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The House met at 9 a.m and was
called to order by the Speaker.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

God of all Creation, we give You
thanks for giving us another day.

On this day, the people’s House con-
cludes its business. Members return to
their congressional districts. An elec-
tion to determine those who would
serve this Nation as Members of Con-
gress lies before us all.

There are many energies which di-
vide this House. There are many voices
throughout our Nation vying for the
attention of any who would listen.

Please bless our Nation and those
who leave this Chamber for the oncom-
ing and ongoing campaign. Grant that
there be more light than heat, more
charity than enmity, more gracious-
ness than ugliness, more wisdom than
ignorance. Our great Nation has
perdured for over two centuries, with
many fits and starts, but many tri-
umphs as well.

In the weeks that come, may Your
grace descend upon all citizens engaged
in the affairs of our time. May we be
mindful of needs beyond our own and
united in a commitment to work to-
gether for a better future for these
United States.

Bless us this day and every day, and
may all that is done be for Your great-
er honor and glory.

Amen.

——

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY)

come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to five 1-minute requests on
each side of the aisle.

——
A TIME FOR CHOOSING

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, as we enter the final stages of
this election cycle, the American peo-
ple have a choice for change—pro-
moting limited government with ex-
panded freedom or big government
with power to politicians. A key issue
is job creation.

I support the bipartisan initiatives of
John F. Kennedy’s and Ronald Rea-
gan’s of cutting taxes, which enable
the private sector to create jobs. Presi-
dent Obama has enacted failed policies
of borrow, tax, and spend, producing 43
months of unemployment of over 8 per-
cent.

New jobs could be created with an
all-of-the-above energy policy, but
President Obama  promised sky-
rocketing energy costs—doubling gas
prices. A better course would be to de-
velop the Keystone pipeline with our
number one ally, Canada. The contrast
on national defense is clear—that we
should stand for peace through
strength: Ronald Reagan. President
Obama’s policies to hollow out our
military reveal weakness.

My constituents are heartbroken at
the Internet tragedy of our Ambas-
sador to Libya being murdered and his
body desecrated by terrorists.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

————

THE FAILURE OF THE
REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, later
today, the House is scheduled to ad-
journ for 6 weeks with no plans to
come back into session until Novem-
ber.

On behalf of the hardworking Rhode
Islanders whom I serve, I rise to ex-
press my deep disappointment that the
House Republican leadership is choos-
ing to adjourn and to abandon the mid-
dle class when so much work is left to
be done.

In my home State, nearly 60,000 men
and women cannot find work. More
than 50,000 homes have mortgages that
are under water, but instead of work-
ing to pass a comprehensive jobs plan,
provide vrelief to homeowners, or
strengthen families by passing the mid-
dle class tax cuts, House Republicans
want to take the next 6 weeks off.

Today’s action by the Republican
leadership is a failure of their responsi-
bility to lead, and I urge them to re-
consider and agree to remain here and
commit to working together in a bipar-
tisan way to address the urgent issues
facing our country.

———

LET’S STAY IN WASHINGTON AND
FINISH THE JOB

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

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans continue to look for work, to put
food on the table, and to ensure their
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children have proper school supplies as
fall comes into full swing. Yet the
House is set to leave Washington today
with many items on its to-do list.

While Congress finishes up the work
to pass a budget to fund the Federal
Government, catastrophic cuts loom on
the horizon, set to hit in January of
2013. Leaving these cuts unresolved is
unconscionable. Not only is this the
wrong message to send to the Amer-
ican people, it’s simply not the right
thing to do. Our all-volunteer force is
at war, and these cuts threaten our na-
tional security. Furthermore, they
threaten over 200,000 jobs in Virginia.

Nine days remain before the new fis-
cal year begins. Congress should do the
right thing and stay in Washington in-
stead of ignoring the reality and delay-
ing tough decisions. It’s time to put
governing over politics. Let’s stay in
Washington and finish the job that we
were elected and expected to do.

———

CONGRESS MUST STAND UP
AGAINST UTILITY CUTS ACROSS
THE MIDWEST

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KUCINICH. The Stop the War on
Coal Act is up today. It is the coal in-
dustry which is waging war on our
mountains by leveling them, war on
our lungs by burning dirty fuel, war on
healthy children by being the single
largest source of mercury exposure,
war on our rivers and streams by fill-
ing them with toxic waste, war on
groundwater through poisonous ash
fills, war on its workers through condi-
tions which continue to kill, war on
families by breaking unions and by re-
lentlessly reducing jobs, war on our na-
tional debt by taking in billions of sub-
sidies, and now war on ratepayers of
municipal utilities across the Midwest.

Time to stop this war.

Peabody Coal’s Prairie State coal
plant in southern Illinois has brokered
a series of shady deals that puts 217
local utilities here, across the Midwest,
on the hook for billions of dollars for
energy they may never even get while
paying twice the market price—a cor-
rupt boondoggle that will raise utility
rates and saddle many publicly owned
utilities with crushing debt obliga-
tions.

Congress must stand up for the util-
ity cuts in this areas.

————

HONORING OUTSTANDING
ATHLETE STEVEN FOX

(Mr. FLEISCHMANN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor an outstanding stu-
dent athlete from the University of
Tennessee at Chattanooga. Competing
at the U.S. Amateur Championship in
Colorado, UTC student Steven Fox
came from behind to win the first
USGA Championship for the University
of Tennessee at Chattanooga.
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Down by two holes on the par 5 17th
hole, Steven made a clutch birdie and
managed to make a great par on the
final hole, putting the match into sud-
den death after 36 grueling holes. At
the first playoff hole, Steven sank a
critical 18-foot putt to secure his vic-
tory. Steven’s victory is an inspiration
to the entire UTC community and, in-
deed, to all Tennesseans.

No mention of this victory is com-
plete without mentioning the great
UTC golf team, which has achieved na-
tional success under the leadership of
Coach Mark Guhne. Thanks to his hard
work and the support of former Ath-
letic Director Steve Sloan and Chan-
cellor Roger Brown, UTC qualified for
this past year’s NCAA championship in
Los Angeles.

On behalf of all east Tennesseans, I
extend my congratulations to Steven
Fox. I look forward to watching him
roam the fairways at Augusta National
soon. I also look forward to many fu-
ture successes at UTC.

Go Mocs!

O 0910
BIPARTISAN DEFICIT REDUCTION

(Ms. SCHWARTZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Our Nation is fac-
ing serious economic and fiscal chal-
lenges. We have seen economic recov-
ery over the last 4 years, but we have
work to do.

The fiscal policies that expire at the
end of the year, known as the ‘‘fiscal
cliff,” present a rare opportunity to set
aside politics and find common ground
to reduce our Nation’s deficit in a bal-
anced and fiscally responsible manner.

Actions we take must be based on
our priorities and our values. It means
strengthening the middle class and
building economic opportunity. It
means spending cuts and new revenues.

We will need to make tough choices,
but there is a path forward if we are
fair, if we are committed to our obliga-
tions to our seniors and our children,
and if we recognize the importance of
strategic investments to grow our
economy now and into the future.

I was proud to be one of just 38 Mem-
bers to support a bipartisan proposal
by Representatives COOPER and LATOU-
RETTE that included tax reform and
spending cuts to reduce the Nation’s
deficit.

Let’s move our country forward by
taking responsible, meaningful, and
timely action.

————

HOLD THE IRS’ FEET TO THE FIRE

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, it’s time for Americans to
know the truth about the abuse of
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their hard-earned taxpayer dollars, es-
pecially at a time when the President
is calling for tax increases.

