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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WENSTRUP) having assumed the chair,
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Acting
Chair of the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
2397) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2014, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

REPORT ON H.R. 2792, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2013

Mr. ALEXANDER, from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 113-173) on
the bill (H.R. 2792) making appropria-
tions for the Legislative Branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2218, COAL  RESIDUALS
REUSE AND MANAGEMENT ACT
OF 2013, AND PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 1582, EN-
ERGY CONSUMERS RELIEF ACT
OF 2013

Mr. BURGESS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 113-174) on the resolution (H.
Res. 315) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2218) to amend subtitle D
of the Solid Waste Disposal Act to en-
courage recovery and beneficial use of
coal combustion residuals and estab-
lish requirements for the proper man-
agement and disposal of coal combus-
tion residuals that are protective of
human health and the environment,
and providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 1582) to protect consumers by
prohibiting the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency
from promulgating as final certain en-
ergy-related rules that are estimated
to cost more than $1 billion and will
cause significant adverse effects to the
economy, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2014
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 312 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. 2397.
Will the gentleman from Washington

(Mr. HASTINGS) Kkindly resume the
chair.
0 1927
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.
2397) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2014, and for
other purposes, with Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington (Acting Chair) in the
chair.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
amendment No. 27 printed in House Re-
port 113-170 offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) had been
disposed of.
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR.
YOUNG OF FLORIDA
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, pursuant to House Resolution 312,
I offer amendments en bloc.
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendments en bloc.
Amendments en bloc No. 3 consisting
of amendment Nos. 31, 68, and 85, print-
ed in House Report No. 113-170, offered
by Mr. YOUNG of Florida:
AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE
OF RHODE ISLAND
Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $60,000,000)"’.
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Page 143, line 17, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $14,000,000)"’.
AMENDMENT NO. 68 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF

FLORIDA

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 to maintain or im-
prove Department of Defense real property
with a zero percent utilization rate accord-
ing to the Department’s real property inven-
tory database, except in the case of mainte-
nance of an historic property as required by
the National Historic Preservation Act (16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.) or maintenance to prevent
a negative environmental impact as required
by the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

AMENDMENT NO. 85 OFFERED BY MR. BROUN OF
GEORGIA

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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to operate an un-
manned aerial system in contravention of
the fourth amendment to the Constitution.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY)
each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no requests for time, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MURPHY).

Mr. MURPHY of Florida. I want to
thank the chair from the great State of
Florida and the ranking member for
their work putting together this bipar-
tisan legislation.

I rise today in support of the en bloc
amendments that include my bipar-
tisan amendment to the Defense appro-
priations bill with the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN). Our amend-
ment would eliminate wasteful spend-
ing on unused facilities, which can save
tens of millions of dollars in fiscal year
2014 alone.

The Department of Defense has hun-
dreds, possibly thousands, of buildings
and structures that it has rated at zero
percent utilization. This is an incred-
ible number of useless facilities the De-
partment of Defense is paying to main-
tain.

Federal agencies as a whole must do
a better job at managing their facili-
ties. Taxpayers cannot continue paying
for unused and underused buildings
while the Nation is at record levels of
debt. That is not good government and
not smart spending.

O 1930

That is why earlier this year I intro-
duced the SAVE Act to root out up to
$200 billion in wasteful and duplicative
government spending over the next 10
years.

This amendment is an extension of
one of the 11 commonsense solutions
included in the bipartisan SAVE Act,
preventing the Department of Defense
from spending money on facilities that
the Department itself has rated at zero
percent utilization.
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Mr. Chairman, we all agree that we
must rein in government spending, and
the best place to start is by rooting out
waste. My amendment is a common-
sense solution to do just that, and I
urge my colleagues to support this bi-
partisan amendment.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
CICILLINE).

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman and the ranking
member for this bipartisan en bloc
amendment and rise in support of my
amendment that would better ensure
that we meet the urgent mental health
needs and addiction treatment needs of
military personnel returning from Af-
ghanistan.

After more than a decade of war,
many of our heroes are returning home
from several tours of duty in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. To honor their service,
we have the responsibility of ensuring
that we develop treatments to address
the specific health needs of our return-
ing veterans. This year, as our troops
return home to their families and loved
ones, Congress should be increasing in-
vestments in the research that will
help us better understand how to pro-
vide these veterans with the care they
need and deserve.

Early indications and analysis sug-
gest the need to focus our efforts on
psychological health and substance
abuse. Importantly, in many cases, our
returning veterans suffer from both
mental health and substance abuse dis-
orders simultaneously. Delivering
health care to these patients is exceed-
ingly difficult, but it is our responsi-
bility to address this critical health
need among our Nation’s heroes.

I want to compliment the chairman
and the ranking member because this
legislation contains important invest-
ments in peer-reviewed traumatic
brain injury and psychological health
research programs, but I believe that
we have the means and the ability to
do more. As this health need grows
more acute and as more veterans re-
turn home, we should be increasing
these investments. That’s why this
amendment would increase funding for
psychological health research by $13
million and substance abuse research
by $1 million.

To pay for these increases, my
amendment would slightly reduce the
increase in funding for the Afghanistan
Security Forces Fund by $60 million, a
modest decrease of a total allocation of
$7.7 billion. My amendment would shift
a small fraction of this increased fund-
ing, reducing the total allocation by
less than 1 percent, in order to provide
a small increase in funding for critical
health research for our veterans and
returning military personnel here at
home.

I thank the ranking member and the
chairman for including this in the en
bloc amendment.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, we
have no speakers, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendments en bloc offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG).

The en bloc amendments were agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. CICILLINE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 28 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 131, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $279,000,000)"".

Page 1567, line 2, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $279,000,000)’.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I first
ask unanimous consent to modify the
amendment to reflect the figure of $200
million as the reduction in the Afghan-
istan Infrastructure Fund because of
the passage of the previous amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Rhode Island?

Mr. WOMACK. I object.

The Acting CHAIR. Objection is
heard.

The gentleman from Rhode Island is
recognized for 5 minutes on his amend-
ment.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to offer an amendment that
would shift funding away from the Af-
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund in order
to reduce our deficit and focus on in-
vesting here at home.

This bill appropriates $270 million to
the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund
over the next year. This fund is noto-
rious for its inefficiency. Several gov-
ernment watchdogs, including the Spe-
cial Inspector General for Afghanistan
Reconstruction, have repeatedly found
that projects funded through the Af-
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund are
hopelessly behind schedule, lack proper
oversight, and are poorly administered.

One example, the Kandahar Bridging
Solution Project, which was developed
to help provide electricity to a trou-
bled region in Afghanistan, went 20
percent over budget in its first year of
development, costing $8 million more
than planned. Even with these cost
overruns, the anticipated gains from
this project are in serious jeopardy be-
cause of the slow pace of construction
of related infrastructure that are cen-
tral to the region’s long-term elec-
tricity needs.

The failure to complete this project
has led to higher fuel costs borne by
the American taxpayer and raises seri-
ous questions about Afghanistan’s abil-
ity to sustain electricity production in
the future because of these high costs.

The original intent of the Afghani-
stan Infrastructure Fund was to iden-
tify a small group of infrastructure
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projects in 2011 that were shovel ready
and capable of being completed by the
middle of 2013. The Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund was never meant to
last beyond the completion of these
seven projects or into fiscal year 2014.
And yet here we are, once again, appro-
priating hundreds of millions of dollars
for projects that remain stalled and in-
effective. Meanwhile, we’re making
major cuts in critical domestic funding
here at home and doing almost nothing
to rebuild the crumbling infrastructure
in our own country.

Congress has appropriated more than
$1.1 billion over the last 3 fiscal years
to the Afghanistan Infrastructure
Fund. This bill would commit another
$279 million in fiscal year 2014, despite
the release of a Special Inspector Gen-
eral report indicating five of seven
projects remain six to 15 months be-
hind schedule. The same report also
concluded that ‘‘Congress and the U.S.
taxpayers do not have reasonable as-
surance’’ that projects completed using
AIF funds would be sustained or made
viable by the Afghan Government after
we leave.

This is increasingly disconcerting
when we consider that only about 10
percent of the $400 million appropriated
in fiscal year 2012 has been dispersed as
of April 2013, with another $325 million
of taxpayer money from the current
year appropriations remaining
unspent.

So we know the money is not being
sent out quickly enough to accomplish
the original intent of the program—to
complete infrastructure projects by the
middle of 2013. And we know that even
if we were to complete these expensive
projects, that they will likely not be
maintained by the people of Afghani-
stan after our withdrawal. Knowing
these facts, why should we provide an
additional $279 million to this fund for
next year? That is the definition of
throwing good money after bad.

Of course, it is also useful to remem-
ber the context in which we’re spend-
ing the additional money on Afghani-
stan’s infrastructure. These are incred-
ibly difficult fiscal times here in our
own country.

Earlier today, we passed a rule for
consideration of legislation that makes
deep cuts to investments in domestic
transportation and infrastructure. It
eliminates the TIGER program to fund
local transportation programs; it ze-
roes out our investments in high-speed
rail; and it decreases funding to up-
grade our airports and other FAA fa-
cilities by more than $500 million. Does
this Congress really believe it’s more
important to invest hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in Afghanistan’s infra-
structure when we’re cutting those
same investments in our own roads,
bridges, airports and transportation
systems? Let’s put America’s needs
first.

My amendment reduces the deficit,
eliminates the inefficient Afghanistan
Infrastructure Fund, and allows us to
refocus on building our own infrastruc-
ture here at home.
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I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to claim time in opposition.

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

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment will prevent the comple-
tion of the two most strategic initia-
tives funded by the Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund—the Northeast and
Southeast Power Systems—and limit
the lasting counterinsurgency effects
intended by the AIF program. Avail-
able, reliable power promotes jobs and
economic development, which in-
creases stability and reduces insur-
gency and insurgent influence.

Mr. Chairman, Kandahar Province
has been a primary focus for AIF in-
vestment. Of all the areas in Afghani-
stan, none is more important to the fu-
ture of the Afghan Government or to
the Taliban insurgency than this prov-
ince—the Taliban’s birthplace, location
of its former -capital, and spiritual
heart.

AIF projects support the ‘Build”
phase of the Shape, Clear, Hold, Build
counterinsurgency strategy and are a
critical component of the integrated
civil/military campaign that sets the
conditions for Afghanistan’s decade of
transformation beyond 2014.

Power distribution is currently pro-
vided through 12 provinces, serving 10
million Afghans. And Mr. Chairman,
let me just remind you that we just
passed an amendment that already
cuts this account by $79 million. This
amendment cuts more funds than are
left in the account.

According to DOD, the lack of reli-
able electricity is the single greatest
impediment to Afghanistan’s economic
growth, and thereby the stability nec-
essary to support drawdown and transi-
tion.

