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(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1798, a bill to ensure that emer-
gency services volunteers are not 
counted as full-time employees under 
the shared responsibility requirements 
contained in the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act. 

S. 1802 
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1802, a bill to provide 
equal treatment for utility special en-
tities using utility operations-related 
swaps, and for other purposes. 

S. RES. 317 
At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BOOZMAN) and the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 317, a 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate on the continuing relationship 
between the United States and Geor-
gia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2384 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2384 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. COBURN, Mrs. HAGAN, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. CORKER, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. RISCH, and Mr. MANCHIN): 

S. 1807. A bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to eliminate the corn ethanol man-
date for renewable fuel, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce The Corn Ethanol 
Mandate Elimination Act of 2013, a bill 
cosponsored by my distinguished col-
leagues: Senators TOM COBURN, KAY 
HAGAN, SUSAN COLLINS, PATRICK 
TOOMEY, JEFF FLAKE, BOB CORKER, 
RICHARD BURR, JAMES RISCH, and JOE 
MANCHIN. 

This legislation would eliminate the 
Federal corn ethanol mandate from the 
Renewable Fuel Standard, RFS, while 
leaving the requirement that oil com-
panies purchase and use low-carbon 
‘‘advanced biofuel’’ in place. 

Let me briefly explain why this legis-
lation is necessary. 

The Renewable Fuel Standard, a 
statute enacted in 2007, requires oil 
companies to use 16.55 billion gallons of 
renewable fuel in 2013. This annual re-
quirement increases to 36 billion gal-
lons in 2022. 

Every year, the law directs that an 
increasing portion of this mandate be 

met using low-carbon ‘‘advanced 
biofuel’’ that is not derived from corn 
starch and lowers lifecycle greenhouse 
gas emissions by at least 50 percent. I 
strongly support this provision to 
lower the carbon emissions from our 
fuel supply. 

However, 14.4 billion gallons in 2014, 
and 15 billion gallons each year after, 
of the RFS mandate established in 
statute is met using corn ethanol, 
which amounts to a corn ethanol man-
date. 

There are two major problems with 
continuing to mandate the consump-
tion of more and more corn ethanol in 
the United States each year. 

First and foremost, the policy has led 
us to divert 44 percent of the U.S. corn 
crop from food to fuel, about twice the 
rate in 2006. 

As the Associated Press laid out in a 
recent detailed investigation, the use 
of corn for ethanol is artificially push-
ing up food and feed prices while dam-
aging the environment. The investiga-
tion found conservation lands are dis-
appearing. 

Before Congress enacted the corn 
ethanol mandate, the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture Conservation Reserve 
Program grew every year for nearly a 
decade. But in the first year after the 
corn ethanol mandate, more than 2 
million acres were removed. Since 
Obama took office, 5 million more 
acres have been repurposed. 

The AP also found that farmers have 
broken ground on virgin land, which it 
described as ‘‘the untouched terrain 
that represents, from an environmental 
standpoint, the country’s most impor-
tant asset.’’ 

Using government satellite data, the 
AP estimates that 1.2 million acres of 
virgin land in Nebraska and the Dako-
tas alone have been converted to fields 
of corn and soybeans since 2006. 

Since 2005, the AP calculates that 
corn farmers increased their use of ni-
trogen fertilizer by more than two bil-
lion pounds. 

The nitrates from this fertilizer wash 
into our rivers and flow to the Gulf of 
Mexico, where they feed algae. When 
the algae die, the decomposition con-
sumes oxygen, leaving behind a ‘‘dead 
zone.’’ 

This year, the AP reports the dead 
zone covered 5,800 square miles of sea 
floor, about the size of Connecticut. 

Using more and more corn for eth-
anol, in drought years as well as years 
with bumper crops, has had economic 
consequences as well as environmental 
effects. 

Higher feed prices have cost our beef, 
poultry, restaurant, and dairy indus-
tries dearly. 

According to recent testimony in the 
House of Representatives, from October 
2006 to July 2013, poultry and egg pro-
ducers have had to bear the burden of 
higher feed costs totaling over $50 bil-
lion. 