The issue I'm talking about is IRS
action that puts billions of taxpayer
dollars at risk. Currently, the IRS al-
lows individuals without a Social Secu-
rity number to get cash benefits—like
the $1,000 refundable child tax credit
which is costing American taxpayers
billions of dollars—by obtaining an in-
dividual taxpayer identification num-
ber, or ITIN.

A recent IG report revealed a shock-
ing scandal within the IRS that en-
couraged employees to fast track ITIN
approval without regard to preventing
fraud. The ITIN has become a ticket to
get cash from Uncle Sam, and this is
wrong.

I'm introducing the ITIN Reform Act
to hold the IRS’ feet to the fire to bet-
ter protect the American taxpayer, and
I urge all my colleagues to support this
bill.

———

HONORING DR. DENTON A. COOLEY

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, on August 3, 1962, a life
changing decision was made by Dr.
Denton Cooley in the founding of the
Texas Heart Institute.

As I listened to the words said this
morning, he chose wisdom over igno-
rance with respect to diagnosing car-
diovascular disease, the most dev-
astating killer of Americans, killing a
life every 33 seconds, 2,600 lives each
day, and nearly 1 million lives each
year.

Dr. Cooley was honored this past
week with tributes from President
George Bush and President William
Jefferson Clinton, joined by his wife
and extended family. Over the years, he
has been able to help men and women
and children. He has done a magnifi-
cent job with respect to the amount of
surgeries that have been performed. He
performed more than 118,000 open-heart
operations, 258,000 cardiac catheteriza-
tions, and 1,270 heart transplants.

The Texas Heart Institute, along
with St. Luke’s Hospital, continues to
serve the world and continues to do re-
search to improve the lives of those
who suffer from heart disease. Dr.
James Willerson is the new CEO. His
demeanor and temperament, his re-
search abilities, and his leadership has
taken this great institution to the 21st
century.

What a great honor to be with those
who honor Dr. Denton Cooley for his
wisdom and his ability to challenge
medical profession science to be able to
save lives. Today, children live, fami-
lies are reunited, and we are stronger
in our health because of the existence
of the Texas Heart Institute. It is my
privilege to congratulate them for 50
years of saving lives.
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POW/MIA RECOGNITION DAY

(Mr. MILLER of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to honor the more than
83,000 Americans still listed as missing
in action or prisoners of war. Today is
National POW/MIA Recognition Day.

I would like to bring to the attention
of my House colleagues the efforts
made by the joint POW/MIA Account-
ing Command to recover and return
home to their families our unaccounted
for servicemembers.

Also, let us recognize groups such as
Rolling Thunder, the Vietnam Vet-
erans of America, the American Ex-
Prisoners of War, the National League
of POW/MIA Families, and numerous
others who ensure those who remain
missing are never forgotten, and that
our Nation remembers their sacrifice.

This includes Army Private First
Class Ithiel Whatley of Escambia Coun-
ty, Florida, who was last seen on July
12, 1950, in Korea and who is remem-
bered every day of the year by his
brother Nat.

We salute our POWs and MIAs who
have given to this Nation more than we
can ever repay. The United States will
not rest until each is home and has re-
ceived the proper burial on American
soil they deserve.

Please offer a prayer for those who
remain on the battlefields of the past
and of the present, and let us pledge
that not one is left behind.

VOTER SUPPRESSION

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker,
this is Constitution Week, when we cel-
ebrate our fundamental rights as
Americans. Today, one of the most
cherished rights, the right to vote, is
under serious attack.

Recent efforts to suppress voter par-
ticipation are designed to silence the
voice of American voters, especially
seniors, people of color, the poor, and
young adults.

In Florida, new restrictions on voter
registration led the League of Women
Voters to suspend their efforts until
the law was halted by the court. Re-
publican legislatures have passed strict
voting requirements, although Penn-
sylvania could not provide even one ex-
ample of voter fraud. Even elderly vet-
erans, who risked their lives for our
country, may be turned away from the
polls because they lack the proper IDs.
Five million Americans could be disen-
franchised.

Anyone who values our Constitution
should encourage voting, not erect bar-
riers based on false claims of voter
fraud.
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STOP THE WAR ON COAL ACT OF
2012

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 3409.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLEISCHMANN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 788 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. 3409.

Will the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
YODER) kindly take the chair.

] 0918
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.
3409) to limit the authority of the Sec-
retary of the Interior to issue regula-
tions before December 31, 2013, under
the Surface Mining Control and Rec-
lamation Act of 1977, with Mr. YODER
(Acting Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
September 20, 2012, amendment No. 7
printed in House Report 112-680 offered
by the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HARRIS) had been disposed of.

0 0920

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON
LEE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in
House Report 112-680.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 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:

Strike section 503 of the committee print.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 788, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, this is an amendment, I be-
lieve, that common sense would allow
us to work together and pass.

This amendment would simply main-
tain the current deadline that existed
under the previous administration of 90
days under the Clean Air Act by strik-
ing section 503 of the bill which artifi-
cially limits agency comment periods
on water quality permits to 30 days
with no possibility of extension. This
existed under President Bush’s admin-
istration.
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Why, then, would my friends on the
other side of the aisle not join with me
to say let’s have regular order? Let’s
ensure that we give everyone a reason-
able opportunity for a response on
their quality of life.

On the surface, the intent of H.R. 3409
appears to be to prevent the Interior
Department from revising a Bush ad-
ministration midnight regulation that
significantly weakened mountaintop
protections on the destructive practice
of mountaintop removal mining. Let
me remind you, they did not alter the
comment period. Mountaintop removal
mining, as many of us know, is a very
challenging, environmentally difficult
process. For many, they say, it creates
jobs.

What we are trying to do is to ensure
that there is a balance between that in-
dustry and, as well, the fairness of al-
lowing those to be able to comment. As
it’s presently drafted, this bill would
reach, in fact, it would make it much
more difficult, if you will, to deal with
the question of rulemaking.

The people in the State of Texas and
the city of Houston appreciate the abil-
ity to drink cool, fresh water. So does
everyone else. The idea of not being
able to comment on the impact of this
particular process is challenging.

I ask my colleagues to consider the
importance of coming together and ex-
tending, or going back to, the 90-day
comment period to balance, if you will,
the timeframe and to ensure that all
are heard on any aspects that would
impact the environment, impact the
environment of this particular proce-
dure.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chairman, I object to
the amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, may I ask how much time
remains.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Texas has 22 minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. DEUTCH).

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the gentlelady’s amendment to
yet another bill that will never become
law, another bill that feeds into the
biggest problem we have here.

The 112th Congress has actually set a
sad new low for our democracy. We all
know that President Harry Truman fa-
mously dubbed the 80th Congress in
1948 as the ‘‘do-nothing Congress.” Yet
the do-nothing Congress of 1948 has
nothing on this one. That Congress
passed over 900 laws, while the 112th
Congress has passed just over 100.

Among the countless laws blocked by
the Republican majority is the Amer-
ican Jobs Act, which economists say
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would create over 2% million jobs. It’s
a sad day when the main drag on Amer-
ica’s economy is the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.

Most Americans actually have to
earn their vacation days, Mr. Chair-
man. The only thing the Congress has
earned are abysmal approval ratings.
The 112th Congress puts Harry Tru-
man’s do-nothing Congress to shame.
At a time when our economy should
come first, that, Mr. Chairman, is
shameful.