Significant work on five of the seven
power projects is in its beginning
stages and is unlikely to be completed
until well after the NATO mission ends
in 2014. If project goals are set and not
achieved, both the U.S. and Afghan
Governments can lose the populace’s
support. It’s for these reasons that we
remain in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
ranking member.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the
gentleman for yielding and would asso-
ciate myself with his comments.

I do appreciate the gentleman’s con-
cern. The money spent in Afghanistan
ought to be spent carefully and effi-
ciently and we ought to have an invest-
ment made for those expenditures. But
I harken back to the last debate we had
when we did abandon this country in
1989, and as a result, that region of the
world gave us the Taliban and al
Qaeda. I don’t want to take that type
of chance. And simply because we have
failed ourselves in this country by a
failure to invest in our infrastructure,
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I do not believe this is the time to fail
the Afghan people. I do associate my-
self with the gentleman’s remarks and
am opposed to the amendment.

I appreciate the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
would just say that the argument that
we owe it to the Afghan people to en-
sure that we rebuild their economy, we
owe that responsibility first to the
American people.

We have a crumbling infrastructure
in this country—our roads, our bridges,
our ports, our transit systems. Every
economist I know says that investing
in infrastructure so that we can get
goods, services and information in this
competitive 21st century economy is
critical.

I hardly believe, with all due respect,
that giving $1.1 billion, where only a
little over $100 million has actually
been spent, that that is abandoning Af-
ghanistan. This is $1.1 billion of tax-
payer money; only $111 million has
been spent. And we’re now appro-
priating another $279 million. I don’t
believe we’re abandoning anybody.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
CICILLINE).

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. COHEN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 29 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 131, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $139,000,000)"".

Page 1567, line 2, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $139,000,000)"’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, which as originally drawn
was like the amendment I offered last
year that passed with a pretty strong
majority, halves the Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund. Mr. WALBERG and I
were cosponsors on a bipartisan amend-
ment that passed that cut $79 million.
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To get this amendment to the same
point, we would have to amend it down
$60 million, I believe, to get it from the
279 to the cut. I don’t know if we want
to do an amendment or not. The more
money it takes, for me it’s fine, but if
we wanted to halve it.

I ask unanimous consent to modify
the amendment to reflect the cut not
to be—an amount of 139, but to take
into consideration the 79, and so to
make this amendment only $60 million.
So I would like to offer an amendment
to the amendment to make this amend-
ment reflect a $60 million cut to make
the total cut 139, which would be half.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

Mr. WOMACK. Objection.

The Acting CHAIR. Objection is
heard.

The gentleman from Tennessee is
recognized.
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Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, that is
just better, because this amendment is
kind of a compromise between the
amendment Mr. WALBERG and I had
and Mr. CICILLINE’s. Mr. CICILLINE’s cut
the fund entirely. This cuts it in half.
A little more than half is really better.

The fact is, yes, we need the infra-
structure in America; but we spent a
lot of money on the infrastructure fund
in Iraq, and we know from experience
that a lot of that money, if not most of
it, was stolen and wasted.

The same things happened in Afghan-
istan. The Inspector General has re-
ported it; and, in fact, Afghani officials
have reported it. They do not have the
expertise, nor do they have the abili-
ties, to maintain products after they
are built. When the roads are con-
structed, they can’t maintain them. So
it is throwing money away.

The same thing happened with air-
conditioners and other products that
we gave the Iraqis and we have given
the Afghanis. They cannot maintain
them. They can’t maintain them when
they do construct them, but before
that half of it is ripped off and graft.
There are rankings of the most corrupt
countries on the face of the Earth. Af-
ghanistan is always number one or
number two, and continues to be.

No matter how long we stay there
and how long we have been there, the
level of corruption has remained right
at the top. That is not going to change.

Giving this money away is basically
encouraging and endorsing and sec-
onding corruption and graft that we
have seen in Afghanistan over the
years, and waste. This Congress should
not be passing funds that we know are
going to be corruptly going to officials
who are putting it in their pockets, not
helping the Afghani people.

In a perfect world, I wouldn’t offer
the amendment. In a perfect world, I
would say, oh, ‘“‘Charlie Wilson,” what
a great movie, what a great story, we
pulled out too soon. Well, Charlie Wil-
son was right in theory. He was wrong
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in application, because they steal and
it is corrupt and they cannot maintain
it. We couldn’t have put enough money
and enough people. You have to change
the ethics.

I’'ve heard a lot of people here on this
floor talk about situations in America.
They say, we can’t do it, it has got to
be the family do it. Well, talk about
the family—the whole country is cor-
rupt. They have stolen and stolen and
stolen American dollars. We are throw-
ing them away, and we need to stop it.

It should be a place, just as the
Walberg-Cohen-Esty-Rigell amendment
passed, that this amendment passes, so
that we limit the amount of money
that is at risk and we save this money
for the American taxpayer. We put the
money into deficit reduction, the next
generation doesn’t have to pay for the
corruption of the Afghani officials and
the waste of Afghanistan with the in-
ability to maintain the projects that
they finally might get squeezed out
after they steal as much as they can.
We should not be funding this.

I would ask that we approve our
amendment in the name of fiscal aus-
terity, deficit reduction,
anticorruption, and just plain old, good
old common sense. We might as well
just have a bonfire and burn this
money up before it goes over there be-
cause it is not going to work. In theory
it is great, but in reality it doesn’t
work. The definition of ‘‘insanity’’ is
expecting something different when
you do the same thing over and over
and over and you get the same result
and you keep doing it.

So this Congress, which has less than
10 percent popularity right now,
doesn’t pass an insane amendment to
give money to corruption and to waste,
I ask you to approve this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, let’s
remind ourselves the Afghan Infra-
structure Fund is aimed at providing
water, power, and transportation
projects, and more recently to increase
the electricity supply throughout but,
specifically in southern Afghanistan,
to light shops and power factories and
to construct provincial justice centers
around the country.

It is clear that remaining projects
could take 12 to 24 months to complete.
A lot of work has already taken place,
in particular on the seven power
projects in its beginning stages; and as
I said in the previous amendment, un-
likely to be completed until well after
the NATO mission ends in 2014. If these
goals are not met, then a lot of great
investment and a lot of good work will
have gone for naught.

We remain in opposition to the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

If the ranking member would like to
speak on behalf, then I would be happy
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to yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman for yielding
and simply would take a bit of a dif-
ferent tack.

I do appreciate the gentleman’s out-
rage over any act of corruption, wheth-
er it is in the country of Afghanistan
or whether it is in the United States of
America. We do have a responsibility
to make sure these moneys are spent
for the intended purposes.

But there is an insinuation that all
expenditures in Afghanistan today are
subject to corruption. I doubt there is
a congressional district in this country
that has not had, at some point in
time, a public official sent to Federal
prison for public corruption.

We then find people in our individual
districts who are honest, law-abiding
and who make the necessary invest-
ments. I am certain that the over-
whelming number of people in Afghani-
stan and their government, as with the
United States, are of that ilk. Those
are the people we ought to assiduously
make sure get this money, and for that
reason would be opposed to the amend-
ment.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman,
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Tennessee has 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

All you have to do is look at the top,
Mr. Karzai and his brother, who was
killed, who was one of the main drug
runners down there who was Kkilled.
The whole country from the top to the
bottom is corrupt.

I thank the gentleman for his
thoughts. You can’t find honest people
there to see that this money gets to
their people. They don’t care about
their people. They care about their own
power, their own money, their own
riches. They are corrupt, and we are
throwing this money away.

Let’s face reality and pass
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I am
strongly opposed to the amendment,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

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

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

Mr. COHEN. 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 Tennessee will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. COFFMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 30 printed
in House Report 113-170.

how

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(reduced by $553,800,000)"".

Page 157, line 2, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $553,800,000)’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. COFFMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Last year, this body, in the FY13 De-
fense authorization bill, specifically
prohibited the Department of Defense
from using any taxpayer funds to pur-
chase Russian-built Mi-17 helicopters
for the Afghan Special Mission Wing.

Our reasoning was simple: the Rus-
sian export company involved in the
deal, Rosoboronexport, had an estab-
lished track record for aiding our ad-
versaries, having supplied both Iran
and Syria with advanced weaponry in
the years prior.

However, despite our entirely reason-
able objections to using taxpayer dol-
lars to fund our enemies, the Depart-
ment of Defense was intent on circum-
venting the will of Congress.

The language of the bill prohibited
the use of FY13 funding. DOD re-
sponded by using any unobligated FY12
funds, circumventing the will of Con-
gress as expressed in a law we passed
and the President signed.

On June 16 of this year, DOD awarded
a $553.8 million contract to
Rosoboronexport for the purchase of 30
brand-new Mi-17 helicopters.

Last month, the Special Inspector
General for Afghanistan Reconstruc-
tion, or SIGAR, released an audit of
the Afghan Special Mission Wing, and
their findings were shocking. The very
first sentence of the audit reads:

The Afghans lack the capacity—in both
personnel numbers and expertise—to operate
and maintain the existing and planned SMW
fleets.

Finding recruits who are both lit-
erate and have no known association
with criminal and terrorist elements is
incredibly challenging.

The Afghan Special Mission Wing, or
SMW, was stood up in July of 2012 in
order to provide air support for Afghan
Special Forces executing counter-
narcotics and counterterrorism mis-
sions, many of which are flown at
night.

Further complicating the issue is the
fact that the pilots assigned to the
SMW, less than 15 percent are qualified
to fly with night-vision goggles. The
vast majority of counterterrorism mis-
sions take place under the cover of
darkness.

My bipartisan amendment reduces
the Afghanistan Security Forces Fund
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by $5563.8 million, an amount equal to
the contract DOD entered into with
Rosoboronexport for 30 Mi-17 heli-
copters, and increases the Spending Re-
duction Account by the same amount.

Frankly, my preference would have
been to rescind the FY 2012 dollars that
DOD wused to circumvent the will of
Congress and enter into this deal, but
an amendment of that nature would be
subject to a point of order. This amend-
ment forces DOD to reallocate re-
sources if they want to continue down
this path.

Mr. Chairman, I am not debating
whether this helicopter is ideal for the
rugged terrain of Afghanistan, or
whether it is an easier platform for the
Afghanis to train on and execute mis-
sions. There seems to be an overall
consensus that, in fact, it is.

My concern, and the reason I intro-
duced this amendment, is that the
United States taxpayer should not be
paying for 30 brand-new helicopters
when, A, they don’t have the pilots to
fly them; B, they don’t have the
trained personnel to repair them. In
fact, SIGAR reports that only 50 per-
cent of the current wing is airworthy
due to a lack of maintenance; and, C,
Congress explicitly prohibited DOD
from entering into this agreement in
the first place.

Furthermore, the DOD is asking the
American taxpayer to spend over $700
million a year to maintain these heli-
copters, and that spending is not sched-
uled to end in 2014 when we pull out our
forces from Afghanistan.