Joel Brandenberger, the President of 
the National Turkey Federation, esti-
mates that the RFS cost the turkey in-

dustry $1.9 billion in increased feed ex-
penses last year. 

According to a recent Price- 
Waterhouse-Coopers study, the federal 
mandate on corn-based ethanol sub-
stantially raised prices and costs 
throughout the food supply chain. If 
the RFS mandate were left unchanged, 
it would increase chain restaurant in-
dustry costs by up to $3.2 billion a 
year. 

But the damage has probably been 
greatest in California, where dairymen 
are drowning under a combination of 
low milk prices and high feed costs. 

The milk producers’ group Western 
United Dairymen reports that more 
than 400 dairies have gone out of busi-
ness in the past 5 years, including 105 
in the past year alone. 

‘‘California’s remaining 1,500 dairies 
are fighting for survival,’’ the group 
said in a recent statement. 

The bottom line is increased feed 
prices associated with corn ethanol 
have bent this industry to its breaking 
point. 

But the corn ethanol mandate in the 
Renewable Fuel Standard also presents 
an additional problem. 

As Corporate Average Fuel Economy, 
CAFE, Standards required by the Ten 
in Ten Fuel Economy Act drive down 
gasoline consumption, oil companies 
face a ‘‘blend wall’’ as the RFS man-
date exceeds the limit at which ethanol 
can be blended into the fuel supply—de-
termined to be 10 percent of total gaso-
line consumption. 

This blend wall is about 13.4 billion 
gallons of ethanol—well below the 2014 
corn ethanol statutory mandate of 14.4 
billion gallons. 

According to EPA: ‘‘EPA does not 
currently foresee a scenario in which 
the market could consume enough eth-
anol . . . to meet the volumes . . . stat-
ed in the statute.’’ This situation is 
likely to increase gasoline prices. 

While EPA has proposed using a cre-
ative statutory interpretation to re-
duce the RFS volumes in 2014, unfortu-
nately EPA’s proposal would reduce 
the advanced biofuel side of the RFS 
mandate by more than 41 percent, 
while it proposes to reduce the corn 
ethanol portion of the mandate by only 
10 percent. 

The Corn Ethanol Mandate Elimi-
nation Act would address the blend 
wall directly, thereby allowing EPA to 
continue increasing volumes of low 
carbon advanced biofuel. 

This legislation would eliminate the 
corn ethanol mandate, but it’s impor-
tant to point out it would by no means 
eliminate the corn ethanol industry. 
Refiners will continue to blend com 
ethanol into the fuel supply in the ab-
sence of a mandate for two reasons. 

First, ethanol is the preferred octane 
booster used to increase the efficiency 
of gasoline. 

Second, the wholesale price of eth-
anol is currently 65 cents per gallon 
less than the wholesale price of 
unblended gasoline, meaning blenders 
lower their costs and increase profits 
when they add ethanol to gasoline. 
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The multi-billion dollar corn ethanol 

industry will compete directly with oil 
based on price without a mandate, and 
the economic benefits of mixing corn 
ethanol into gasoline would remain. 

I am aware that the advanced biofuel 
industry is working to scale and com-
mercialize their technologies, and their 
investors seek regulatory and eco-
nomic certainty during this period. 

I am also fundamentally committed 
to the vitally important public health 
protections provided by the Clean Air 
Act. 

That is why I would like to make it 
crystal clear that this legislation is a 
narrow bill repealing the corn ethanol 
mandate. Senator COBURN and I jointly 
made this clear when we agreed to the 
following statement: 

‘‘We are opposed to a mandate on the 
use of corn ethanol and plan to intro-
duce the Corn Ethanol Mandate Elimi-
nation Act to repeal this unwise policy. 
The bill’s language will explicitly clar-
ify that the legislation has no effect on 
the low-carbon advanced biofuel provi-
sions in the Renewable Fuel Standard, 
and we are both committed to opposing 
any amendment to the bill that would 
broaden its scope to amend, revise or 
weaken the advanced biofuel provisions 
or other public health protections pro-
vided by the Clean Air Act. 

If provisions threatening public 
health were successfully added to the 
Corn Ethanol Mandate Elimination 
Act, we would no longer support the 
bill. 