I rise in strong support of the gentle-
lady’s amendment to a bill that pre-
vents us from actually accomplishing
the real work the American people ex-
pect from us.

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, let me just clarify what is
happening with this legislation. It
eliminates the EPA’s authority to
apply minimum Federal water quality
standards sufficient to protect human
and aquatic life, and it is weaker than
State standards in many places. It
strips the EPA’s authority to object to
the State discharge permits that fail to
meet Clean Air Act requirements.

Now, this is not about creating jobs,
Mr. Chairman. I ask, on the names of
our children yet unborn, to be able to
have a quality of life, quality of water
and quality of air that the require-
ments that they are trying to elimi-
nate in this bill, the proponent of this
bill, to the extent that they will nar-
row the comment period to 30 days
rather than 90 days.

Why is that not a simple request if
my good friend could not say, Con-
gresswoman, we support the amend-
ment. I hope that’s what he will say.
The difficulty that I have is I would
rather, Mr. Chairman, be doing Medi-
care, tax breaks, jobs, urgent priorities
that are needed.

I just ask for a little bit of consider-
ation on recognizing that the Nation is
better when we have provided a quality
of life for all Americans. Who are we to
speak of the needs of the people who
have coal in their region? What we
have asked is that we put in the four
parameters of common sense and rea-
sonableness.

My amendment is that. It expands
back to its regular order the existing
comment period, Mr. Chairman, to 90
days. It strikes the provision, and this
bill that limits it to 30 days.

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I ask
my colleagues to support the Jackson
Lee amendment that speaks to the
health and good quality of life for all
Americans and America’s children.

I yield back the balance of my time.

CLEAN WATER ACT DEADLINE STUDY AMENDMENT

| rise today and ask my colleagues to sup-
port my amendment to H.R. 3409 which would
simply maintain the current deadline of 90
days under the Clean Water Act, by striking
Section 503 of the bill which artificially limits
agency comment periods on water quality per-
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mits to 30 days with no possibility of exten-
sion.

On the surface the intent of H.R. 3409 ap-
pears to be to prevent the Interior Department
from revising a Bush Administration midnight
regulation that significantly weakened protec-
tions on the destructive practice of Mountain-
top Removal Mining. Mountaintop Removal
Mining is one the most environmentally de-
structive practices on earth, which has fouled
water quality and destroyed nearly 2,000 miles
of Appalachian streams since 1992.

However, H.R. 3409 is drafted so that its
reach would in fact be much broader than just
this one rulemaking. The people in the State
of Texas and the city of Houston appreciate
the ability to drink cool fresh water which, at
its core, is what the Clean Water Act is de-
signed to do. This legislation goes all the way
back to 1948 because pollution of the nation’s
surface waters was a very serious problem.
And Mr. Speaker, it still is today.

Title V of H.R. 3409 eliminates EPA’s au-
thority to apply minimum federal water quality
standards sufficient to protect human health
and aquatic life, if weaker state standards are
in place. It strips EPA’s authority to object to
state discharge permits that fail to meet Clean
Water Act requirements.

And it limits EPA’s ability to protect water-
ways from harm from mountaintop removal
coal mining, repealing EPA’s authority to veto
a “valley fill” permit based on environmental
concerns and limiting the time environmental
agencies have to comment to the Army Corps
of Engineers on the environmental impacts of
a proposed valley fill.

H.R. 3409 would prevent the Secretary of
the Interior from issuing any regulation under
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act (SMCRA) through December 31, 2013, if
the regulation would, among other things, pro-
hibit coal mining in any area, reduce employ-
ment in coal mines, or reduce coal production.

The principal law governing pollution of the
nation’s surface waters is the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, or Clean Water Act.
Originally enacted in 1948, it was totally re-
vised by amendments in 1972 that gave the
act its current shape. The 1972 legislation
spelled out ambitious programs for water qual-
ity improvement that have since been ex-
panded and are still being implemented by in-
dustries and municipalities. In fact Mr. Chair-
man | would dare say that most Americans
take clean water for granted.

The Clean Water Act consists of two major
parts, one being the provisions which author-
ize federal financial assistance for municipal
sewage treatment plant construction. The
other is the regulatory requirements that apply
to industrial and municipal dischargers. The
act has been termed a technology-forcing stat-
ute because of the rigorous demands placed
on those who are regulated by it to achieve
higher and higher levels of pollution abate-
ment under deadlines specified in the law.

Early on, emphasis was on controlling dis-
charges of conventional pollutants, for exam-
ple, suspended solids or bacteria that are bio-
degradable and occur naturally in the aquatic
environment, while control of toxic pollutant
discharges has been a key focus of water
quality programs more recently.

My colleagues Mr. MARKEY of Massachu-
setts and Mr. WAXMAN of California have done
an excellent job detailing many of the harms
that H.R. 3409 would do. It bears repeating
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though, that Title V of H.R. 3409 contains H.R.
2018, which severely limits EPA’s authority to
apply minimum national standards to protect
the nation’s waters from pollution.

Title V prevents EPA from strengthening
weak state water quality standards, unless the
state concurs, even if the water quality stand-
ard is insufficient to protect human health or
aquatic life. It also strips EPA’s authority to
enforce discharge limits by prohibiting the
agency from objecting to state discharge per-
mits that fail to meet the requirements of the
Clean Water Act. According to EPA, this title
would “overturn almost 40 years of Federal
legislation by preventing EPA from protecting
public health and water quality.”

In addition, the title limits EPA’s ability to
protect waterways from the devastating effects
of mountaintop removal coal mining. Moun-
taintop removal coal mining involves removing
mountaintops to expose coal seams and dis-
posing of the material in adjacent valleys, a
process known as valley fills. This bill removes
EPA’s authority to veto a valley fill permit
based on environmental concerns, unless the
state concurs with the veto. The bill also limits
the amount of time EPA, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and other agencies have to
provide comments to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers on the potential environmental impacts
of a proposed valley fill operation.

Under this act, federal jurisdiction is broad,
particularly regarding establishment of national
standards or effluent limitations. Certain re-
sponsibilities are delegated to the states, and
the act embodies a philosophy of federal-state
partnership in which the federal government
sets the agenda and standards for pollution
abatement, while states carry out day-to-day
activities of implementation and enforcement.

To achieve its objectives, the act is based
on the concept that all discharges into the na-
tion’s waters are unlawful, unless specifically
authorized by a permit, which is the act’s prin-
cipal enforcement tool. The law has civil,
criminal, and administrative enforcement provi-
sions and also permits citizen suit enforce-
ment.

The people in the state of Texas have had
a severe drought and water has become an
even more sensitive topic. Indeed, in the
West, Southwest, and Rocky Mountain states
water management is a more prominent issue
than it is in many other parts of this great na-
tion. Given our situation in Texas | think that
it is clear that we must be very careful not to
upset the careful balance which scientists, en-
gineers, and the American people have devel-
oped when managing our nation’s water.

The deadlines that the Majority would like to
shorten are not arbitrary but represent real-
istic, reasonable, and business-friendly dead-
lines which prudent Americans have learned
to adhere to and Mr. Speaker, we do nothing
by modifying those deadlines today, so | ask
my colleagues to support the Jackson Lee
Amendment, keeping the comment period
deadlines at 90 days.

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

I rise in opposition to the gentle-
lady’s amendment because it strikes an
important provision in the bill that
streamlines the section 404 permit
process, not just for coal operations,
but also for billions of dollars of eco-
nomic activity in this Nation.