Additionally, the Pentagon just an-
nounced last week that the purchase of
Russian-built Mi-17 helicopters will
not end with the 30 they just purchased
for the SMW. Their plan is to equip the
Afghan Air Force with an additional 86
brand-new Mi-17s. If you consider that
the cost of 30 helicopters was over $500
million, this new purchase will be well
over $1 billion, and probably over $1.5
billion. This for a helicopter that the
Afghans have proven they lack the per-
sonnel to fly and the capability to
maintain.

I urge my colleagues to support
the Coffman-Garamendi-Murphy-Cohen
amendment.

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

Mr. WOMACK. I claim the time in op-
position, Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, the in-
tent of the amendment’s sponsor is to
reduce the Afghanistan National Secu-
rity Force’s Fund by over $550 million
in order to limit the purchase of Mi-17
helicopters.

I am pleased that my friend from Col-
orado at least acknowledged that he
was not going to argue with the pur-
pose of the helicopters and the need for
the helicopters, because as we all
know, a properly trained and equipped
Afghanistan National Security Force is
the safest and quickest path for our
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forces to leave Afghanistan. Reducing
funding from this account will only in-
hibit our ability to achieve the goal.

The amount that the amendment
seeks to cut, over $5650 million, is for
the purchase of 30 Mi-17 helicopters
that were purchased with fiscal year
2012 funds, and Congress was later noti-
fied of the Secretary of Defense’s in-
tent to exercise the purchase on April
1 of 2013.

Mr. Chairman, the reduction of funds
is being taken from a prior year alloca-
tion, or a prior year appropriation,
which makes this amendment just sim-
ply a punitive amendment to this
year’s funding.

I oppose the amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

J 2000

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 33 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 134, line 6, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $2,615,000,000)"".

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from California (Mr. GARAMENDI) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman,
we’ve had a lot of discussion here in
the last several minutes about Afghan-
istan. This amendment follows along
the same line, but it’s actually far
greater in dollars.

Last year, we appropriated $5.1 bil-
lion to the Afghanistan National Army
for their support. In this year’s budget,
an additional $2.6 billion was added
for—who knows what? It was $2.6 bil-
lion of American taxpayer money for
something—airplanes? supplies? sup-
port equipment? trucks? It was unspec-
ified, unknown, to be used by one of
the most corrupt governments—no, ex-
cuse me—the most corrupt government
in the world. $2.6 billion of American
taxpayer money for something, unspec-
ified, to be used somewhere, somehow—
I suspect, more likely, in some bank
account in Bahrain.

What are we doing? What justifica-
tion is there for $2.6 billion of addi-
tional expenditure for the Afghan Na-
tional Army? Have we lost our minds?
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No. We’re just going to lose our money.
What is going on here? What are we
doing? What is this all about?

This money should never be spent for
some unspecified purpose. We take our
Department of Defense, and we hold
them to a very tight account. We don’t
let them spend money without a con-
tract, without reviews by the inspector
general, without reviews by our com-
mittee, but here is $2.6 billion, unspec-
ified.

Oh, Mr. Karzai, use it wisely.

Come on. Come on. Let’s not do this.
This amendment would simply say,
You can’t have that money.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to claim the time in opposition.

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

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, the Af-
ghan National Security Forces include
both the Afghan National Army and
the Afghan National Police. It has been
one of the United States’ top priorities
since operations began in Afghanistan
in 2001.

The purpose of the Afghan National
Security Force development program
is to grow the capacity and the capa-
bility of the Afghan National Security
Forces in line with international agree-
ments. This year’s request totals $7.7
billion. The request is further delin-
eated into the categories of Defense
Forces, Interior Forces, and Detainee
Operations. Included within the cat-
egories is the base request for oper-
ations and sustainment to conduct
day-to-day operations, totaling just
over $5 billion, and an additional $2.6
billion for the enablers, which my
friend refers to in his comments from
the well.

The gentleman says, if I heard him
correctly, that we don’t know what
these enablers are. We do know what
these enablers are, and people who
have backgrounds in security or in the
military would understand the impor-
tance of howitzers or of night vision
devices or of regional military hos-
pitals, training, logistics, and mainte-
nance expenses, and a host of other as-
sociated items that we refer to in this
legislation as ‘‘enablers.”

The Department of Defense has taken
steps to right-size the funding needed
to support the needs of the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces. The core re-
quest is, indeed, the right amount. Cal-
endar year 2014, Mr. Chairman, will be
the last year that a large U.S. troop
concentration will be in Afghanistan.
In the years to follow, the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces will be there as
the frontline force, thus helping to pro-
tect the U.S. and NATO troops against
our foes.

With that, I remain opposed to the
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, I
request to know how much time I have
remaining.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. PAULSEN).
The gentleman from California has 2%
minutes remaining.
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Mr. GARAMENDI. I find it difficult
that our esteemed Appropriations Com-
mittee, which watches the taxpayers’
money with such ardor and intensity,
would increase by 51 percent the
amount of support that the American
taxpayers are giving to the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces—the police,
which are among—no, excuse me—they
are the most corrupt—and the army,
which is questionable, and certainly
the government, which we know to be
the most corrupt in the world—that it
would simply write $2.6 billion more
money than we were giving them last
year, for a total of $7.6 billion, for
something—something—unspecified.

We would never do this for our own
military. Never would we do that. We
would have them lay out how they
were going to spend the money before
we would even consider giving them
the money, and then we would hold
them to tight account.

I cannot understand why we would do
this. There is no justification other
than, oh, we’re leaving, and we’ve got
to help them, so throw some more
money at them. They already have
been appropriated $562 billion, and only
$40 billion of that has been spent.
There is $12 billion left in the account,
and you’re going to add $7.6 billion to
that.

What are you doing? What justifica-
tion is there for this other than, oh,
they may need it because we’re leav-
ing? They’re going to use it for—let’s
see—other things—well, maybe for
some field hospitals, maybe for some
airplanes, maybe for some supplies—
maybe, maybe, maybe—but there is
nothing written. There is nothing writ-
ten. Oh, yes. We know the American
Army or the American military will
somehow spend it wisely. There is a 10-
year record of its being spent unwisely.
$2.6 billion.

What could we do with it? Could we
reduce the deficit? Could we build some
levees? Could we educate some Kkids?
Could we do some research in the
United States?

Come on. Of all of the things we’re
doing here today, this is the most dis-
gusting.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time I have re-
maining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arkansas has 3 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. WOMACK. First of all, we have
the list.

I recognize that the gentleman has
argued that, while there may be some-
thing printed on the list, on paper, of
“how would we know that it’s actually
going to go for those purposes?” I get
that, but let me also remind the gen-
tleman that this was all in the Presi-
dent’s request as well.

Mr. GARAMENDI.
tleman yield?

Mr. WOMACK. I would be happy to
yield to my friend from California.

Mr. GARAMENDI. How many times
have I heard from this side that the

Will the gen-
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President is wrong? The President is
wrong in this case.

Mr. WOMACK. So I'm assuming that
the gentleman would admit that the
President is wrong in this case as well.

Mr. GARAMENDI. He most certainly
is wrong in this case. There is no doubt
about it.

Mr. WOMACK. In reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I would just sim-
ply say that we have the list. On the
list are, certainly, items that would go
to the very core of the capability of the
Afghan National Security Forces in
order for them to be able to protect
themselves and to be able to protect us
as we continue to prepare for leaving
that theater of operation. So I am
strongly opposed to the gentleman’s
amendment.

At this time, in my having no further
comments, I yield back the balance of
my time.

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

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

Mr. GARAMENDI. 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 California will be
postponed.

The Chair understands that amend-
ment No. 34 will not be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MR. FLEMING

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 35 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 157, after line 2, add the following
new section:

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to appoint
chaplains for the military departments in
contravention of Department of Defense In-
struction 1304.28, dated June 11, 2004, incor-
porating change 2, dated January 19, 2012, as
in effect on July 1, 2013, regarding the ap-
pointment of chaplains for the military de-
partments.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

My amendment is fairly simple. The
DOD is permitted to appoint military
chaplains—individuals who minister to
the spiritual needs of any and all mem-
bers of the armed services—in accord-
ance with the current DOD policy.
Chaplains must possess appropriate
educational credentials, 2 years of reli-
gious leadership experience, and, more
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importantly, must receive an endorse-
ment from a qualified religious organi-
zation attesting to the tenets of the en-
dorser’s faith.

In June, the Members of this body—
Democrats and Republicans alike—
twice affirmed that the military is not
permitted to appoint atheist chaplains.
Despite these recent votes and by com-
pletely bypassing Congress—the voice
of the people—and current DOD stand-
ards, it has been confirmed that the
military is considering the possibility
of appointing an atheist chaplain.
Since the formation of the chaplaincy
in 1775, chaplains have been affiliated
with faith and spirituality. By defini-
tion, chaplains minister to the spir-
itual needs of our men and women in
the armed services—a vital function
that an individual without any inclina-
tion towards spirituality would not be
able to perform.

I would like to thank my col-
leagues—Representatives FORBES,
BRIDENSTINE, JORDAN, PITTS, and
LANKFORD—for their support of this
amendment.

I would urge all of my colleagues to
support the chaplaincy of the TU.S.
military, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. I rise to claim the time
in opposition.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Fleming amendment.

I think there is a basic misunder-
standing here about the needs of people
who lack a particular faith tradition. I
would also point out that we already
ordain nontheistic chaplains in our
military, including Buddhists, which is
a nontheistic faith. Some Unitarians
may also have a nontheistic faith tra-
dition. However, over 20 percent of the
members of our military identify as
nonbelievers. While, of course, their
needs should be catered to by members
of the chaplaincy from diverse faiths,
it’s only fair to have their humanism,
or outlooks, represented.

Now, why is this different than a rea-
son a member of the military might
seek support from a medical profes-
sional or from a psychologist as the
gentleman has argued one should?
Those are different needs.

A psychiatrist or a medical profes-
sional is not equipped to answer those
kinds of existential questions that a
member of the military might seek out
to discuss with a chaplain: Why am I
here? What’s the meaning of life? How
do I justify the use of force? People
who are nontheistic in their outlooks
and who are humanists wrestle with
those same existential questions as
those of us of faith. So I strongly en-
courage my colleagues to not adopt an
amendment that would be restrictive
on the military.

Now, to be clear, the military has not
announced plans to move forward with
ordaining humanist chaplains; but
what this amendment does is to lock in
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place a 2004 rule, placing it in statute
and preventing the military, even if
they feel the need should arise for the
good of the chaplaincy, from having
the flexibility they need to appoint hu-
manist chaplains.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to my good friend from Okla-
homa, JIM BRIDENSTINE.

Mr. BRIDENSTINE. Thank you, Dr.
FLEMING, for your leadership on this.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant amendment. I support this amend-
ment to prohibit the appointment of
atheist chaplains.