I also understand that some in the 
advanced biofuel industry argue that 
legislative changes to the corn ethanol 
portion of the Renewable Fuel Stand-
ard could reduce certainty for their in-
dustry. 

Respectfully, I disagree. The current 
law is not providing this industry with 
the certainty it needs. 

While EPA has some flexibility under 
the RFS statute to adjust RFS man-
dated volumes, most of that flexibility 
rests in EPA’s power to reduce the 
amount of ‘‘advanced biofuel’’ man-
dated under the RFS. 

EPA’s ability to reduce the corn eth-
anol mandate under current law and 
current circumstances is far from 
clear. Its proposal to reduce the corn 
ethanol mandate in its recently re-
leased draft rule for 2014 will be subject 
to aggressive legal challenge. 

EPA’s lack of discretion has led EPA 
to propose a rule drastically reducing 
volumes for advanced biofuels, includ-
ing biodiesel, by 41 percent, while it 
proposes only a modest 10 percent re-
duction in corn ethanol volumes. 

Unless The Corn Ethanol Mandate 
Elimination Act is enacted, EPA will 
likely carry forward its proposal to 
dramatically reduce ‘‘advanced 
biofuel’’ volumes in order to address 
the blend wall. We believe eliminating 
the corn ethanol mandate is a much 
more responsible alternative. 

This legislation has strong support 
from the prepared food industry, dairy, 
beef, poultry, oil and gas, engine manu-

facturers, boaters, hunger relief organi-
zations and environmental groups. I 
would like to list all the organizations 
that have expressed support for this 
bill: 

ActionAid USA; American Bakers 
Association; American Frozen Food In-
stitute; American Fuel & Petro-
chemical Manufacturers; American 
Meat Institute; American Sportfishing 
Association; Americans for Prosperity; 
BoatU.S.; California Dairies, Inc.; Cali-
fornia Dairy Campaign; California 
Poultry Federation; Clean Air Task 
Force; Competitive Enterprise Insti-
tute; Dairy Producers of New Mexico; 
Dairy Producers of Utah; Environ-
mental Working Group; Freedom Ac-
tion; Georgia Poultry Federation; Gro-
cery Manufacturers Association; Idaho 
Dairymen’s Association; Indiana State 
Poultry Association; International 
Snowmobile Manufacturers Associa-
tion; Iowa Turkey Federation; Marine 
Retailers Association of the Americas; 
Michigan Allied Poultry Industries, 
Inc.; Milk Producers Council; Min-
nesota Turkey Growers Association; 
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association; 
National Chicken Council; National 
Council of Chain Restaurants; National 
Marine Manufacturers Association; Na-
tional Restaurant Association; Na-
tional Taxpayers Union; National Tur-
key Federation; Nevada State Dairy 
Commission; North American Meat As-
sociation; North Carolina Poultry Fed-
eration; Northwest Dairy Association; 
Oregon Dairy Farmers Association; 
Oxfam; South Carolina Poultry Federa-
tion; South East Dairy Farmers Asso-
ciation; Southeast Milk Inc.; Specialty 
Equipment Market Association; Tax-
payers for Common Sense; Texas Poul-
try Federation; The Poultry Federa-
tion; Virginia Poultry Federation; 
Washington State Dairy Federation; 
Western United Dairymen; and the 
Wisconsin Poultry & Egg Industries 
Association. 

The Corn Ethanol Mandate Elimi-
nation Act of 2013 would fix both of the 
problems with the current Renewable 
Fuel Standard. 

First, it would eliminate the unnec-
essary pressure on corn prices and corn 
production, allowing the multi-billion 
dollar corn ethanol industry to com-
pete directly with oil based on price, 
not mandates. 

Second, it reduces RFS mandated 
volumes below the blend wall. 

