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measure, should be given a chance to
prove themselves in America.

We need to pass the BRIDGE Act
quickly to ensure that DREAMers who
came forward to register for DACA do
not lose critical work permits.

There are 28 medical students at the
Loyola TUniversity Stritch School of
Medicine in Chicago. They are DACA-
eligible. They competed nationally.
They weren’t given any specific slots.
They were accepted to medical school.
If they lose their work permit, they
have to drop out of medical soon, and
they can’t do their -clinical work,
which is important to medical edu-
cation. So let’s not lose them and oth-
ers who can serve our country in the
future.

Over the years, I have come to the
floor to tell stories about these
DREAMers, and I would like to tell one
today about Javier Cuan-Martinez. He
came at the age of 4 from Mexico with
his parents. He was 4 years old. He
went to elementary school in Texas. He
moved to Temecula, CA. He was an ex-
cellent student involved in many ac-
tivities. He was a member of the Na-
tional Honor Society, and he was
named Riverside County’s Student of
the Month. He received an award from
the College Board’s National Hispanic
Recognition Program, given to only
5,000 of the 250,000 Hispanic students
who took the test. He was a member of
the Math Club and a drum major in the
school’s marching band. He volun-
teered in his town’s soup kitchen for
the homeless and received the Presi-
dent’s Volunteer Service Award.

He didn’t even know he was undocu-
mented until he was applying for col-
lege and he learned that he was ineli-
gible for any Federal financial assist-
ance to go to school.

Thanks to his academic achieve-
ments, this young man was accepted at
Harvard University. He is now a sopho-
more majoring in computer science, a
member of the Harvard Computer Soci-
ety and Harvard’s marching band.
Thanks to DACA, he is supporting him-
self by working as a web developer.

He sent me a letter, and here is what
he said:

DACA doesn’t give me an advantage; rath-
er, it gives me the opportunity to create my
own future on the same grounds as any other
student. I would like to be judged upon my
qualities as a person rather than what papers
I happen to have in my hand. I hope to be a
computer programmer and begin earning my
own living as a contributing member of
America’s society.

Consider this. Every year, the United
States of America imports guest work-
ers to do computer programming on H-
1B visas. So does it make any sense to
deport this young man who could fill
one of those important jobs, who was
educated and raised in the United
States and wants to stay and be a part
of our future?

Javier and other DREAMers have so
much to give America. But if DACA is
eliminated, he will lose his legal status
and be deported back to Mexico—a
country he barely knows and left when
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he was 4 years old. Will America be
stronger if we deport him? I don’t
think so.

The answer is obvious. I hope Presi-
dent-Elect Trump will understand this
and will continue the DACA Program
or encourage the passage of the
BRIDGE Program, as we move forward.
If he decides to end DACA, the Presi-
dent-elect can then turn to Congress
and ask us to do our part by passing
the BRIDGE Act.

By Mr. DAINES:

S. 3544. A Dill to amend title 5,
United States Code, to ensure that cer-
tain firefighters retain retirement ben-
efits while injured or disabled, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs.

Mr. DAINES. 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. 3544

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 ‘“Wildland
Firefighter Retirement and Disability Com-
pensation Benefits Act of 2016”°.

SEC. 2. CIVIL SERVICE RETENTION RIGHTS.

Section 8151 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by striking subsection (b) and in-
serting the following:

“(b) REGULATIONS.—

‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection—

‘“(A) the term ‘covered employee’ means an
employee who—

‘“(1) held a position with the Forest Service
or the Department of the Interior as a
wildland firefighter; and

‘‘(i1) sustained an injury while in the per-
formance of duty, as determined by the Di-
rector of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment, that prevents the employee from per-
forming the physical duties of a firefighter;

‘“(B) ‘equivalent position’ includes a posi-
tion for a covered employee that allows the
covered employee to—

‘“(i) receive the same retirement benefits
under subchapter III of chapter 83 or chapter
84 that the covered employee would receive
in the former position had the covered em-
ployee not been injured or disabled; and

‘“(ii) does not require the covered employee
to complete any more years of service that
the covered employee would be required to
complete to receive the benefits described in
clause (i) had the covered employee not been
injured or disabled; and

‘“(C) the term ‘firefighter’ has the meaning
given the term in section 8331.

“2) REGULATIONS.—Under regulations
issued by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment—

‘““(A) the department or agency which was
the last employer shall immediately and un-
conditionally accord the employee, if the in-
jury or disability has been overcome within
1 year after the date of commencement of
compensation or from the time compensable
disability recurs if the recurrence begins
after the injured employee resumes regular
full-time employment with the TUnited
States, the right to resume the former or an
equivalent position of the employee, as well
as all other attendant rights which the em-
ployee would have had, or acquired, in the
former position of the employee had the em-
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ployee not been injured or disabled, includ-
ing the rights to tenure, promotion, and
safeguards in reductions-in-force procedures;

‘“(B) the department or agency which was
the last employer shall, if the injury or dis-
ability is overcome within a period of more
than 1 year after the date of commencement
of compensation, make all reasonable efforts
to place, and accord priority to placing, the
employee in the former or equivalent posi-
tion of the employee within such department
or agency, or within any other department
or agency; and

“(C) a covered employee who was injured
during the 20-year period ending on the date
of enactment of the Wildland Firefighter Re-
tirement and Disability Compensation Bene-
fits Act of 2016 may not receive the same re-
tirement benefits described in paragraph
(1)(B)(ii) unless the covered employee first
makes a payment to the Forest Service or
the Department of the Interior, as applica-
ble, equal to the amount that would have
been deducted from pay under section 8334 or
8442, as applicable, had the covered employee
not been injured or disabled.”.