My constituents back in Oklahoma
are shaking their heads. The secular
left is so invested in ripping God from
everything that I must stand here with
my friend Dr. FLEMING in order to pro-
hibit Obama’s Department of Defense
from establishing an oxymoron—athe-
ist chaplains.

Military chaplains have a duty to
faithfully serve all servicemembers and
to facilitate the free exercise of reli-
gion under the First Amendment. As a
Navy pilot with combat tours in Iraq
and Afghanistan, I recognize that war
affects all servicemembers—believers
and atheists. However, those without
faith have plenty of options, from
counselors to psychologists, from
whom to seek emotional support.

Why does the secular left insist on
ruining the integrity of the chaplaincy
in order to serve their agenda of insti-
tutionalized godlessness?

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), a member of the
Armed Services Committee.

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, our
intent is not to promote institutional-
ized godlessness. Our intent is to pro-
mote constitutional fealty.

When a young man or young woman
raises their right hand and swears alle-
giance to this country and agrees to
serve in the Armed Forces, they do not
consign themselves to serve as a sec-
ond-class citizen, irrespective of their
faith or their life philosophy.

It is wrong to say to a soldier who
comes from such a tradition, that he or
she, if they have an issue on which
they’re troubled, must go to a mental
health professional in order to receive
counseling, rather than someone who
comes from their philosophical faith or
tradition.

The other problem with this amend-
ment is it frankly second guesses the
military leadership of this country, the
Pentagon of this country, the Defense
Department, and says that even if they
would decide that such a decision
would be appropriate, they’re prohib-
ited from doing so.

Our law recognizes that our Constitu-
tion establishes no religion. We should
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have equality of treatment for our
Armed Forces. I'd urge a ‘‘no” vote on
this amendment.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to my good friend from Geor-
gia, DOUG COLLINS, who is, by the way,
a chaplain himself.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. 1 appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, this is an interesting
amendment, especially for me, because
I am currently a chaplain in the United
States military.

I appreciate the arguments that have
been made here, but let’s just bring
back something that needs to be made.
When we deal with this in the con-
tradiction of terms, a chaplain is there
to provide services and spiritual guid-
ance and a guiding hand, if you would,
to all—those of faith and those with no
faith. That is done in a confidential
setting, and it is done in a way in
which the person who brings to the
chaplain their feelings, their needs, and
their conversations are kept in that in-
violate conversation.

What I'm here to do is to support this
amendment because I believe it at-
tacks the basis of the chaplaincy, it at-
tacks the chaplaincy as a whole, this
introduction into the DOD to bring an
atheist chaplain to, really, the heart of
the chaplaincy itself.

I think it is beyond more than just
do those who have no faith have a place
to go. It’s not about that. I believe it’s
about the faith of the chaplaincy as a
whole and the standards that have been
set up.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, if a chaplain is doing their job
right, then all feel welcome.

When I was in Iraq, I would go across
and see everyone at night. I had many
times those who profess no faith at all
who would come to me and say, Chap-
lain, I don’t believe there is a God, but
I have a wife at home that I'm having
trouble with. Can you talk to me?
That’s what a chaplain does.

This amendment reaffirms the estab-
lishment of our chaplaincy, and I be-
lieve that is what it protects; and it
protects those with faith and those
without faith and those who are some-
where in between. This amendment
needs to be approved.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman for his efforts on
behalf of the chaplaincy. I agree with
his interpretation of the rules and re-
sponsibilities of the chaplaincy. And
we try to represent the diverse faith
tradition of the men and women who
serve.

In that faith tradition are those who
look at objective fact, free thinkers,
humanists, atheists. They too have the
same mentoring, spiritual existential
needs as others. And, of course, just as
Catholics have to handle the needs of
Jews and Muslims in the service and
Buddhist chaplains handle the needs of



July 23, 2013

others, they’re all trained to handle
the needs of soldiers. We also want to
make sure we have a chaplaincy that
reflects the broad diversity of belief
systems.

Over 20 percent of today’s members
of the military don’t have a theistic
outlook, are nonbelievers. That’s an
important thing to represent in the
chaplaincy. Many major universities
have humanist chaplains. Hospitals
have humanist chaplains. Many of our
allied European militaries have hu-
manist chaplains.

As one of the other gentlemen ar-
gued, there is no political goal or sec-
ular agenda here. We simply want to
make sure the military is not pre-
vented from providing chaplaincy serv-
ices for the men and women who put
their lives at risk defending our coun-
try every day. Every man and woman
who serves should be able, when the
need arises, to have a private consulta-
tion with a chaplain; and we should in-
clude in the chaplaincy people who rep-
resent the full diversity of the beliefs
of the quality of men and women who
serve.

Increasingly, there are seminaries
who prepare humanist chaplains for or-
dination and work in the field, in hos-
pitals, in universities, and again in the
militaries that have them. I personally
hope that this is a direction that our
military considers in the future. We
ran a similar amendment that would
move it in this direction to an author-
ization bill; 150 Members voted for it.
I’'m confident even more Members will
want to vote against restricting the
military from moving in this direction.

Again, to be clear, the Obama admin-
istration and the military have given
no indication that they want to go this
way; but as we reassess our ongoing
personnel needs and how best to sup-
port the men and women who serve, I
believe that many members of the
military will come to the conclusion
that this is an excellent way to do this.

I urge a ‘‘no” vote on the amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Louisiana has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, with all due respect to my good
friend from Colorado, there is no way
that an atheist chaplain or atheist
whatever can minister to the spiritual
needs of a Christian or a Muslim, or a
Jew, for that matter.

As a result, that is the whole prob-
lem here. When you’re talking about a
chaplain, what are you talking about?
How do we define chaplain? A chaplain
is a person who ministers to spiritual
needs, but who is assigned to a secular
organization. The military is 99.9 per-
cent secular. The only thing that we
add to it that is nonsecular is the chap-
laincy.

Also, I would say to you is that there
is a limited number of chaplains. And if
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we begin to displace chaplains who are
actually from religious organizations
with those who are atheists, who do
not believe in spirituality or a deity,
then that’s going to limit even the
number that’s going to be available to
the others.

It’s nonsensical. It’s an oxymoron.
But as I've said before, and I'll say this
again, remember that an atheist is a
person who does not believe in a deity,
does not believe in a spiritual world.
It’s impossible for that person through
his or her beliefs or training to min-
ister to the spiritual needs of somebody
who does.

In the final analysis, I believe that
an atheist chaplain would be the last
person in the world that we would want
for a dying soldier who needs that last
moment of counseling in their life.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. POLIS. 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 Louisiana will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. RIGELL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 36 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 157, after line 2, add the following
new section:

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act for the ‘“‘Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund” may be used to plan, de-
velop, or construct any project for which
construction has not commenced before the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise to speak in support of my
amendment, which would prohibit any
of the Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund
to be used to begin new infrastructure
projects.

There are a host of amendments that
will address current projects. That’s
not the focus of my amendment. My
amendment is focused on new projects.

Mr. Chairman, I have in my hand the
summary of an audit provided to Con-
gress on July 12, by the Special Inspec-
tor General for Afghanistan Recon-
struction. It contains key findings that
really make the case that my amend-
ment is needed. The opening paragraph
states this:

More than 10 years after international
intervention in Afghanistan, the U.S. Gov-
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ernment, the international community, and
the Afghan Government continue to face
challenges in implementing programs to
build basic infrastructure.

That’s certainly consistent with
what I observed firsthand during my
trip to Afghanistan.

It goes on to say that five of the
seven infrastructure projects for fiscal
year 2011 are up to 15 months behind
schedule. USAID, the lead agency of
this effort, certainly doesn’t need to be
taking on new projects when it can’t
get control of its current projects.

Really of far more importance and
what is so deeply troubling, Mr. Chair-
man, is what is stated at the close of
that same paragraph:

In some instances, these projects may re-
sult in adverse counterinsurgency efforts.

Let that sink in, Mr. Chairman. The
Inspector General is making clear to us
that the American taxpayers’ dollars
may be funding infrastructure projects
that actually work against our coun-
terinsurgency efforts.

It goes on to state the two reasons
why that might occur.

First, these projects create an expec-
tations gap among the affected popu-
lation; second, they lack citizen sup-
port.

Look, even the Afghans don’t want
some of these projects.

The harsh reality is this, Mr. Chair-
man: while we’re furloughing hard-
working Americans who work along-
side and support our men and women in
uniform, we have poured not millions,
but literally billions, $89.4 billion, in
reconstruction efforts really into a
cauldron of graft and corruption. It’s
not the way to spend America’s tax
dollars.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to stop
building infrastructure in Afghanistan.

Finally, the Inspector General’s re-
port makes clear that we are building
infrastructure that the Afghans cannot
possibly maintain and sustain. They
don’t have the money, and they won’t
have the money. Buildings will deterio-
rate. Generators will run out of fuel.
Lights will go out. Yet we keep build-
ing. We keep adding to the national
debt.

Look, we’re hiring Afghans and lay-
ing off American workers. This doesn’t
make any sense, Mr. Chairman. It’s
time to stop building infrastructure in
Afghanistan.

That is why I urge my colleagues,
both sides of the aisle, to look care-
fully at this issue. I believe that will
lead to a vote for my amendment,
which will prohibit any of the Afghani-
stan infrastructure funds be used to
begin new infrastructure projects.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I claim time in op-
position to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, this
is another in a line of amendments
that we have debated here this evening;
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and I hate to be repetitive, but I am
going to be. We and the international
community have failed the country of
Afghanistan in the last century.
Today, in terms of the loss of life, in
terms of injury, and in terms of our na-
tional treasure, we are paying the
price. For over a decade, we have now
had a commitment to this country, and
we ought to meet that commitment at
the end just as we did at the beginning.

The gentleman wants to prohibit es-
sentially any new projects from com-
mencing. I think it is important for
our colleagues to understand that
there are a number of very important
projects that do need to be undertaken
and completed. All of them involve, ba-
sically, power systems.

I don’t think there’s anybody in this
Chamber who has not at one time or
another lost power to their home or
their business. It’s something we all
take for granted as American citizens.
If any of you have read the Caro biog-
raphy on Lyndon Johnson, in the first
volume I was most struck by his chap-
ter describing the day in the life of a
woman in Texas with no energy and
how hot that house was and how hard
it was to bring that water to that
house and how difficult it was to make
sure clothes were cleaned and food was
prepared and how exhausted and bent
and broken these women were in the
State of Texas before rural electrifica-
tion took place.
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I think there are a lot of people in
the country of Afghanistan today, be-
cause they lack power, that they are
bent and broken, and potentially are
subject to being persuaded that there
are other avenues to take in life for a
better one, as opposed to the principles
that our country espouses. I think par-
ticularly for those women who are bent
and broken because they have no power
in the country of Afghanistan, we
ought to give them a fighting chance
at the end.

