] (RIN: 2127-AL25) received May 2,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1399. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting the Department’s re-
port for the period January 16, 2012 to Janu-
ary 15, 2013 on the activities of the Multi-
national Force and Observers (MFO) and U.S.
participation in that organization; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1400. A letter from the Executive Vice
President and Chief Financial Officer, Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank of Chigaco, transmit-
ting the 2012 management reports and state-
ments on the system of internal controls of
the Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago,
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

1401. A letter from the Associate Commis-
sioner/EEO Director, National Indian Gam-
ing Commission, transmitting the Commis-
sion’s annual report for FY 2012 prepared in
accordance with the Notification and Fed-
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re-
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Pub. L.
107-174; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

1402. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in
Statistical Area 620 in the Gulf of Alaska
[Docket No.: 120918468-3111-02] (RIN: 0648-
XC575) received May 2, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

1403. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administrations final rule —
Fisheries of the Northeastern United States;
Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management
Plan; Amendment 19 [Docket No.: 120822383-
3277-02] (RIN: 0648-BC48) received May 2, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

1404. A letter from the Management and
Program Analyst, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Wage Methodology for the Tem-
porary Non-Agricultural Employment H-2B
Program, Part 2 (RIN: 1205-AB69) received
April 25, 2013, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

1405. A letter from the Vice President, Gov-
ernment Affairs and Corporate Communica-
tions, Amtrak, transmitting an addendum to
the Fiscal Year 2014 Legislative and Grant
Request of March 27, 2013; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
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