The bill addresses both problems 
while maintaining the RFS provisions 
that encourage the development, de-
ployment and growth of cellulosic eth-
anol, algae-based fuel, green diesel, and 
other low carbon advanced biofuels, 
maintaining a market for the innova-
tive, nascent, domestic industry that 
this statute was designed to build up. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1807 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Corn Eth-
anol Mandate Elimination Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF CORN ETHANOL MAN-

DATE FOR RENEWABLE FUEL. 
(a) REMOVAL OF TABLE.—Section 

211(o)(2)(B)(i) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7545(o)(2)(B)(i)) is amended by striking sub-
clause (I). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
211(o)(2)(B) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7545(o)(2)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i)— 
(A) by redesignating subclauses (II) 

through (IV) as subclauses (I) through (III), 
respectively; 

(B) in subclause (I) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘of the volume of renewable fuel re-
quired under subclause (I),’’; and 

(C) in subclauses (II) and (III) (as so redes-
ignated), by striking ‘‘subclause (II)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subclause 
(I)’’; and 

(2) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘clause 
(i)(IV)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i)(III)’’. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion or the amendments made by this section 
affects the volumes of advanced biofuel, cel-
lulosic biofuel, or biomass-based diesel that 
are required under section 211(o) of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(o)). 

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall promulgate such regula-
tions as are necessary to carry out the 
amendments made by this section. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date that is 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

By Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, and Mr. COONS): 

S. 1814. A bill to encourage, enhance, 
and integrate Silver Alert plans 
throughout the United States and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to reintroduce the Earth-
quake Insurance Affordability Act. 

This bill will help families and com-
munities quickly recover after major 
earthquakes by encouraging local in-
vestment in mitigation and insurance 
coverage. 

You see, in California, the State with 
the greatest exposure to earthquake 
damage, only about 1 in 10 homeowners 
has insurance to pay for earthquake 
damage. Other States, including Wash-
ington, Oregon, Alaska, Tennessee, 
Missouri and Arkansas, also have sig-
nificant earthquake risks and low rates 
of earthquake insurance. 

Insurance coverage rates are so low 
that many believe it has now become a 
national crisis. 

Because when homes aren’t struc-
turally sound, and insurance is lack-
ing, local earthquake recovery costs 
quickly become America’s costs. 

The math is simple: less insurance 
means more Federal spending after a 
disaster. 

For example, the August 2011 Vir-
ginia earthquake was devastating to 
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homeowners in and around Spotsyl-
vania County. Most of those home-
owners did not have an insurance pol-
icy that covered earthquake damage. 

Mr. CANTOR, the House Majority 
Leader, summed it up: ‘‘Obviously the 
problem is most people in Virginia 
don’t have earthquake insurance. That 
is going to be a hardship. If there needs 
to be money from the Federal Govern-
ment, we’ll find the money.’’ 

Congress did ultimately find that 
money. A Federal disaster declaration 
was made, and homeowners received 
more than $16 million to cover unin-
sured losses. 

But with bigger disasters come big-
ger uninsured losses. 

Consider the costs of Hurricanes 
Katrina and Sandy. 

The GAO estimates that the federal 
government provided about $26 billion 
to homeowners who lacked adequate 
insurance in response to Hurricanes 
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma. 

Congress provided $16 billion housing 
recovery for Sandy victims. 

The bottom line is this: Uninsured 
homeowners drive up federal disaster 
spending. So if we can find a way to 
convert uninsured homeowners into in-
sured homeowners, we will lower fed-
eral disaster spending and save Amer-
ican taxpayers millions each year. 

The Earthquake Insurance Afford-
ability Act will do just that. It will 
make earthquake insurance more af-
fordable and expand access to coverage. 
It will dedicate non-federal funding to 
earthquake loss-mitigation programs 
to make houses and communities more 
resilient. 

At its core, this legislation would au-
thorize a private-market debt-guar-
antee program. The U.S. Treasury 
would guarantee certain debt issued by 
eligible state earthquake insurance 
programs following a catastrophic 
earthquake. 

The debt would be limited in amount, 
and pre-arranged, and the eligible 
State programs would be highly credit-
worthy. 

By definition, this legislation is de-
signed to promote the use of private 
capital to finance earthquake risk. So 
this means that private capital, not 
Congressional appropriations, will sup-
port rebuilding homes and restoring 
communities. 

The Federal guarantee will assure 
that qualified insurance programs can 
sell debt at reasonable rates, even dur-
ing difficult post-disaster market con-
ditions. 

By lowering interest rates, insurance 
programs can spend less on interest 
and reinsurance, and instead invest 
that money on rate reductions and 
mitigation. 