One of the loudest complaints we
hear in Congress is how long it takes
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the Federal Government to reach de-
termination on permit requests. The
Army Corps of Engineers is the lead
Agency responsible for concluding the
section 404 permit determinations. But
the Clean Water Act requires the Corps
to seek consultation with other Agen-
cies like the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice.

Sadly, all too often, this consultation
is where the needless delays occur, not
because of the Corps’ inaction, but be-
cause of the failure of the other agen-
cies to provide timely information.
This section, title V, simply sets a
more reasonable timeframe for Federal
agencies to get information to the
Corps so a permit decision can be made
in a timely manner.

To many of us, it is strange to see
this amendment from those who pur-
port to extol the virtues of Big Govern-
ment since this amendment makes it
clear they don’t believe Big Govern-
ment is competent enough to reach a
decision in a reasonable amount of
time.

This section of title V, the language
which has already passed the House in
a resounding bipartisan majority, will
streamline the time for the consuming
permit application process and ensure
that $220 billion in annual economic ac-
tivity associated with section 404 ac-
tivities does not grind to a halt. Time
is money, and this is about jobs. The
slower the time it takes to get these
permits done, it holds up economic job
activity and the creation of jobs all
across America in all sectors. I urge all
Members to oppose the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 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 Texas will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in
House Report 112-680.

Mr. McKINLEY. 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 75, line 8, before the closing quotation
marks insert the following:

‘“(3) Following the date of issuance of a
permit by the Secretary in accordance with
this section, the Administrator may not
take any action under paragraph (1) to retro-
actively invalidate the permit.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 788, the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia.
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Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment will prohibit the EPA from
retroactively invalidating permits
after they have been issued. On Janu-
ary 13, 2011, the EPA took unprece-
dented action by retroactively revok-
ing a lawfully issued section 404 permit
for the Spruce No. 1 surface mine in
Logan County, West Virginia. This per-
mit had been issued 4 years earlier
after an extensive 10-year environ-
mental review, including a 1,600-page
environmental impact statement in
which the EPA fully participated and
agreed to all the terms and conditions
included in the authorized permit.

But this amendment is intended to
address far more than coal mines. If
the EPA can retroactively revoke a
water permit for this industry, they
can do the same to any other manufac-
turer, refinery, municipality, farm, or
other government agency. Imagine an
entrepreneur contemplating making an
investment requiring an EPA permit
but then stopping once they learn that
the EPA could first grant the permit,
allow the business to proceed, and then
invalidate the permit, crushing the in-
vestment. Or, imagine a lending insti-
tution contemplating whether or not
to loan money to someone subject to
an EPA regulation. Should any of us be
critical of them for being reluctant
once they, too, become aware that
their loan could go into default once
the EPA retroactively revokes the per-
mit on which the loan was granted?

All of us in Congress should be con-
cerned about the chilling effect these
actions by the EPA have had and will
have if they continue this threat to the
creation of jobs by exceeding their
statutory authority. At a time when
our country is facing economic uncer-
tainty and our families are struggling
to make ends meet, I’'m appalled by
this continued assault on American
businesses and families that the EPA
has taken. Our job creators need a con-
sistent and predictable regulatory pro-
gram that will protect jobs we have
and create new ones in an environ-
mentally responsible manner. Remem-
ber, this amendment is not just for
coal mining but rather it addresses vir-
tually every business in America which
requires certainty in their regulatory
environment.

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to claim time in opposition to Mr.
MCKINLEY’s amendment.

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

Mr. PALLONE. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would take away the EPA’s authority
under the Clean Water Act to retro-
actively deny permits to fill streams
and wetlands in order to protect drink-
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ing water supplies, recreational waters,
and fish and wildlife habitat. Now EPA
has used this authority to veto permits
after they were issued responsibly only
three times in 40 years. All of these
were extremely rare cases and these ve-
toes were necessary to protect critical
water resources.

In 1981, EPA revoked a permit for a
solid waste landfill because it was
leaking toxics into Biscayne Bay. In
1989, after objecting to a permit before
it was issued, it overturned a permit to
destroy 1,200 acres of flood plain wet-
lands in Georgia. And in 2010, which
Mr. MCKINLEY mentions, EPA denied a
permit for one of the largest mountain-
top removal mines in Appalachia that
would have buried more than six miles
of West Virginia streams and polluted
downstream waters with mining waste,
causing permanent damage to eco-
systems and streams. The veto was not
a surprise—and I stress that. EPA con-
sistently expressed its concerns about
water quality impacts of this mine be-
ginning from 2002 to 2006, when the
Corps issued the permit.

Let me stress this was an extremely
rare action taken by EPA. And the
first time it was used, it used the Clean
Water Act to overturn an approved
mining permit. The surface mining in
the steep slopes of Appalachia has dis-
rupted the biological integrity of an
area about the size of Delaware, buried
approximately 2,000 miles of streams
with mining waste, and contaminated
downstream areas with toxic elements.
People have been drinking the byprod-
ucts of coal waste from mountaintop
removal for more than two decades.
Rather than clean and clear water run-
ning out of their faucets, the people of
Appalachia are left with orange or
black liquid instead.

This is not just about the environ-
ment, Mr. Speaker; it’s about public
health. The health problems caused by
exposure to these chemicals and heavy
metals include cancer, organ failure,
and learning disabilities. Not only
that, but there are multiple cases of
children suffering from asthma, head-
aches, nausea, and other symptoms
likely due to toxic contamination from
coal dust. This is an environmental
justice issue. My colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will claim EPA
is killing jobs. I disagree with Mr.
McKINLEY. What the EPA is doing is
protecting the people of Appalachia
from exposure to toxic chemicals that
are harming them.

Now to put this in perspective, each
year the Army Corps of Engineers proc-
esses about 60,000 permits to fill waters
and grants 97 percent of them. Over 40
years, the EPA has vetoed only three
of these permits retroactively. On the
very rare occasion one of these permits
threatens to permanently destroy our
Nation’s critical water resources, the
EPA should have the authority to stop
it. This is authority that the EPA has
used very rarely, and there is no evi-
dence that the EPA has abused this au-
thority.
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This amendment is completely un-
necessary. I urge Members to oppose it
and to protect EPA’s authority to safe-
guard our waters and our drinking
water sources.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
how much time remains.

The Acting CHAIR. Both gentlemen
have 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. MCcCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. GIBBS).

Mr. GIBBS. I rise in strong support of
the amendment. I chair the committee.
We had the hearings on this issue. And
let’s get straight what this issue is. His
amendment stops a revocation of a per-
mit after it’s been issued. And what the
gentleman just referred to is a permit.
During the application process the law
allows the EPA to veto a permit. But
after it’s been approved, this amend-
ment takes care of not being able to re-
voke it years later, in the instance
that it was done.

Keep in mind, the revocation that oc-
curred was not because they were in
violation of the permit. It was nothing
but political theater. There was no vio-
lation of the permit. The State of West
Virginia EPA stated that and the Army
Corps said there was no violation of
permit. This is revocation that sets a
bad dangerous, precedent to economic
growth in our country.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to point out that, in addition to this
being a terrible amendment, it’s also
an amendment that’s going nowhere.
And it really frustrates me that on the
last day of the session before the elec-
tion, this do-nothing Congress con-
tinues to bring up bills that are going
nowhere—and they know are going no-
where.