We’ve been fighting in that country
for 12 years, let’s give them a fighting
chance at the end. Let us undertake
some new construction to give them
that chance. Simply because we have
failed in some instances in this country
is not, again as I have said before, is a
reason that we should fail others.

I see the gentleman from California
rise, and I am happy to yield to him.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I join
the gentleman in opposition to this
amendment.

I understand the gentleman’s con-
cerns about what’s happened in Af-
ghanistan, what is happening in Af-
ghanistan. Many of us have been to Af-
ghanistan many times. That country
was totally destroyed by the Russians
during the prior war. They were left
with nothing. It is probably, if not the
poorest, one of the poorest countries on
the face of the Earth, rubble on rubble.

And when we leave, and we are going
to leave Afghanistan in 2014, what
we’re saying is we’re going to give
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them the basic parts of energy produc-
tion, which is what the primary source
of this money is going to develop.

So I reluctantly oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment, and join the gen-
tleman in his opposition.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the
gentleman’s comments, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RIGELL. I appreciate the com-
ments of both of my colleagues. I cer-
tainly don’t agree with them. However,
if I understood the gentleman correctly
who led in opposition, and I do want to
get this right, and I will yield if I don’t
get it correct, but I made the notes
here that the gentleman said we have
failed the nation, the people of Afghan-
istan.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I did not. I don’t
want to fail them.

Mr. RIGELL. Don’t want to. Thank
you for the clarification.

Mr. Chairman, by any measure, we
won’t and have not and will not fail
those people because we have sacrificed
so great a measure of treasure and loss
of life. We have met every obligation to
the people of Afghanistan. And look,
our principle and primary and exclu-
sive obligation, of course, is to the
American people. The best indicator of
future performance is past perform-
ance. We have not demonstrated com-
petence, as much as we’ve tried and
good people have given their all. In
fact, some of our civilians at USAID, as
we all know, have given their life in
this effort. But we have not dem-
onstrated a competency to advance
these projects, and here are the facts
on the economy.

The entire revenue stream for the Af-
ghan government is about a billion dol-
lars a year. We’ve raised up a military
operation there, the Afghan army and
police, the largest employer by far in
the country, that has an annual ex-
penditure of about 7 or $8 billion. Look,
the math doesn’t work. We’ve created a
structure here that’s going to require,
absent some difficult decisions, a sharp
reduction of expenditures there.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. 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. RIGELL).

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

Mr. RIGELL. Mr.
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MR. SCALISE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 37 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

Chairman, I de-
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 157, after line 2, add the following
new section:

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to enter into
any contract after the date of the enactment
of this Act for the procurement or produc-
tion of any non-petroleum based fuel for use
as the same purpose or as a drop-in sub-
stitute for petroleum.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I bring forward is a very
basic, straightforward, commonsense
amendment that deals with the funding
priorities within the Department of De-
fense. We know we are living in a post-
sequester world. We have many hear-
ings here on Capitol Hill where we have
generals and, in fact, even the Sec-
retary of Defense talking about the
threats to military operations through
the sequester cuts. We all know that
those are real, and especially in these
tight economic times, and even if we
weren’t in tight economic times, but
especially right now, we ought to be
watching every single dollar that is
spent within the Department of De-
fense and work to find ways to make
smarter use of those dollars.

One of the things that we’ve found as
we’ve combed through is that the De-
partment of Defense has been entering
into contracts to buy renewable fuels,
biodiesel and other forms of renewable
fuels to supplant what are the tradi-
tional, conventional fuels. The problem
is that the contracts they are entering
into are tremendously more expensive
to the taxpayer than if they just
bought conventional fuel.

So what this amendment would do is
to say that the Department of Defense
cannot enter into those contracts to
buy nontraditional fuels at these high-
er costs.

I want to give a couple of examples.
I think it is important to note a few of
them because this is something that
has been happening recently that we
found. There is a memorandum of un-
derstanding between the Navy, the De-
partment of Agriculture, and the De-
partment of Energy for each of those
entities to spend $170 million each to
‘‘assist development and support of a
sustainable commercial biofuels indus-
try.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, whatever you
think of expanding and developing a
biofuels industry, that’s not a mission
of the Department of Defense, and es-
pecially when their budgets are being
cut and the generals and the Secretary
of Defense are saying they don’t have
enough money to perform and execute
their basic military operations. Yet
they’re spending $170 million to prop
up a failing biofuels industry when
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they could instead be buying tradi-
tional fuels.

I just want to give one example of
what we call this renewable energy
sticker shock. Here you’ve got fur-
loughs at the Pentagon, the military
has grounded the Blue Angels, and yet
they have a contract right now to buy
renewable jet fuel at $59 per gallon—$59
per gallon—when the traditional cost
of conventional jet fuel is $3.73 per gal-
lon. And yet the military, to carry out
some Kkind of social agenda, is spending
an extra $566, almost $56 more per gal-
lon, so they can buy renewable fuel. So
this is one example of many where the
military is not making the smartest
use of their military dollars, at a time
when Secretary Hagel himself has tes-
tified before committee that the serv-
ices have begun to significantly reduce
training and maintenance of operating
forces.

So if they’re reducing the training
and maintenance of operating forces,
why are they spending hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars to prop up a renewable
energy industry that is clearly not via-
ble yet. One day it will be, but today
it’s not, and yet they’re spending in
some cases 5, 10, 12 times more to buy
this renewable energy than they would
pay for conventional, wasting hundreds
of millions of taxpayer dollars. This
amendment just says that has to stop.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to claim the time in opposition to
the gentleman’s amendment.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
would begin by pointing out that the
Department of Defense is the single
largest consumer of energy in the
United States of America, and I cer-
tainly do believe that we need to move
from a carbon-based economy, particu-
larly given some of the countries in the
world where we procure carbon prod-
ucts such as petroleum. Many people
talk about it as an economic problem,
and it is. Many people characterize it
as an environmental problem, and it is.
We’re talking about the national de-
fense today, and I certainly agree with
former Senator Richard Lugar from
the State of Indiana who has always
characterized our dependency on for-
eign petroleum as a national security
issue.

This is the perfect bill to have the
largest consumer of energy begin to re-
duce our dependence on these very
countries that have cost us so much of
our treasure and so many of our lives.

This amendment would defund sec-
tion 526 of the Energy Independence
and Security Act. The fact is the argu-
ment is made that this hurts our readi-
ness and that’s not the case. In July
the Department of Defense stated very
clearly:

The provision has not hindered the Depart-
ment from purchasing the fuel we need today
worldwide to support military missions, but
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it also sets an important baseline in devel-
oping the fuels we need for the future.

The gentleman would indicate that
there is nearly a 20-fold difference in
the price of renewables and the price of
petroleum at the pump today. The
price of $3-some cents a gallon, unfor-
tunately some jurisdictions $4 a gallon,
can be purchased very close to this
building. Many of these fuels have to
be transported to places like Afghani-
stan. There’s an additional cost that is
worked into that 20-fold increase.

Additionally, I do not think we need
to complicate the Department’s efforts
to provide better energy options. We
want to give our warfighters as many
options as possible when they are in
the field to take advantage of.

This section also does not prevent
the sale of petroleum products, nor
does it prevent Federal agencies from
buying these fuels if they need them.
Instead, it simply prevents the Federal
Government from propping up the
makers of these types of fuels with
long-term contracts when we’re trying
to wean ourselves from them.

So I do think that the amendment
should be opposed, and I do so.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I will
reserve the balance of my time to
close.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time, and it is my under-
standing that I have the right to close.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Indiana has the right to close.

Mr. SCALISE. I will close, Mr. Chair-
man. The gentleman makes an impor-
tant point when he says that the De-
partment of Defense is America’s larg-
est user of energy. Then I think it is
even more important that they watch
every penny. You know, I’ve got hard-
working taxpayers, soccer moms in my
district, that will drive an extra three
blocks just to save a penny a gallon on
gasoline because they can see that
price at the pump, and it matters to
them. If they can save a penny a gal-
lon, they’ll drive a couple of extra
blocks. And yet you’ve got the Depart-
ment of Defense, the largest user of en-
ergy in the Nation, according to my
friend, saying that they’re willing to
not drive an extra block to save
money; they’ll drive a couple of extra
blocks to spend $59 a gallon when they
can buy that same jet fuel for $3.73 a
gallon.

Again, another contract, there was a
big, high-profile production on the
Great Green Fleet where they flew
some planes on renewable energy. It
cost an extra $10 million just for that
one example.

Again, they’re flying the Blue An-
gels—they’re grounded right now, and
we’re out there flying jets that run on
algae and cooking oil, spending hun-
dreds of millions of dollars more than
if you used traditional jet fuel.

So while I applaud the gentleman’s
effort to support renewable energy,
that’s not something that the Depart-
ment of Defense should be wasting hun-
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dreds of millions of dollars on when the
Secretary of Defense has said that we
actually are right now significantly re-
ducing training and maintenance of
operational forces. We should take
those hundreds of millions of dollars
we’ll save with this amendment and
provide it for our troops for the sup-
port they need because right now it ac-
tually risks our troops’ lives. It’s a 50
percent higher risk for them to be
transporting renewable fuels than it is
to transport traditional fuels because
of the density of that renewable fuel.
So it puts them more at risk. I urge
support of this amendment. Let’s save
those hundreds of millions of dollars
and dedicate it towards our Nation’s
security.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I maintain my op-
position to the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 38 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 157, after line 2, add the following
new section:

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be available to enforce
section 526 of the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140; 42
U.S.C. 17142).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nebraska.

O 2045

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise be-
cause of 650,000 people in my district;
4,400 employees who serve at Offutt Air
Force Base in Nebraska are being used
as political footballs.

Programs like the section 526 that we
just heard the gentleman from Lou-
isiana discuss mandate that the armed
services spend entirely too much
money on fuels. Section 526 also bans
our military from using other tradi-
tional energy sources like o0il sands
from Alberta, or even coal-to-liquids.

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
offer my support, though, for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FLORES), who has done
this amendment in the past. To me, it’s
not about who gets the credit or who
reaps the rewards, just that it gets
done.

I'm tired of the Pentagon using civil-
ian workers on base as a political foot-
ball and then spends the money that
they do on fuels. So by working to-
gether to cut waste from this bill, like
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section 526, we can find ways to protect
our constituents who have devoted
their lives to serving the men and
women who wear the uniform.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw
my amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. WITTMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 39 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 157, after line 2, add the following
new section:

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to propose, plan
for, or execute an additional Base Realign-
ment and Closure round.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WITTMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
have before you today provides that
none of the funds in this year’s Defense
appropriations act may be made avail-
able to propose, plan for, or execute an
additional Base Realignment and Clo-
sure round, better known as BRAC.