Rate reduction is the key goal; be-
cause uninsured homeowners over-
whelmingly attribute their lack of in-
surance to the high price of these poli-
cies. 

The California Earthquake Author-
ity, the largest earthquake-insurance 
provider in the state, estimates the 

Earthquake Insurance Affordability 
Act will allow them to lower premiums 
and direct millions of dollars into miti-
gating homes. 

That means the bill will not only 
lower insurance rates, but thousands 
more homes would become more earth-
quake-resistant. 

Every homeowner who benefits from 
this legislation is one less homeowner 
who will rely on Federal disaster bene-
fits after a catastrophic earthquake— 
that’s millions of taxpayer dollars 
saved. 

I know some of my colleagues will be 
concerned about putting the full faith 
and credit of our Federal Government 
behind insurance programs that are 
working to pay off catastrophic dam-
ages. I shared these concerns; and that 
is why the bill mandates strict criteria 
for determining how and when an in-
surance program can access a Federal 
guarantee. 

First, the program must be an inde-
pendent, State-run program. 

Second, the program must be not for 
profit. The benefits of a Federal guar-
antee must go to policyholders, not 
shareholders. 

Third, and most importantly, only fi-
nancially sound programs are eligible. 
Before any Federal guarantee is of-
fered, the Treasury Department must 
carefully confirm, then certify, that 
the program can repay the debt it in-
curs. 

What is more: as a condition getting 
approved by the Department, the pro-
gram must cover all actual and ex-
pected costs of conducting these credit 
reviews and administering the pro-
gram. 

Because of these key features, initial 
estimates from Congressional Budget 
Office staff affirm that this legislation 
brings no budgetary impact. 

An independent assessment by the 
RAND Corporation also found that a 
program such as this would likely save 
tens of millions of dollars during a 
major disaster. 

The bill brings other benefits to the 
taxpayer as well. Under a new provi-
sion added to the bill this year, partici-
pating State insurance programs must 
dedicate 2 percent of their Federal 
guarantee toward mitigating vulner-
able properties and providing earth-
quake-hazard education. 

Again, these mitigation funds will 
bring real benefits to homeowners, 
without appropriating Federal funds. 

According to the United States Geo-
logical Survey, there is a 99.7 percent 
chance that a magnitude 6.7 earth-
quake will strike California within the 
next 30 years. 

Even more concerning—the USGS 
forecasts a 46 percent chance that a 
much more devastating magnitude 7.5 
or higher earthquake will occur in 
California during the same period. 

The question is what are we doing to 
prepare? 

Will we stick with the status quo; a 
system where the Federal Government 
comes in after the fact and spends bil-

lions to try to clean up the mess but 
leaves the community just as vulner-
able to the next disaster? 

Or will we apply the lessons from dis-
asters like the 1994 Northridge earth-
quake where we spent the equivalent of 
more than $10 billion, and transition to 
a system where homeowners are en-
couraged to share the financial burden 
by purchasing earthquake insurance 
and making their homes stronger? 

In the current budget environment, 
the choice cannot be simpler. We can-
not continue to spend billions on dis-
aster relief when reliable, cheaper op-
tions are available. 

With a few simple steps, the Earth-
quake Insurance Affordability will cre-
ate an affordable mechanism to help 
our country prepare for, and recover 
more quickly from, the major earth-
quakes that we all know are just 
around the corner. I urge my col-
leagues to quickly adopt this critical 
legislation. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. 1822. A bill to amend the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 to establish fair 
and consistent eligibility requirements 
for graduate medical schools operating 
outside the United States and Canada; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1822 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign 
Medical School Accountability Fairness Act 
of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

To establish consistent eligibility require-
ments for graduate medical schools oper-
ating outside of the United States and Can-
ada in order to increase accountability and 
protect American students and taxpayer dol-
lars. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Three for-profit schools in the Carib-

bean receive more than two-thirds of all Fed-
eral funding under title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.) 
that goes to students enrolled at foreign 
graduate medical schools, despite those 
three schools being exempt from meeting the 
same eligibility requirements as the major-
ity of graduate medical schools located out-
side of the United States and Canada. 