For 2 years, the House Republicans
have picked millionaires over Medicare
and the middle class. Now they plan to
leave town today without entering into
law any responsible deficit reduction,
any middle class tax cuts, the Amer-
ican Jobs Act. They have no jobs bill.
The farm bill they have neglected. The
Violence Against Women Act. These
are all urgent priorities that we should
be working on right now rather than
trying to pass amendments or bills
that are going nowhere.

The American people can’t afford a
do-nothing Republican Congress that
refuses to act on issues critical to mid-
dle class families, to small businesses,
to farmers, and to women. I urge the
Republican leadership to just stay in
town and complete our work. Don’t
waste our time on bills like this that
are going nowhere. The Senate is never
going to take this up.

Now here are a few of the things that
the do-nothing Republican Congress
has found time to do:

Voted to end Medicare as we know it
and increase costs on seniors by $6,400.

Republicans chose millionaires over
the middle class, giving more tax
breaks to the wealthiest.

Republicans vote for corporations
that ship jobs overseas over passing the
American Jobs Act.
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Republicans voted to restrict wom-
en’s access to health services.

It is amazing to me that we sit here
hour after hour on the last day because
they refuse to continue to work and
talk about bills going nowhere, when
all these other major priorities need to
be addressed.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCKINLEY. Do I have the right
to close?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey has 30 seconds re-
maining. The gentleman from West
Virginia has 1% minutes. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey has the right
to close.

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, brief-
ly, let me just underscore here how
people try to distract attention away
from the argument. We’ve heard all
these other arguments. I've heard the
opponents talk about this is the first
time or the third time or whatever
that is. Let’s go back to what the
courts have said. Perhaps we need to
have on the other side a little bit more
education. Because the Federal courts
have already struck down that initial
reading. Shame on you—anyone—for
not having read all this.

The Federal court said the EPA’s in-
terpretation of the act is not reason-
able. Neither the statute nor the
memorandum of agreement between
the EPA and the Corps makes any pro-
vision for a post-permit veto, and this
agency was completely unable to ar-

ticulate what the practical con-
sequences of its actions would be.
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In addition, the court went on to say
that the Clean Water Act does not give
the EPA the power to render a permit
invalid once it has been issued by the
Corps.

We ought to put this to rest, codify
it, and move on.

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I'm
very much aware that the EPA’s veto
was challenged by the mining com-
pany, and the EPA has appealed this
ruling. I’'m hoping that the Court of
Appeals will see the light and under-
stand that the EPA should be able to
protect the health of the people of Ap-
palachia.

Again, this amendment is completely
unnecessary, and it’s part of a process
where this Republican House does abso-
lutely nothing but waste our time. We
shouldn’t be leaving today. We should
be staying and doing our work.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 10 printed
in House Report 112-680.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the Rules Committee Print,
add the following new title:

TITLE VI—COMBINED EFFICIENCY AND
RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY STANDARD
SEC. 601. COMBINED EFFICIENCY AND RENEW-

ABLE ELECTRICITY STANDARD.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) DISTRIBUTED RENEWABLE GENERATION
FACILITY.—The term ‘‘distributed renewable
generation facility’” means a facility that—

(A) generates renewable electricity;

(B) primarily serves 1 or more electricity
consumers at or near the facility site; and

(C) is no greater than 2 megawatts in ca-
pacity.

(2) ELECTRIC CONSUMER.—The term ‘‘elec-
tric consumer’ has the meaning given that
term in section 3 of the Public Utility Regu-
latory Policies Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2602).

(3) ELECTRIC UTILITY.—The term ‘‘electric
utility’”’ has the meaning given that term in
section 3 of the Public Utility Regulatory
Policies Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2602), except
that, for the purposes of this section, such
term does not include any agency, authority,
or instrumentality of the United States Gov-
ernment.

(4) ELECTRICITY SAVINGS.—The term ‘‘elec-
tricity savings’” means reductions in elec-
tricity consumption, relative to business-as-
usual projections, achieved through meas-
ures implemented after the date of enact-
ment of this section.

() FEDERAL RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY CRED-
IT.—The term ‘‘Federal renewable electricity
credit” means a credit, representing one
megawatt hour of renewable electricity,
issued pursuant to subsection (e).

(6) RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY.—The term
“‘renewable electricity’” means electricity
generated (including by means of a fuel cell)
from a renewable energy resource.

(7) RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE.—The
term ‘‘renewable energy resource’” means
each of the following:

(A) Wind energy.

(B) Solar energy.

(C) Geothermal energy.

(D) Renewable biomass.

(E) Biogas or biofuels derived from renew-
able biomass.

(F) Hydropower generated by a hydro-
electric facility placed in service after Janu-
ary 1, 2001.

(G) Marine and hydrokinetic renewable en-
ergy, as that term is defined in section 632 of
the Energy Independence and Security Act of
2007 (42 U.S.C. 17211).

(H) Such other energy resources as the
Secretary determines appropriate.

(8) RETAIL ELECTRIC SUPPLIER.—The term
“‘retail electric supplier’” means, for any
given year, an electric utility that sold not
less than 1,000,000 megawatt hours of electric
energy to electric consumers for purposes
other than resale during the preceding cal-
endar year.

(9) RETAIL ELECTRIC SUPPLIER’'S BASE
AMOUNT.—The term ‘‘retail electric sup-
plier’s base amount” means the total

amount of electric energy sold by the retail
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electric supplier, expressed in megawatt
hours, to electric customers for purposes
other than resale during the relevant cal-
endar year, excluding—

(A) electricity generated by a hydro-
electric facility that was placed in service
prior to January 1, 2001;

(B) electricity generated by the combus-
tion of municipal solid waste;

(C) electricity generated by a nuclear gen-
erating unit placed in service after the date
of enactment of this section; and

(D) the proportion of electricity generated
by a fossil-fueled generating unit that is
equal to the proportion of greenhouse gases
produced by such unit that are captured and
geologically sequestered.

(10) SECRETARY.—The term
means the Secretary of Energy.

(11) TOTAL ANNUAL ELECTRICITY SAVINGS.—
The term ‘‘total annual electricity savings”
means electricity savings during a specified
calendar year from measures implemented
since the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, taking into account verified measure
lifetimes or verified annual savings attrition
rates, as determined in accordance with such
regulations as the Secretary may promul-
gate and measured in megawatt hours.

(b) ANNUAL COMPLIANCE OBLIGATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each of calendar years
2014 through 2040, not later than March 31 of
the following calendar year, each retail elec-
tric supplier shall submit to the Secretary
an amount of Federal renewable electricity
credits and demonstrated total annual elec-
tricity savings that, in the aggregate, is
equal to such retail electric supplier’s an-
nual combined target as set forth in sub-
section (d), except as otherwise provided in
subsection (g).

(2) DEMONSTRATION OF SAVINGS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, submission of dem-
onstrated total annual electricity savings
means submission of a report that dem-
onstrates, in accordance with the require-
ments of subsection (f), the total annual
electricity savings achieved by the retail
electric supplier within the relevant compli-
ance year.

(3) RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY CREDITS POR-
TION.—Except as provided in paragraph (4),
each retail electric supplier must submit
Federal renewable electricity credits equal
to at least three quarters of the retail elec-
tric supplier’s annual combined target.

(4) STATE PETITION.—Upon written request
from the Governor of any State (including,
for purposes of this paragraph, the Mayor of
the District of Columbia), the Secretary
shall increase, to not more than half, the
proportion of the annual combined targets of
retail electric suppliers located within such
State that may be met through submission
of demonstrated total annual electricity sav-
ings, provided that such increase shall be ef-
fective only with regard to the portion of a
retail electric supplier’s annual combined
target that is attributable to electricity
sales within such State.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Not later
than 1 year after the date of enactment of
this section, the Secretary shall promulgate
regulations to implement and enforce the re-
quirements of this section.