Remember, we have a current BRAC
in place that continues to cost our Na-
tion dollars in the defense budget; and
I want to remind folks, too, that this
same language passed in this year’s Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act by a
vote of 315-108 on June 14, and it says
that we want to make sure that we’re
making the right decisions in the con-
text of what’s going on around us.

We have an existing BRAC that will
not save a penny until 2018. The origi-
nal cost-savings estimates on that
BRAC were $21 billion. Today, the cost
of that BRAC is estimated at $35 bil-
lion, and the Nation won’t break even
until 2018. In fact, in this year’s Presi-
dent’s budget, the estimated cost of
that BRAC is $450 million.

Now, we wouldn’t want to proceed
with another BRAC with potential cost
savings somewhere in the future while
we’re still paying for the additional
BRAC, especially in light of the budg-
etary needs that are before us with our
Nation’s defense budget.

With the sequester going on, with
those reductions, and with the uncer-
tainty surrounding the current state of
affairs with our national defense, why
would we want to continue in the
realm of uncertainty spending more
dollars with an uncertain future about
when savings would occur, when we
haven’t even accrued savings from the
2005 BRAC?

Again, just not the time to go about
this, not the time to put in place an-
other Base Realignment and Closure
commission.
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Mr. Chairman, at this point, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chair, I seek to
claim time in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate that,
Mr. Chair.

I note that the gentleman’s amend-
ment says that none of the funds made
available by this act may be used to
propose, plan, or execute an additional
Base Realignment and Closure round.

If the gentleman had simply said
today we should not execute that na-
tional additional Base Realignment
and Closure round, I would not have
stood on my feet. But the fact is, he
said we shouldn’t propose or plan ei-
ther.

He also indicated that because we are
today paying, I believe, some hundreds
of millions of dollars for the current
base closure, we should not consider
paying for another one.

But the question I would ask, rhe-
torically, not necessarily of my col-
leagues, is, don’t we have to sometimes
make an investment for the future?

That is, there are cleanup costs,
there are close-up costs, there are dem-
olition costs, and those are short-term
costs. But potentially, those are in-
vestments year in and year out for dec-
ades where this Nation’s taxpayers can
save money.

And where the gentleman says we
shouldn’t consider another closure and,
at this point I’'m not aware that there’s
a proposal pending, what if we could
save money by doing that?

Should we simply say no?

Should we just say no to everything?

Is it wrong to consider how we might
look at every last base and military fa-
cility in this country to save taxpayers
money?

Essentially, the gentleman’s amend-
ment says it’s wrong to look at them.
It would be wrong to propose to the
Congress, that has the authority under
article I of the Constitution, to decide
whether, then, we execute that pro-
posal.

Is it wrong for an administration to
look nationwide where we’re spending
almost $600 billion for a more expensive
Department of Defense, but not a larg-
er one, that says we have a plan, and
they send it to the Congress?

But we can’t even do that, so we
can’t have a discussion. We can’t have
an open and free debate. We can’t even,
would not be allowed, under the gentle-
man’s amendment, to say, you know
what, you’ve got a plan, but we can
make it better. We could make it more
efficient. We could amend it, but we’re
prohibited from doing that.

I think the time for simply saying
no, no, no, no, no is gone, and I think
the gentleman’s amendment is wrong.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would say to the gentleman that, in
light of what we have today, with the

July 23, 2013

uncertainty, with the sequester, with
the reduction in funds where we are
saving money by furloughing Federal
employees, now is not the time to
spend more money in this realm of un-
certainty, especially when the Sec-
retary of Defense is undertaking a stra-
tegic choice in management review to
determine what our strategy should be
going forward. We certainly want to
determine the strategy first before
we’re going to make additional expend-
itures on closing bases.

Also, there’s a current evaluation
going on with our facilities in Europe
and our facilities in the Pacific.
Shouldn’t we finish that first before we
start even considering closing bases
here in the United States where, by the
way, we still haven’t gotten to the
point of saving money from the last
BRAC round, which will take at least
13 years to save money?

So if we start another one that would
take another 13 years, are we in the po-
sition to spend more money to do that
while we have these areas of uncer-
tainty surrounding us, a sequester re-
sulting in furloughs, an evaluation of
the current strategy for the United
States, an evaluation of base struc-
tures in other areas of the world?

I say that this is absolutely the
wrong time to pursue a BRAC in any
way, shape or form, to propose, plan or
execute a BRAC in all those areas.

Let’s create some certainty with
what’s happening right now with this
Nation’s defense, with what we're
doing with planning, to make sure it’s
a logical, a thoughtful process where
there’s some certainty, not throwing
more uncertainty in the process, which
is what a BRAC round would do now.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I understand I have
the right to close, so I will reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Chairman, again,
I want to emphasize, at this time in
our Nation’s defense budgeting, we
ought to be looking at where we can
save dollars, where we can apply dol-
lars to those areas of greatest need.
And I argue those areas of greatest
need are for this Nation’s readiness,
the training of our troops, the oper-
ation and maintenance of our equip-
ment, making sure that we get those
dollars there; and that before we pur-
sue a BRAC, we ought to know what
the areas are, where we are going to go
with this Nation’s strategy, what our
base structure should be in other areas
of the world.

After being at war for nearly 12
years, now we have a well-trained, bat-
tle-hardened, combat-tested force, and
they are an all-volunteer force that’s
more joint than ever. We want to un-
derstand where we need to be going for-
ward to make sure that we provide for
them.

Closing these bases now, or even pur-
suing a Base Realignment and Closure
commission, this is not the time to do
that.
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Mr. Chairman, again, this is the
wrong time. We ought to be looking at
the place in time where we have actu-
ally accrued the savings on the last
BRAC, which started in 2005. Before we
pursue another, we ought to make sure
we know what this Nation’s strategy
is, militarily, before we pursue a Base
Realignment and Closure commission.
We ought to know what should our
base structures be elsewhere in the
world.

Before we pursue a Base Realignment
and Closure commission here in the
United States, we ought to make sure
we understand where we’re going with
the sequester, where we’re going with
furloughs, where we’re going with end-
strength with our military before we
close bases.

If we’re going to be reducing end-
strength by 100,000 and say, by the way,
let’s pursue a Base Realignment and
Closure commission now, how do we
know where we need to be?

That uncertainty is not where we
need to be, and I urge my colleagues to
vote in favor of this amendment.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate that the gentleman, on any
number of occasions during his discus-
sion, talked about the uncertainty that
we face in this country because of se-
questration, and I couldn’t agree with
him more and would point out that the
gentleman voted for the Budget Con-
trol Act that created sequestration
that has now created the uncertainty
that we face, which I find very regret-
table.

The gentleman, also, in his con-
cluding remarks, indicated that we
need to look to save money. I couldn’t
agree with him more.

He also indicated, and I would accept
it for the sake of our discussion here on
the House floor, that some of these
processes take 13 years. I think the
gentleman makes my argument. If it
takes 13 years, we ought to start today,
so that that child who is born later this
week has the benefit of these savings
we both want before they get to high
school.

Why wait to save the American tax-
payers money by potentially not con-
sidering a plan?

I think we ought to be thoughtful
here, and I oppose the gentleman’s
amendment.

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. WITTMAN).

The amendment was rejected.

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 40 printed
in House Report 113-170.

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. FLORES

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 41 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Page 157, after line 2, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 10002. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to enforce sec-
tion 526 of the Energy Independence and Se-
curity Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140; 42
U.S.C. 17142).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FLORES) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
offer an amendment which addresses
another misguided and restrictive Fed-
eral regulation.

Section 526 of the Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act prohibits Fed-
eral agencies from entering into con-
tracts for the procurement of fuels un-
less their lifecycle greenhouse gas
emissions are less than or equal to
emissions from an equivalent conven-
tional fuel produced from conventional
petroleum sources.

My amendment is simple. It would
stop the government from enforcing
this ban on agencies funded by the De-
partment of Defense appropriations
bill.

As my good friend, the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), said a few
minutes ago, the initial purpose of sec-
tion 526 was to stifle the Defense De-
partment’s plans to buy and develop
coal-based or coal-to-liquids jet fuel.

We must ensure that our military
has adequate fuel resources and that it
can rely on domestic and more stable
sources of fuel. One of the unintended
consequences of section 526 is that it
essentially forces the American mili-
tary to acquire fuel refined from unsta-
ble, Middle East crude resources.

I offered this amendment to the Fis-
cal Year 2014 Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act and the Fiscal Year
2014 Energy and Water Appropriations
Act, and they both passed on the floor
of the House with strong bipartisan
support.

My friend, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CONAWAY), also added similar lan-
guage to the latest defense authoriza-
tion bill to exempt the Defense Depart-
ment from this burdensome regulation.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my good friend, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY).

Mr. CONAWAY. I
friend from Texas.

I also want to encourage my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this amend-
ment.

Section 526 was added to the 2007 en-
ergy bill as a last-minute add-on, with
no hearings, without any information
about it whatsoever, and it is beyond
misguided. It may sound good on paper,
but it is totally unenforceable.

No one in their right mind has a clue
what the life-cycle greenhouse gases
are for any of the fuels that anybody
buys. And, quite frankly, as we blend
crude oil sources at a refinery to run
through the refinery on a most effi-
cient basis, there is absolutely no way

thank my good
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to separate out the gasoline jet fuel
diesel that comes from that refining
that would be required if—let’s assume
for sake of this conversation we actu-
ally get the Keystone pipeline done,
some of that oil from Canada starts
flowing south into our refineries. There
is absolutely no way anyone can cer-
tify which gasoline coming out is re-
lated to those sources versus some oth-
ers.

So this is misguided. It’s unworkable
and extreme. I would prefer that we ex-
empt the entire all of government from
section 526, but that’s obviously be-
yond the scope of tonight’s legislation.
I want to thank my friends—Mr. FLoO-
RES, Mr. HENSARLING, and Mr.
GINGREY—for, again, posing the strik-
ing or exempting of the Department of
Defense from the misguided require-
ments in section 526, and I encourage
all of my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, as we
said earlier, this amendment is a sim-
ple fix, and that fix is to not restrict
our fuel choices based on bad policies
or misguided regulations like those in
section 526. Stopping the impact of sec-
tion 526 will help us to promote Amer-
ican energy, grow the American econ-
omy, create American jobs, and be-
come more energy secure.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to claim time in opposition to the
gentleman’s amendment.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
won’t prolong the debate because this
is either the third or fourth install-
ment, if you would, of this debate, but
my response to the current iteration is
the same as I have expressed through-
out the night. We do have an energy
problem in the United States of Amer-
ica, and I agree with former Senator
Richard Lugar that it is, first and fore-
most, a national security interest,
given where we get petroleum prod-
ucts.