(2) The National Committee on Foreign 
Medical Education and Accreditation and 
the Department of Education recommend 
that all foreign graduate medical schools 
should be required to meet the same eligi-
bility requirements to participate in Federal 
funding under title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.) and 
see no rationale for excluding certain 
schools. 

(3) The attrition rate at United States 
medical schools averaged 3 percent for the 
class beginning in 2009 while rates at for- 
profit Caribbean schools have reached 26 per-
cent or higher. 
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(4) In 2013, residency match rates for for-

eign trained graduates averaged 53 percent 
compared to 94 percent for graduates of med-
ical schools in the United States. 

(5) On average, students at for-profit med-
ical schools operating outside of the United 
States and Canada amass more student debt 
than those at medical schools in the United 
States. 
SEC. 4. REPEAL GRANDFATHER PROVISIONS. 

Section 102(a)(2) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking clause 
(i) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(i) in the case of a graduate medical 
school located outside the United States— 

‘‘(I) at least 60 percent of those enrolled in, 
and at least 60 percent of the graduates of, 
the graduate medical school outside the 
United States were not persons described in 
section 484(a)(5) in the year preceding the 
year for which a student is seeking a loan 
under part D of title IV; and 

‘‘(II) at least 75 percent of the individuals 
who were students or graduates of the grad-
uate medical school outside the United 
States or Canada (both nationals of the 
United States and others) taking the exami-
nations administered by the Educational 
Commission for Foreign Medical Graduates 
received a passing score in the year pre-
ceding the year for which a student is seek-
ing a loan under part D of title IV;’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(iii), by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(V) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of a graduate medical school de-
scribed in subclause (I) to qualify for partici-
pation in the loan programs under part D of 
title IV pursuant to this clause shall expire 
beginning on the first July 1 following the 
date of enactment of the Foreign Medical 
School Accountability Fairness Act of 2013.’’. 
SEC. 5. LOSS OF ELIGIBILITY. 

If a graduate medical school loses eligi-
bility to participate in the loan programs 
under part D of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087a et seq.) due 
to the enactment of the amendments made 
by section 4, then a student enrolled at such 
graduate medical school on or before the 
date of enactment of this Act may, notwith-
standing such loss of eligibility, continue to 
be eligible to receive a loan under such part 
D while attending such graduate medical 
school in which the student was enrolled 
upon the date of enactment of this Act, sub-
ject to the student continuing to meet all 
applicable requirements for satisfactory aca-
demic progress, until the earliest of— 

(1) withdrawal by the student from the 
graduate medical school; 

(2) completion of the program of study by 
the student at the graduate medical school; 
or 

(3) the fourth June 30 after such loss of eli-
gibility. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 319—EX-
PRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE 
UKRAINIAN PEOPLE IN LIGHT OF 
PRESIDENT YANUKOVYCH’S DE-
CISION NOT TO SIGN AN ASSO-
CIATION AGREEMENT WITH THE 
EUROPEAN UNION 

Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Wisconsin, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and 
Mr. DURBIN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 319 

Whereas, according to a poll conducted in 
November 2013, a majority of the people of 
Ukraine supported signing an historic trade 
and political agreement with the European 
Union; 

Whereas a closer association between 
Ukraine and the European Union has been 
supported by Ukrainian civil society, busi-
ness leaders, and politicians across the polit-
ical spectrum and would bring lasting polit-
ical, democratic, and economic benefits to 
the people of Ukraine; 

Whereas Ukraine successfully passed much 
of the legislation required to conform to Eu-
ropean Union standards for signing an Asso-
ciation Agreement; 

Whereas, on September 22, 2012, and No-
vember 18, 2013, the Senate unanimously 
passed resolutions calling for a demonstrable 
end to selective justice in Ukraine and ex-
pressing its belief that Ukraine’s future lies 
with stronger ties to Europe, the United 
States, and others in the community of de-
mocracies; 

Whereas the experience of countries such 
as Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia 
provides a positive example of increased eco-
nomic opportunity, enhanced personal free-
dom, and good governance. which can also be 
realized by Ukraine; 

Whereas the Government and people of 
Ukraine have the sovereign right to choose 
their own foreign policy and economic 
course, and no other country has the right to 
determine their political and economic ori-
entation, nor decide which alliances and 
trade agreements they can join; 