(d) ANNUAL COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENT.—

(1) ANNUAL COMBINED TARGETS.—For each
of calendar years 2014 through 2040, a retail
electric supplier’s annual combined target
shall be the product of—

(A) the required annual percentage for
such year, as set forth in paragraph (2); and

(B) the retail electric supplier’s base
amount for such year.

(2) REQUIRED ANNUAL PERCENTAGE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—For each of calendar
years 2014 through 2040, the required annual
percentage shall be as follows:

‘““Secretary’’

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Year Required annual

percentage
2014 8
2015 10
2016 12
2017 14
2018 16
2019 18
2020 20
2021 22
2022 24
2023 26
2024 28
2025 30
2026 32
2027 34
2028 36
2029 38
2030 40
2031 42
2032 44
2033 46
2034 48
2035 through 2040 50

(B) ADJUSTMENTS PERMITTED.—The Sec-
retary may adjust the required annual per-
centages described in subparagraph (A) if the
Secretary finds that such percentages are
not technically or economically feasible or
pose a threat to electric reliability.

(e) FEDERAL RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY CRED-
ITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The regulations promul-
gated under this section shall include provi-
sions governing the issuance, tracking, and
verification of Federal renewable electricity
credits. Except as provided in paragraph (2)
of this subsection, the Secretary shall issue
to each generator of renewable electricity, 1
Federal renewable electricity credit for each
megawatt hour of renewable electricity gen-
erated by such generator after December 31,
2013. The Secretary shall assign a unique se-
rial number to each Federal renewable elec-
tricity credit.

(2) CREDIT MULTIPLIER FOR DISTRIBUTED RE-
NEWABLE GENERATION.—The Secretary shall
issue 3 Federal renewable electricity credits
for each megawatt hour of renewable elec-
tricity generated by a distributed renewable
generation facility.

(3) TRADING.—The lawful holder of a Fed-
eral renewable electricity credit may sell,
exchange, transfer, submit for compliance in
accordance with subsection (b).

(4) BANKING.—A Federal renewable elec-
tricity credit may be submitted in satisfac-
tion of the compliance obligation set forth in
subsection (b) for the compliance year in
which the credit was issued or for any of the
3 immediately subsequent compliance years.

(f) ELECTRICITY SAVINGS.—

(1) STANDARDS FOR MEASUREMENT OF SAV-
INGS.—As part of the regulations promul-
gated under this section, the Secretary shall
prescribe standards and protocols for defin-
ing and measuring electricity savings and
total annual electricity savings that can be
counted towards the compliance obligation
set forth in subsection (b).

(2) REPORTING SAVINGS.—The regulations
promulgated under this section shall estab-
lish requirements governing the submission
of reports to demonstrate, in accordance
with the protocols and standards for meas-
urement and verification established under
this subsection, the total annual electricity
savings achieved by a retail electric supplier
within the relevant year.

(g) ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE PAYMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A retail electric supplier
may satisfy the requirements of subsection
(b) in whole or in part by submitting in ac-
cordance with this subsection, in lieu of each
Federal renewable electricity credit or
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megawatt hour of demonstrated total annual
electricity savings that would otherwise be
due, a payment equal to $25, adjusted for in-
flation on January 1 of each year following
calendar year 2014, in accordance with such
regulations as the Secretary may promul-
gate.

(2) PAYMENTS.—Payments made under this
subsection shall be deposited into the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury and shall be avail-
able, subject to appropriations, to the Sec-
retary for the administrative costs of imple-
menting this section.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 788, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

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

My amendment is going to call for 25
percent of the electricity in the United
States being generated by renewables
by the year 2035.

The United States, excluding hydro,
is already up to 7 or 8 percent of all of
our electricity generated by renewables
here in 2012. So, 23 years from now, the
goal would be to reach 25 percent.

Now, why do I feel compelled to bring
this amendment out here? Well, while
the Republicans say that there’s a war
on coal, so far in this first year and 9
months that they have controlled the
United States Congress, they have de-
clared war on solar; they have declared
war on wind; they have declared war on
all renewables. That’s why I bring this
amendment down here to the House
floor.

They are going to kill the production
tax credit for wind energy that is going
to send the wind industry off a cliff
next year.

Already, 2,367 jobs have been lost in
the wind industry because of Repub-
lican action. Forty thousand jobs will
be lost next year because of Republican
action. They are out to deliberately
kill these jobs. How many will be lost?
Three thousand to 4,000 jobs in Penn-
sylvania will be lost; 4,000 to 5,000 jobs
in Colorado will be lost; 5,000 to 6,000
wind jobs will be lost in Ohio; 6,000 to
7,000 wind jobs will be lost in Iowa if
the Republican policy is allowed to be
put on the books.

They have declared war on wind.
They have declared war on solar, on
geothermal, on biomass.

Ladies and gentlemen, what my
amendment does is say let’s have a
plan for everything else because it’s
not going to be a part of the Repub-
lican plan.

So, by the year 2035, 25 percent of all
electricity in our country must come
from renewables.

Now, how do we know this is pos-
sible? There were 12,000 new megawatts
of wind installed in the United States
this year; 3,200 new megawatts of solar
installed in the United States this
year.

So, geothermal, biomass, it’s all
growing. What’s their goal? Kill it.
That’s their problem. Natural gas is
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rising. It hurts the coal industry. It’s
the marketplace.

Wind and solar are growing, geo-
thermal and biomass are growing. They
don’t want a level playing field. They
want to pick winners and losers. They
want to pick favorites. That’s what it’s
all about.

So far in their control of the Con-
gress in just a year and 9 months, they
have voted to slash research and devel-
opment for wind and solar, they have
voted to end loan guarantees for wind
and solar, they have voted to Kkill the
transmission wires to carry wind and
solar to our homes and our offices.

The Republicans are so opposed to
Americans having access to clean en-
ergy that even when it is built they
don’t even want to have the trans-
mission lines to get it to American
homes.

It’s a war on solar and wind. My
amendment ensures that there is a
pathway to the future for the most
abundant American energy source,
wind and solar, geothermal and bio-
mass. It’s all here in America.

At this point, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. I rise to claim time
in opposition.

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

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

Mr. MARKEY. I continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

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

The gentleman from Massachusetts
has 1v4 minutes remaining.

Mr. MARKEY. If I may inquire from
the Chairman, is the majority saying
that there is only one speaker remain-
ing on their side?

The Acting CHAIR. Yes.

Mr. MARKEY. Then I will yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Wind and solar is the most abundant
source of energy in the United States—
when we capture it. Einstein won his
Nobel Prize in 1921, the only one that
won a Nobel Prize, and that’s on how to
capture the power of the sun. And now
we’re on the cusp of doing this success-
fully as the price per kilowatt hour
drops and drops—and then it’s all
American.

And who is now looming over our
shoulder, even though we invented
these technologies, even though we’re
producing these technologies, are the
Chinese, the Indians, and others who
will pounce on this global opportunity
to create the jobs here in the United
States, to export this technology
around the world even as we deploy the
technology here in our country that
backs out the energy sources from
around the rest of the world. This is
what they fear.

They fear the innovation. They fear
the change. They fear our ability to
capture wind and solar to be able to
power the vehicles which we drive in
our country, to be able to send up a
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cleaner source of energy up into the
sky that does not pollute. That’s what
this battle is all about.