We’ve been at war in the Middle East.
We’ve been at war in Afghanistan. We
have other problems internationally,
much of it precipitated because of our
dependence on that fuel. This is not the
time, I believe, that we ought to in any
way, shape, or form retard the largest
consumer of energy in this country
from examining and helping to create a
vibrant market for alternatives to re-
duce that.

So, for those reasons and the reasons
discussed earlier in this evening’s de-
bate, I would be opposed to the gentle-
man’s amendment, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chairman, I have
enjoyed the debate tonight and I appre-
ciate the comments of the gentleman.

I would say this. This amendment
does not do any of those things that he
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said it would. It does not prevent and
does not restrict the ability of the Fed-
eral Government or the Department of
Defense to purchase any alternative
fuels—it does not restrict those—in-
cluding biodiesel, ethanol, or other
fuels from renewable resources. So it
does not do any of those things that
would prevent the flexibility of the De-
partment of Defense in acquiring fuels.
As a matter of fact, it helps the De-
partment of Defense have more flexi-
bility.

With that, I urge my colleagues to
support this a amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Chair, 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 Texas will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MR. COLE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 42 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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 carry out a fur-
lough (as defined in section 7511(a)(5) of title
5, United States Code) that—

(1) includes in the notice of the furlough
made pursuant to section 752.404(b) of title 5,
Code of Federal Regulations, ‘‘sequestra-
tion’ as the reason for the furlough; and

(2) is of a civilian employee of the Depart-
ment of Defense who is paid from amounts in
a Working Capital Fund Account pursuant to
section 2208 of title 10, United States Code.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

I'm offering a bipartisan amendment
this evening, Mr. Chairman, to prevent
funds from the so-called Working Cap-
ital Fund from being used to imple-
ment furloughs of DOD employees.
This amendment would affect approxi-
mately 180,000 workers scattered
around the country in different work-
ing Capital Fund units. Tinker, Hill,
Robbins, the great Air Logistics Cen-
ters, account for 26,000 of those.

Working Capital Fund employees are
indirectly funded by the government
and not by direct appropriations. The
commands where these employees are
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paid have more than sufficient funds to
continue to operate without a fur-
lough. Indeed, furloughing these work-
ers would be counterproductive and ul-
timately cost money.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I rise to claim time
in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s concern and
the fact that he is focused on working
capital that is essentially funded
through customer reimbursement, but
as I mentioned in an earlier debate, I
am opposed to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

I voted against the Budget Control
Act. I think sequestration is an abhor-
rent way to run the government. I was
disappointed last year when we made
every Federal agency in this Nation,
including the Department of Defense,
wait 7 months until we told them how
much money we were going to give
them. And then, we told most of the
agencies that we’re going to give you
what we gave you last year.

Now we’re suffering because of fur-
loughs. And the concern I have here,
again, is making distinctions between
one Federal employee and another.
They’re all very important. I don’t
know what going to work every day as
a guard in a maximum security Federal
prison must be like, but I don’t know
that we carve out an exception for
them. I don’t know what it is like to be
a Federal law enforcement official
working undercover, putting your life
at risk, getting reimbursed, but not
being carved out for furlough.

We have people at NIH, the National
Institutes of Health, doing ground-
breaking research as far as people’s
health and safety; and perhaps they not
themselves are risking their lives, but
tomorrow, if they were at work, could
make a discovery that could improve
or prolong someone’s life. And I think
it’s a very difficult proposition to begin
to make those distinctions between
various Federal employees.

I absolutely share the gentleman’s
concern as to what is happening with
the Federal workforce. I have men-
tioned in committee and on this floor
more than once today that I'm ap-
palled that for 4 years we hold Federal
employees in so little regard. We have
not given any of them a raise in 4
years. But we scurried to the floor be-
cause people were going to be incon-
venienced at airports because of poten-
tial slowdowns at the FAA. Well, Fed-
eral employees actually do things for
our safety like make sure, when we
leave the ground in an airplane, we’re
safe.

So, again, I'm very concerned here.
The fact is I do think allowing excep-
tions for one agency is unfair to others.
Allowing exceptions that pit one agen-
cy against another wrongly determines
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the value of the work performed by
some government employees vis-a-vis
others. We ought to value all of their
work collectively, together, and should
not be looking for temporary fixes of
one dislocation, as great as it is,
caused by sequestration. What we
ought to be about—and I know the gen-
tleman is about—is to end this mad-
ness, if you would, and get back to the
business of governing this country.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to my good friend from the
State of Washington (Mr. KILMER), a
new Member from the Sixth District.

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment.

Let me take a second here to say 1
oppose sequestration, I oppose the fur-
loughs, and I believe Congress should
be moving forward on a plan to elimi-
nate sequestration and the process of
furloughing workers. But Congress
hasn’t done that, and now we’re forced
to deal with an ugly process where
we’re cutting accounts and cutting
workers, not because it makes any
sense for the public interest or for our
security, but because Congress can’t
get its act together.

This amendment responds to what I
believe was an incorrect decision by
the Department of Defense to furlough
civilian workers who work at entities
that were funded through Defense
Working Capital accounts. The Work-
ing Capital Funds are revolving funds
that provide goods and services across
the DOD that were established to pro-
mote stable pricing and reliable access.
They were designed to be self-sus-
taining.

I certainly empathize with the other
workers and groups that are facing fur-
loughs, but these workers are not fund-
ed through direct appropriation. I be-
lieve that these indirectly funded em-
ployees are specifically exempted by
law from sequestration. Furthermore, 1
believe that furloughing these employ-
ees and, thereby, delaying their work
will not save any money, will only in-
crease costs for DOD and hurt tax-
payers and jeopardize our military
readiness.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished majority
whip from the great State of California
(Mr. McCARTHY).

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment. This issue is straight-
forward. It deals with Defense Working
Capital Funds.

This is just like owning a business.
When you provide a service or a prod-
uct, you get paid for it. That is how De-
fense Working Capital Funds operates.
They’re paid through reimbursements
for the services they provide to the De-
partment of Defense, which is already
funded for the fiscal year. Thus, Work-
ing Capital Funds do not receive direct
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appropriations and, therefore, fur-
loughing these individuals have no sav-
ings. They actually have the direct op-
posite effect. It will cost you more,
there will be delays, and, most impor-
tantly, individuals will be harmed in
the process.

The specialized work the Defense
Working Capital Fund employees per-
form is vital to our Nation’s security
and our warfighters around the globe.
A blanket 11-day furlough policy, such
as China Liake in my district, will only
end up slowing down getting our
warfighters the best and latest tech-
nology to complete their mission when
called upon to protect and defend
America and safely return home to
their families.

This is very simple. They are a busi-
ness that performs work and they get
paid for it, and the money is already
there. That’s why I ask and urge all of
us to join in supporting this amend-
ment.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I continue to re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Utah (Mr. BISHOP), my classmate
and colleague on the Rules Committee.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
as stated, this workload is a self-sus-
taining process, which means, if the
workload is there, and it is, then the
money is there, and it is. To furlough
the employees in this area saves no
money, it completes no work, but it
does raise the cost of overhead for all
of the depots.

I have empathy for the Pentagon.
They made a decision that everyone
should share the pain in an effort to be
fair. Unfortunately, title 10, section
2472, tells us how this fund should be
managed. Sharing the pain isn’t one of
the options.

I appreciate what is going on here,
but the Defense Department cannot
simply pick and choose. This amend-
ment does not start a new program. It
simply requires that the existing law
be followed.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I continue to re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. COLE. I yield 1 minute to my
good friend from the great State of
Iowa (Mr. LOEBSACK).

Mr. LOEBSACK. I want to thank my
friend from Oklahoma for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am a proud cospon-
sor of this truly bipartisan amend-
ment, as demonstrated by those who
are speaking in favor of it tonight. I,
too, voted against sequestration, and I
oppose furloughing any DOD citizens
who work on behalf of our national se-
curity and our troops. Those working
at the Rock Island Arsenal, which I
represent, proudly serve our country.
They don’t deserve a pay cut because of
Washington’s dysfunction. It’s as sim-
ple as that. That’s why Congress and
the administration must find a bal-
anced, commonsense way to replace se-
questration.

This amendment addresses the
unique situation of Working Capital
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Fund civilians like those at the Joint
Manufacturing and Technology Center,
who are already funded from prior
years. I think that’s important to keep
in mind. Furloughing these men and
women doesn’t create direct savings, as
has already been mentioned; rather, it
delays work for our troops, hurts our
readiness, and increases costs for tax-
payers without direct savings.
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Again, I oppose all furloughs, and I
do oppose sequestration. This amend-
ment, I believe, is a commonsense pol-
icy for DOD and for Working Capital
Fund employees, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it. Again, it’s a fully
bipartisan amendment.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to my good friend
from the great State of Georgia (Mr.
AUSTIN SCOTT).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 15 seconds.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, this is a sensible, bipartisan
solution. It helps the country by help-
ing those who work at our depots and
other areas. I would just ask that my
colleagues join this bipartisan coali-
tion that’s working in support of this
amendment.

Mr. COLE. I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-
stands that amendment No. 43 will not
be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 44 printed
in House Report 113-170.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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 obligated or expended to
train the Afghan National Security Forces
Special Mission Wing to operate or maintain
Mi-17 helicopters.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would prohibit funds in
this bill from being used by the Defense
Department to train the Afghan Spe-
cial Mission Wing to operate or main-
tain Russian-made Mi-17 helicopters.

Over 93,000 people have died in a trag-
ic war in Syria that is being fueled by
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Russian arms being supplied to the
Assad regime. Over 1.6 million Syrian
refugees are now hosted across five
countries. By the end of the year, half
the population of Syria will be in need
of aid.

We know for a fact that the Russian
arms manufacturer, Rosoboronexport,
is arming Syria. The Syrian Army re-
quested 20,000 Kalashnikov assault ri-
fles, 20 million rounds of ammunition,
machine guns, grenade launchers, gre-
nades, and sniper rifles with night-vi-
sion sights. And Russia also recently
announced it would provide Assad with
advanced S-300 missile defense bat-
teries. Yet, our Defense Department
continues to channel business to this
Russian arms manufacturer.

DOD recently skirted around a prohi-
bition on purchasing Mi-17 helicopters
from Russia’s state arms dealer in last
year’s Defense appropriations bill,
signing a contract with Rosoboronex-
port to procure 30 Mi-17s for the Af-
ghan Specialty Mission Wing using 2012
Afghanistan Security Forces Fund
moneys.

This contract signing, flying in the
face of congressional intent, incredibly
came just days after this House voted
423-0 to strengthen the prohibition on
Pentagon business with the Russian
arms dealer—a prohibition also in-
cluded in this Defense appropriations
bill.

Even more egregious, it also came on
the heels of a report by the Special In-
spector General for Afghanistan Recon-
struction that recommended suspen-
sion of the plans to purchase these hel-
icopters for the Afghan Special Mission
Wing as the Afghans do not even have
the capacity to use them.