SEC. 3. COMPUTATION OF PAY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8114 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking
subsection (e) and inserting the following:

‘‘(e) OVERTIME.—

‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the
term ‘covered overtime pay’ means pay re-
ceived by an employee who holds a position
with the Forest Service or the Department
of the Interior as a wildland firefighter while
engaged in wildland fire suppression activ-
ity.

‘“(2) OVERTIME.—The value of subsistence
and quarters, and of any other form of remu-
neration in kind for services if its value can
be estimated in money, and covered over-
time pay and premium pay under section
5545(c)(1) of this title are included as part of
the pay, but account is not taken of—

“‘(A) overtime pay;

‘“(B) additional pay or allowance author-
ized outside the United States because of dif-
ferential in cost of living or other special
circumstances; or

‘(C) bonus or premium pay for extraor-
dinary service including bonus or pay for
particularly hazardous service in time of
war.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2016.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 633—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE ON THE PLAN OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
FOR MODERNIZING THE NU-

CLEAR WEAPONS OF THE
UNITED STATES
Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, Mr.

SANDERS, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Ms. WAR-
REN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BROWN, and Mr.
MURPHY) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services:
S. RES. 633

Whereas nuclear war poses the gravest risk
to the national security of the United
States;

Whereas, as of 2016, the United States
maintains a force of approximately 7,000 nu-
clear weapons, either active, on reserve, or
waiting for dismantlement;
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Whereas the Department of Defense and
the Department of Energy are planning an
extensive and costly program to ‘‘mod-
ernize’’ the nuclear weapons of the United
States;

Whereas there is substantial controversy
over whether the nuclear modernization plan
goes beyond assuring that the United States
nuclear deterrent is safe, secure, and reliable
to defend the United States and allies of the
United States, and is instead a plan for the
development of an even more powerful nu-
clear arsenal that lacks sufficient cost anal-
ysis or decisions on priorities;

Whereas the nuclear modernization plan
was launched in a different budget era before
the enactment of the Budget Control Act of
2011 (Public Law 112-25; 125 Stat. 240), which
includes budget caps;

Whereas there is widespread agreement
that the United States should retain a robust
nuclear arsenal to deter a nuclear attack on
the United States or allies of the United
States;

Whereas, if the nuclear modernization plan
is followed, the United States would face a
“‘modernization mountain’’ of the heightened
expenses associated with developing and pro-
curing 12 SSBN(X) nuclear submarines, as
many as 100 long-range strike bombers, a
new nuclear-tipped cruise missile, and 642
intercontinental ballistic missiles and nu-
clear weapons all at the same time;

Whereas the total cost to develop, procure,
and maintain such an enhanced nuclear arse-
nal over the next 3 decades has been esti-
mated at up to $1,000,000,000,000;

Whereas, if all those nuclear weapons pro-
grams move forward at their estimated cost,
other priorities may suffer, including the
fight against international terrorism, the
purchase of conventional weapons, and train-
ing and maintenance of troops;

Whereas a 2014 review by the National De-
fense Panel, led by former Secretary of De-
fense William Perry and retired United
States Army General John Abizaid, con-
cluded, ‘‘Recapitalization of all three legs of
the nuclear Triad with associated weapons
could cost between $600 billion and $1 trillion
over a thirty year period, the costs of which
would likely come at the expense of needed
improvements in conventional forces.’’;

Whereas Brian McKeon, the Principal Dep-
uty Under Secretary of Defense for Policy,
noted, ‘“We’re looking at that big bow wave
and wondering how the heck we’re going to
pay for it, and probably thanking our lucky
stars we won’t be here to answer the ques-
tion.”;

Whereas Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) Mike McCord expressed his
concern over the costs of the nuclear refur-
bishment program, saying, ‘I don’t know of
a good way for us to solve this issue.’”’, while
noting that it will be a major challenge for
the next President;

Whereas Todd Harrison of the Center for
Strategic and International Studies pointed
out that with a nuclear modernization bow
wave facing the United States, the next
President ‘‘will need to make many difficult
choices to rationalize long-term defense
modernization plans with the resources
available’’; and

Whereas former Secretary of Defense Perry
stated at a July 2016 hearing, ‘I do not be-
lieve we should simply modernize all sys-
tems that we built during the Cold War.”:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the President should—

(1) take action to ensure the affordability
and feasibility of the plan of the Department
of Defense and the Department of Energy for
modernizing the nuclear weapons of the
United States by reevaluating, and modi-
fying accordingly, proposals for programs to
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modernize United States nuclear weapons
and delivery systems for such weapons with
the goal of ensuring that such proposals
focus on refurbishment to ensure security
and safety as well as efficiency of existing
weapons and delivery systems; and

(2) prioritize among any programs that are
planned so that the United States retains a
nuclear arsenal robust enough to meet deter-
rence needs and so that such programs do
not jeopardize other economic investments
and other security expenditures appropriate
to the needs of the United States in the 21st
century, including responses to conventional
and non-conventional threats.