We do not want special advantage.
All we want is a level playing field. The
Republicans continue this war against
wind and solar.

Vote ‘‘aye” for the Markey amend-
ment, 25 percent renewable electricity
by the year 2035.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we
haven’t declared war on wind or solar
or anything else. We simply don’t be-
lieve that when you have a $16 trillion
Federal debt that the Federal Govern-
ment should use taxpayers’ money to
serve as venture capital for risky ven-
tures like Solyndra that received $538
million and now is bankrupt. If this
technology is so good, let the free mar-
ket develop it. It does not need tax-
payer support.

Yet, on the other hand, this adminis-
tration has adopted policies that you
can’t even build a new coal-powered
plant in America because there’s no
technology available to meet the new
emissions standards of the Obama
EPA.

On this particular amendment, on
page 7 of the amendment, it says that
by the year 2035 that 50 percent of the
electricity would have to be produced
from renewables. The gentleman in his
comments said 25 percent, but this
amendment says 50.
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Mr. MARKEY. Will the gentleman
yield? That is not accurate.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, I’m just read-
ing from page 7.

Anyway, this amendment simply cre-
ates a national renewable electricity
standard. We’'ve seen it before. It was
in the Markey-Waxman cap-and-trade
bill in the last Congress, which was re-
jected by the Congress.

This amendment does nothing more
than determine for the American peo-
ple where their electricity will come
from and that they are going to be pay-
ing more for it.

So I urge people to vote against the
Markey 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 Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

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

Mr. MARKEY. 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 Massachusetts will
be postponed.

Amendment No. 11 Offered by Mr.
DEFAZzIO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 11 printed
in House Report 112-680.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the Rules Committee Print,
add the following title:

TITLE VI—REPORT ON FUGITIVE COAL

DUST
SEC. 601. REPORT.

Not later than 6 months after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Secretary of Transportation shall submit
to Congress a joint report on the health, en-
vironmental, and public safety impacts of fu-
gitive dust emissions from coal transport.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 788, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, today, the do-
nothing Congress will slink out of
town. It’s going to be the earliest ad-
journment in an election year since
1960; but, you know, I guess the Nation
has no problems and there’s no work
undone, so it’s just time to go home
and campaign. It’s pretty extraor-
dinary. We’ve enacted one-quarter the
number of bills into law of Harry Tru-
man’s do-nothing Congress, 1947-48. So
I guess this is the ‘‘do-nothing-er’’ Con-
gress.

So here we are again today. We are
going to consider today—the only work
today will be four bills that have pre-
viously passed the House. Someone
hasn’t read their civics textbooks. If
you pass a bill and send it to the Sen-
ate, it’s there; they’ll consider it or
they won’t consider it. If you pass it
again and send it again, it doesn’t
make any difference. In fact, it’s some-
what repetitive and wasteful of
everybody’s time when we could be
doing postal reform to ensure the fu-
ture of the post office. We could be
doing a farm bill; there are a lot of peo-
ple suffering a horrible drought. We
could be dealing with the sequestra-
tion, which there’s concern on both
sides of the aisle on that. But we’re
not. We're considering four bills pre-
viously passed and one new one.

Well, T have a reasonable amendment
to an unreasonable bill, which is now
before us, which is the one new bill be-
fore us. My amendment would ask that
within 6 months—that’s not very
long—the Department of Transpor-
tation and the EPA submit a report to
Congress on fugitive coal dust. Now, it
seems a couple of extraordinary letters
have been sent out saying, my God,
this will stop projects and exports that
are going forward—undue delay. I'm
not aware of anything that would be
delayed by this. It says a study will be
done; it doesn’t delay any ongoing ap-
plications or projects at all. But what
it would do is potentially avert a tre-
mendous amount of litigation down the
road. If we find that fugitive coal dust
is not a problem—which the coal indus-
try says—then that would relieve a lot
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of people in gateway ports and large
cities in the West where coal dust is
being proposed to transit through
those cities, including cities in my dis-
trict.

People are very concerned about this.
They want to know, is it a problem.
How far from the loading point does fu-
gitive coal dust get emitted from the
car? Are there ways to deal with the
fugitive coal dust? Does the surfactant
work? Is that a solution? Should the
cars be covered? Is that a solution?
What are the problems? What are the
problems at its destination in terms of
whether or not there would be coal
dust at the port destinations? If the
coal is stored outside, how is it trans-
ported onto the ship? Et cetera, et
cetera. So if we had these answers, we
could talk about the safe and clean
transport and allay a lot of concerns
that are ultimately going to lead to a
lot of litigation unless we know.

Now, the industry says, oh, it’s been
studied. Well, no, it hasn’t. In fact, one
railroad has pursued action against the
coal industry because fugitive coal
dust has caused safety problems on the
railroad. It gets into the ballast; it
blocks the ballast from draining. The
ballast destabilizes, the tracks desta-
bilize, and trains can derail. Now, that
seems to me like a problem that should
be dealt with. And there may be some
very, very simple ways to deal with it.
Some say surfactants; some say cov-
ered cars. There are other potential so-
lutions out there. Wouldn’t it be good
to know? Wouldn’t it be good to know?
That’s all I'm saying. A 6-month study
and a report to Congress won’t delay
anything at all. It just would give us
some knowledge. And I would hope
that we legislate around here with a
little bit of knowledge and not just off
the cuff.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

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

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Does that mean
there’s only one speaker on their side?
The Acting CHAIR. That is correct.

Mr. DEFAZIO. May I inquire of the
Chair how much time I have remain-
ing.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oregon has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Again, we will hear
apocryphal denouncements from the
other side of the aisle—this will cost
millions of jobs and billions of dollars
and stymie our exports. No, it’s a
study. It’s a study that would take 6
months. It’s a study that, if it agrees
with the industry’s conclusions, would
assure the American public that there
won’t be problems with these trains
transiting through their hometowns.

It’s something we should know. It’s
something the government should look
at. Apparently, there are some pro-
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priety studies that we aren’t allowed to
see that say there’s no problem. Well,
if that’s true, then the railroads and
the industry should let the American
public see those propriety studies.
Really, not too many people are willing
to take someone at their word when it
comes to an issue of public health.

So it’s a very simple amendment. It
won’t delay anything; it will take 6
months. It will cost very little, and it
will give us the information and knowl-
edge we need to figure out how to safe-
ly transport coal.

And with that, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. We have great re-
spect for our friends on the other side
of the aisle. I think we all recognize
that we do have basic differences in our
philosophy about the way energy is
produced in America. It’s quite clear
that many people on the other side of
the aisle are very much opposed to
coal. Not only do they not want us to
burn coal in America; they don’t want
us to export coal to other countries
even though it would help our trade
deficit and would preserve jobs in the
coal industry.

This particular amendment on fugi-
tive dust is really unnecessary because
fugitive dust from the transport of coal
is already regulated at the Federal and
State level under the Clean Air Act, as
well as State fugitive dust laws and
regulations. EPA already is required to
study the environmental and health
impacts from particulate matter from
all sources, including fugitive sources,
and of all compositions, including coal
dust. The most recent summary of that
science was published by EPA in 2009
and supplemented in 2010. In fact, this
week the Army Corps of Engineers also
announced that it will conduct an envi-
ronmental assessment of the proposed
coal terminal in the sponsor’s district.

So I would say that we already have
adequate protection. There’s no need
for this amendment, although I'm sure
it’s offered with the very best of inten-
tions.