The Defense Department touts the 30
years of experience the Afghans have
with the Mi-17 helicopters as a key rea-
son to purchase them, yet we are still
trying to train them to fly these heli-
copters instead of American-made heli-
copters—training that the Inspector
General report says has been slow and
uneven.

The report also argues that moving
forward with the acquisition of these
Mi-17 helicopters is highly imprudent
until, among other things, an agree-
ment is reached on NATO’s Afghani-
stan Training Mission concept for reor-
ganization within the Afghan Govern-
ment to support this Special Mission
Wing.

Mr. Chairman, U.S. taxpayers should
not be subsidizing the Russian state
arms dealer that is fueling the war in
Syria. The language already included
in this bill states this. We should also
not be spending money to train an Af-
ghan unit to fly these Russian heli-
copters, particularly when the Inspec-
tor General has raised serious ques-
tions about the content of that unit’s
capabilities.

I urge support for my amendment,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to claim time in opposition to the
amendment.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, the
Afghan National Army Special Forces
are the most capable component of the
Afghan National Security Forces and
have made significant strides toward
becoming an independent and effective
force in Afghanistan.

The only path forward to getting out
of Afghanistan is to make sure that we
have an effective army, special force,
that can do the necessary work to
make sure that the fragile Afghan gov-
ernance that is there survives.

The purpose of this amendment is
not to limit the Afghan Special Forces
but to further restrict the use of the
helicopter it employs to support its
mission. The development of the Af-
ghan Army Special Operators remains
a critical component of the overall op-
eration structure and strategy to sus-
tain the transition to Afghan security
lead.

In other words, if we want to get out
of there by 2014, 2015, the Afghan Air
Force must succeed. And it has a his-
tory, whether we like it or not, with
the Mi-17. It’s more efficient to expand
its fleet and build on their existing
knowledge of maintaining that fleet
than to completely shift to an entirely
different aircraft.

Additionally, U.S. helicopters are
more technologically advanced.
They’re a better helicopter, I'll agree.
But it would further prolong the
timelines of getting the AAF where
they need to be to completely take
over the program.

The Mi-17 has been certified by the
Department of Defense and is to be the
right aircraft for the missions in Af-
ghanistan. The Mi-17 has a long history
in Afghanistan and was designed for
the high altitude terrain there.

So I reluctantly oppose the
gentlelady’s amendment, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Ms. DELAURO. I just want to say to
my good friend that I think that we
ought to be amenable to working with
Afghanistan in these final days, but I
don’t make up this information.

Our Defense Department continues to
channel business to this Russian arms
manufacturer. DOD skirted around the
prohibition on purchasing Mi-17 heli-
copters in the last appropriations bill.
We voted overwhelmingly—I don’t
know that there has been a vote in this
House on a bipartisan basis that was
423-0—to prohibit this.

So what did the DOD do? The DOD
went around that and went to a dif-
ferent pot of money. And one could ac-
knowledge that, but in addition to ac-
knowledging that, I'm going to quote
to you from the Special Inspector Gen-
eral for Afghanistan Reconstruction:

Afghan Special Mission Wing: DOD plans
to spend $908 million to build air wing that
the Afghans cannot operate and maintain.
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Now, I don’t know why we keep in
business an Inspector General that
would give us this report, and then we
fly in the face of it and not acknowl-
edge its veracity. In addition to which,
we are dealing with an arms dealer
that is supplying arms, grenades,
Kalashnikovs, missiles to Syria, where
over 93,000 people have already been
killed.

The point is that we shouldn’t enter
a contract when there is no capability
to fly these helicopters.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, again,
we’re not talking about a helicopter
manufacturer that would suffer. It’s
the combat unit in Afghanistan that
would be devastated and unable to ful-
fill its mission, and if it’s not able to
fulfill its mission, then we will not
have a capable military to take over
when the United States leaves in 2014.

I'm not going to defend Russia or
their foreign policy and what they’re
doing in Syria, but we do want Afghan-
istan to succeed. So I reluctantly must
oppose the gentlelady’s amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 456 OFFERED BY MS. LEE OF

CALIFORNIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 45 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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 one percent.

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

(1) under title I for ‘“Military Personnel’’;

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

(3) under title IX.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. LEE of California. First, let me
thank  Congressmen PoLis, BLU-
MENAUER, CONYERS, and SCHRADER, who
have joined me in offering this amend-
ment.

Our amendment is very straight-
forward. It would trim Pentagon spend-
ing by a very modest 1 percent.
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The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates our amendment would result in
a reduction of discretionary spending
of $5.9 billion, and it does so while
maintaining our national security and
protecting our Active Duty military
personnel.

This Defense appropriations bill is
$28.1 billion more than the Pentagon’s
current funding level, which includes $5
billion more than the President’s re-
quest for war spending in the Overseas
Contingency Account. In total, this bill
includes over $85 billion in war spend-
ing at a time when the majority of the
American people and a growing bipar-
tisan group in Congress are calling for
an expedited end of military activities
in Afghanistan.

Our amendment simply takes the
total amount in the bill, reduces that
amount by 1 percent, and then allows
the Department of Defense to choose
what accounts to take the reduction
from. As I mentioned before, military
personnel accounts and medical and
health care programs are exempt from
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, month after month we
have been talking about ways to ad-
dress the budget and the impacts of the
harmful sequester. The question before
the body today is: How do we ensure
that we have a budget that reflects our
national security priorities, our moral
values, and our underlying economic
strength? I'm talking about a budget
that protects the most vulnerable in
our country and a budget that ensures
that we have priorities to create jobs
and turn this economy around—in
other words, nation-building in our
own country.

What this amendment does is say
that we need to put everything on the
table—and I mean everything—and
that includes the Pentagon. Believe
me, if I could, I would support much
greater cuts to the Pentagon. But sure-
ly $56 billion can be found among the
tens of billions of dollars lost each year
at the Pentagon due to waste, fraud,
and abuse. You know that that $56 bil-
lion is a mere drop in the bucket when
you look at what has been actually
taken away without knowledge of
where that money has gone, when you
look at the suitcases filled with cash in
Afghanistan, and previously in Iraq.

Even with this modest cut of 1 per-
cent, the Pentagon base budget would
still far outpace any other nation in
defense spending. The United States
spends as much on its military as 13
countries combined. But all three of
these are close allies. I'm talking about
China, Russia, the United Kingdom,
France, Japan, India, Saudi Arabia,
Germany, of course Brazil, Italy, South
Korea, Australia and Canada. Com-
bined, we spend more than those coun-
tries.

Finally, Americans believe that no
Federal agency should really be im-
mune from cuts, including the Pen-
tagon. In fact, the average American
would pursue a much larger cut of over
$93 billion, according to a poll released
in 2012 by the Stimson Center.
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So it’s long overdue that we be hon-
est with the American people and begin
to have some real debate about deficit
reduction, job creation, and the reduc-
tion of spending. And that includes the
Pentagon.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the gentlewoman’s
amendment.

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

Mr. CALVERT. I'm the first to admit
that the Department of Defense should
not be immune to reasonably based re-
ductions. We should be doing that.
That’s exactly what we’ve been doing
the past few years and will continue to
do this year.
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This bill that we are deciding today
and tomorrow is $3.4 billion below the
President’s request. In fact, over the
past 3 fiscal years, this committee has
produced defense budgets which totaled
$71 billion below the request, only $32
billion of which has been due to seques-
tration.

The Department is already facing an-
other $44 billion arbitrary reduction in
spending if we don’t stop sequestration
from going into effect in FY 2014. Any
further immediate and arbitrary reduc-
tions would likely bring the Depart-
ment to a grinding halt, perhaps past
the point of recovery.

Specifically, reductions could require
reducing/canceling training for return-
ing troops; canceling Navy training ex-
ercises; reducing Air Force flight train-
ing; delaying or canceling maintenance
of aircraft, ships, and vehicles; and de-
laying important safety and quality-of-
life repairs to facilities and military
barracks.

Finally, the allocation of this bill is
essentially in line with both the Ryan
budget, as well as the Defense author-
ization bill. National security should
not be subject to partisan politics. In-
stead, we should show our support for
these brave men and women who have
sacrificed so much and continue to do
S0.
I strongly oppose this amendment,
and I yield to my friend, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the
gentleman for yielding, and I appre-
ciate the gentlewoman’s approach. I
have on more than one occasion in
talking about the Department of De-
fense, my constituency indicated, as
the gentleman noted, no one should be
immune to cuts; and if you can’t find 1
cent out of every dollar at the Depart-
ment of Defense to save, there is some-
thing wrong with the leadership at the
Department of Defense.

But I rise in reluctant opposition for
two reasons:

One is I have an inherent objection to
across-the-board cuts because I think
we ought to make sure we are very tar-
geted as far as our financial decisions.
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Secondly, given the across-the-board
cut that has been referenced of more
than $30 billion in the current fiscal
year because of sequestration under a
bill I voted against, we are talking in
this instance about filling a significant
arbitrary hole.

So again, I would reluctantly be op-
posed to the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment.

Mr. CALVERT. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from California has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you
very much, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first thank our ranking mem-
ber for his comments and just reiterate
the fact that while this is a 1 percent
cut across-the-board, it allows the Pen-
tagon to make those decisions about
where the Pentagon and our military
officials believe the cuts should come
from and how to reallocate our funds.

Certainly as the daughter of a vet-
eran of 25 years—I'm an Army brat—I
recognize and support our young men
and women who have been placed in
harm’s way and who have sacrificed so
much for our country. There is no way
that I would offer an amendment that
would harm our troops.

A 1 percent cut really forces us to
pause, quite frankly, and forces us to
look where we can find savings when
we scrutinize the Pentagon budget, the
same way that we scrutinize our do-
mestic discretionary spending. At a
time when American families, busi-
nesses, and government agencies are
facing budget cuts, why shouldn’t the
Pentagon be asked to become more ef-
ficient and eliminate waste, fraud, and
abuse?

Let me reiterate that this bill in-
cludes $56 billion more than the Presi-
dent’s request for the overseas contin-
gency account. So it makes no sense.
We need to begin to focus our resources
on nation-building at home, ensure our
national security, and really make sure
that all of our agencies begin to look
at waste, fraud, and abuse. Certainly,
the Pentagon should be the first to do
that, especially given the fact that we
have not had audit requirements of the
Pentagon and still don’t know what
type of resources there have been wast-
ed and misallocated.

I ask for support for this very modest
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, again,
I rise in opposition to this amendment.
We have made significant cuts in our
national defense and continue to do so.
We are at lowest levels as a percentage
of GDP expenditures for our national
security in a long time.

I would rise in opposition to this
amendment, would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote,
and 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).
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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.

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. QUIGLEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 46 printed
in House Report 113-170.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

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 operate or main-
tain more than 300 land-based interconti-
nental ballistic missiles.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 312, the gentleman
from