Whereas, on November 21, 2013, President 
Viktor Yanukovych suspended Ukraine’s 
preparations for signing the Association 
Agreement one week before a critical Euro-
pean Union Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania; 

Whereas the abrupt reversal on the eve of 
the summit following Russian economic co-
ercion and to protect the narrow interests of 
some officials and individuals in Ukraine 
prompted hundreds of thousands of Ukrain-
ians all across the country, especially young 
people and students, to protest the decision 
and stand in support of furthering Ukraine’s 
Euro-Atlantic integration; 

Whereas international nonprofit and non-
governmental organizations provide essen-
tial care to needy Ukrainians, yet face direct 
threats and challenges to their existence and 
administrative and regulatory impediments, 
including challenges to operating with the 
tax-exempt status necessary to maximize the 
use of funds on the ground and threats to the 
fabric of civil society vital to democracy in 
Ukraine; 

Whereas, on November 30, 2013, at Inde-
pendence Square in Kyiv, special division po-
lice dispersed a peaceful demonstration of 
students and civil society activists who were 
calling on President Yanukovych to sign the 
Association Agreement; 

Whereas approximately 35 individuals were 
detained or arrested, and dozens were hos-
pitalized, some with severe injuries; 

Whereas, on December 9, 2013, raids were 
conducted on three opposition media outlets 
and the headquarters of one opposition 
party; 

Whereas, on December 11, 2013, Ukrainian 
authorities conducted an overnight police 
operation in an attempt to forcefully take 
control of Independence Square, but were re-
sisted by brave Ukrainians who filled the 
square and rebuffed the police action; 

Whereas all three former Presidents of 
Ukraine have underscored the need to refrain 
from violence and the importance of engag-
ing in a dialogue with the opposition; and 

Whereas Ukraine faces an impending eco-
nomic crisis that can only be solved with 

long term economic reforms: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) stands with the people of Ukraine and 

supports their sovereign right to chart an 
independent and democratic future for their 
country; 

(2) urges leaders in the United States and 
the European Union to continue working to-
gether actively to support a peaceful and 
democratic resolution to the current crisis 
that moves Ukraine toward a future in the 
Euro-Atlantic community and a long-term 
solution to Ukraine’s economic crisis; 

(3) encourages demonstrators and members 
of the opposition and civil society in Ukraine 
to continue avoiding the use of violence and 
engage in a dialogue of national reconcili-
ation; 

(4) urges all political parties to refrain 
from hate speech or actions of an anti-Se-
mitic or other character which further divide 
the Ukrainian people when they need to be 
united; 

(5) calls on the Government of Ukraine to 
refrain from further use of force or acts of vi-
olence against peaceful protestors, and to re-
spect the internationally-recognized human 
rights of the Ukrainian people, especially 
the freedoms of speech and assembly; 

(6) condemns the decision by Ukrainian au-
thorities to use violence against peaceful 
demonstrators on November 30, December 1, 
and December 11, 2013, and calls for those re-
sponsible to be swiftly brought to justice and 
all detained nonviolent demonstrators to be 
immediately released; and 

(7) notes that in the event of further state 
violence against peaceful protestors, the 
President and Congress should consider 
whether to apply targeted sanctions, includ-
ing visa bans and asset freezes, against indi-
viduals responsible for ordering or carrying 
out the violence. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 2544. Mr. NELSON proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3547, to extend Govern-
ment liability, subject to appropriation, for 
certain third-party claims arising from com-
mercial space launches. 

SA 2545. Mr. NELSON proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3547, supra. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 2544. Mr. NELSON proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3547, to ex-
tend Government liability, subject to 
appropriation, for certain third-party 
claims arising from commercial space 
launches; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. LAUNCH LIABILITY EXTENSION. 

Section 50915(f) of title 51, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
2013’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2016’’. 

SA 2545. Mr. NELSON proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3547, to ex-
tend Government liability, subject to 
appropriation, for certain third-party 
claims arising from commercial space 
launches; as follows: 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to 
extend Government liability, subject to ap-
propriation, for certain third-party claims 
arising from commercial space launches.’’. 
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