—————

SENATE RESOLUTION 634—AFFIRM-
ING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
SECURITY AND PRIVACY OF THE
PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. DAINES (for himself, Mr.
SCHATZ, and Mr. COONS) submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary:

S. RES. 634

Whereas the highest priority of Congress
should be ensuring the safety, security, and
constitutional freedoms of the United States
and the people of the United States;

Whereas technology has become a critical
component of everyday life;

Whereas the people of the United States
store the most sensitive personal informa-
tion on digital devices and with cloud serv-
ices;

Whereas criminals and terrorists have used
digital communications to perpetrate unlaw-
ful conduct;

Whereas protecting the national security
and safety of communities in the United
States should not come at the cost of dimin-
ished protections under the Fourth Amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States;

Whereas the Fourth Amendment to the
Constitution of the United States is a cor-
nerstone of freedom for the people of the
United States;

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United
States and Federal laws recognize certain
privacy rights and interests in the digital in-
formation and communications of the people
of the United States; and

Whereas preserving privacy and security is
essential for the continued growth of the dig-
ital economy: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the United States should recognize the
need to protect the safety, security, and per-
sonal privacy of all people of the United
States;

(2) legal and policy changes that impact
the security of the United States and the
civil liberties of the people of the United
States should be made with the consider-
ation of Congress, the executive branch, and
the people of the United States; and

(3) in considering the changes described in
paragraph (2), the United States should rec-
ognize the global and economic implications
of the security and privacy policies of the
United States.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, tech-
nology has become a critical part of
our everyday lives. We use our com-
puters and smart phones to commu-
nicate with our friends and family,
conduct business, and to share infor-
mation. The amount of sensitive per-
sonal information we store on our de-
vices and in the cloud is astonishing,
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from financial records to passwords to
personal conversations. It is more im-
portant now than ever before to secure
and protect our personal information.

Criminals also use technology to
commit crimes and to hide their iden-
tities. Law enforcement faces tremen-
dous challenges in protecting our coun-
try from domestic and international
threats. They need tools and resources
that allow them to face 21st century
threats.

While security should be a top pri-
ority for our nation, it must not come
at the cost of diminished constitu-
tional rights. The Constitution and
Congress have recognized certain pri-
vacy rights and interests in digital
communications.

U.S. security and privacy policies
have global economic impacts, and pre-
serving personal security and privacy
is essential for the continued growth of
the economy. We must carefully bal-
ance our privacy and security inter-
ests, and changes to policies that im-
pact our civil liberties must be made
with the consideration of Congress and
the American people.

That is why today I submit a resolu-
tion to affirm the importance of the se-
curity and privacy of Americans. This
resolution recognizes our national se-
curity needs, our civil liberties, and
the need to carefully balance the two.

————

SENATE RESOLUTION 635—RECOG-
NIZING AND COMMEMORATING
THE BICENTENNIAL OF THE
STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. COATS (for himself and Mr. DON-
NELLY) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 635

Whereas December 11, 2016, marks the
200th year of the statehood of the State of
Indiana, and in honor of the momentous oc-
casion, Hoosiers across the State of Indiana
will celebrate the historic past and the pros-
perous future of the State of Indiana;

Whereas, on December 11, 1816, President
James Madison signed the Joint Resolution
entitled ‘‘Resolution for admitting the state
of Indiana into the Union’’, approved Decem-
ber 11, 1816 (3 Stat. 399), which admitted the
State of Indiana as the 19th State of the
United States and required that the leaders
of the State of Indiana draft a State con-
stitution;

Whereas Jonathan Jennings, who spear-
headed the effort in Congress to secure Indi-
ana statehood, together with 43 of his peers,
drafted the first Indiana State Constitution
beneath the shade of a giant elm tree in the
city of Corydon, Indiana, during the summer
of 1816;

Whereas in recognition of his role in Con-
gress and as president of the constitutional
convention of the State of Indiana, Jonathan
Jennings was appointed the first Governor of
the State of Indiana, the giant elm tree was
later dubbed the Constitution Elm, and
Corydon, Indiana, served as the first capital
of the State of Indiana;

Whereas, in October 1824, a coalition of
State officials commenced an 11-day trek to
move the capital of the State of Indiana 130
miles north from Corydon to Indianapolis;

Whereas, in 1850, a second constitutional
convention of the State of Indiana convened
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