So I would urge our Members to op-
pose this amendment and would yield
back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. 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 Oregon will be
postponed.

[ 1000

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 12 printed
in House Report 112-680.
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chair, I rise as the
designee of the gentleman from North
Dakota to offer amendment No. 12
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made in order by the rule providing for
consideration of H.R. 3409.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the Rules Committee Print,
add the following new title:

TITLE VI—REGIONAL HAZE REGULATORY
RELIEF
SEC. 601. IMPLEMENTATION PLANS.

Section 110 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7410) is amended—

(1) in subsection (¢), by striking ‘‘(c)(1) The
Administrator’ and all that follows through
the end of paragraph (1) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(c) FEDERAL PLANS.—

“(1) PLANS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (C), unless the conditions de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) are met, the Ad-
ministrator shall promulgate a Federal im-
plementation plan at any time after the date
that is 2 years after the date on which the
Administrator—

‘(i) finds that a State has failed to make a
required submission or finds that the plan or
plan revision submitted by the State does
not satisfy the minimum criteria established
under subsection (k)(1)(A); or

‘‘(ii) disapproves a State implementation
plan submission.

‘“(B) CONDITIONS.—The conditions described
in this subparagraph are that, before the
date on which the Administrator promul-
gates a Federal implementation plan—

“(i) a State corrects a deficiency in a State
implementation plan or plan revision sub-
mitted by the State; and

‘(ii) the Administrator approves the plan
or plan revision.

¢(C) VISIBILITY PROTECTION PLANS.—In the
case of a Federal implementation plan pro-
mulgated after the date of enactment of this
subparagraph in place of a State implemen-
tation plan under section 169A—

‘(i) the Administrator shall promulgate
such Federal implementation plan only if
the Administrator makes a finding that the
State submitting the State implementation
plan failed to consider the factors described
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 169A(g) in
preparing and submitting the plan; and

‘‘(ii) compliance with the requirements of
such Federal implementation plan shall not
be required earlier than 5 years after the
date of promulgation.”’; and

(2) in subsection (k)—

(A) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting
the following:

““(3) FULL APPROVAL AND DISAPPROVAL.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraphs (B) and (C), in the case of any
submission for which the Administrator is
required to act under paragraph (2), the Ad-
ministrator shall approve the submission as
a whole if the submission meets all of the ap-
plicable requirements of this Act.

‘(B) REVIEW.—In reviewing any State im-
plementation plan submitted pursuant to
section 169A, the Administrator shall limit
the review only to a determination of wheth-
er the State submitting the State implemen-
tation plan considered the factors described
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 169A(g) in
preparing and submitting the plan.

¢(C) VISIBILITY PLANS.—The Administrator
shall approve as a whole any implementation
plan submitted pursuant to section 169A that
was prepared and submitted after consider-
ation of the factors described in paragraphs
(1) and (2) of section 169A(g).”’; and

(B) in paragraph (5)—

(i) in the first sentence, by striking
“Whenever’ and inserting the following:
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“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Whenever’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(B) VISIBILITY PLANS.—Notwithstanding
subparagraph (A), with respect to an imple-
mentation plan approved pursuant to section
169A, the Administrator shall only find that
such a plan is substantially inadequate to
meet standards for air pollutants that cause
or contribute to the impairment of visi-
bility, or any other applicable standard or
requirement, under that section if the Ad-
ministrator makes a finding that, in pre-
paring the plan, the submitting State failed
to consider the factors described in para-
graphs (1) and (2) of section 169A(g).

¢“(C) EXISTING VISIBILITY PLANS.—

‘(1) REQUEST FOR REVOCATION.—At any
time after the date of enactment of this sub-
paragraph—

““(I) a State may request that the existing
Federal or State implementation plan for
the State regarding visibility, or any deter-
mination made in calendar year 2012 or 2013
of best available retrofit technology pursu-
ant to section 169A, be revoked; and

“(II) upon receipt of such a request, the
Administrator shall revoke the implementa-
tion plan.

¢‘(i1) SUBMISSION OF NEW OR REVISED PLAN.—
Upon a revocation under clause (i)(II), the
State that requested the revocation shall,
not later than 2 years after such revocation,
submit to the Administrator a new or re-
vised visibility plan in accordance with this
Act.”.

SEC. 602. VISIBILITY PROTECTION FOR FEDERAL
CLASS I AREAS.

Section 169A of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7491) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(2), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘as
may be necessary’”’ and inserting ‘‘as the
State determines, at the sole discretion of
the State after considering factors described
in this section and providing adequate oppor-
tunity for public comment, may be nec-
essary’’; and

(2) in subsection (g)—

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

“(1)(A) in determining reasonable progress,
there shall be taken into consideration—

‘(i) the costs of compliance;

‘“(ii) the time necessary for compliance;

‘“(iii) the energy and nonair quality envi-
ronmental impacts of compliance;

‘(iv) the remaining useful life of any exist-
ing source subject to requirements under
this section;

‘“(v) the degree of improvement in visi-
bility that may reasonably be anticipated to
result from measures described in the appli-
cable implementation plan; and

‘‘(vi) the economic impacts to the State
(including people of the State);

‘“(B) in consideration of costs of compli-
ance pursuant to subparagraph (A)@), the
State may use source-specific cost esti-
mations developed by a licensed professional
engineer as an alternate to other methods of
estimation approved by the Administrator;
and

“(C) in consideration of the degree of im-
provement in visibility pursuant to subpara-
graph (A)(v), the State may use alternate
modeling techniques or methods than those
prescribed by the Administrator in the Agen-
cy’s ‘Guideline on Air Quality Models’ under
appendix W to part 51 of title 40, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, and, where available,
measured emissions and monitoring data
shall be used;’’;

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by striking ‘“(2) in determining best
available retrofit technology the State” and
inserting the following:

‘(2) in determining the best available ret-
rofit technology—
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““(A) the State’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A) (as designated by
clause (i)), by inserting ‘‘the economic im-
pacts to the State (including people of the
State),”” after ‘‘life of the source,’’;

(iii) by striking ‘‘technology;” and insert-
ing ‘‘technology; and’’; and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:

‘(B) in consideration of the costs of com-
pliance pursuant to subparagraph (A), the
State may use source-specific cost esti-
mations developed by a licensed professional
engineer as an alternate to other methods of
estimation approved by the Administrator;

“(C) with respect to consideration of the
degree of improvement in visibility pursuant
to subparagraph (A)—

‘(i) the State may use alternate modeling
techniques or methods than those prescribed
by the Administrator in the Agency’s ‘Guide-
line on Air Quality Models’ under appendix
W to part 51 of title 40, Code of Federal Regu-
lations;

‘‘(i1) the State may consider the degree of
improvement in visibility in the mandatory
class I Federal area that is most affected by
emissions from the source without consid-
ering the degree of improvement in visibility
in any other such area; and

‘“(iii) the Administrator (in any case in
which the Administrator has authority to
determine emission limitations which reflect
such technology) may not consider the de-
gree of improvement in visibility in any area
other than the mandatory class I Federal
area that is most affected by emissions from
the source; and

‘(D) the determination of best available
retrofit technology by the State for any
source shall be subject to review by the Ad-
ministrator, an administrative entity, or a
Federal or State court only pursuant to a
clearly erroneous standard of review;”’; and

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘(or the
date of promulgation of such a plan revision
in the case of action by the Administrator
under section 110(c) for purposes of this sec-
tion)”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 788, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the Chair, and
I’'ll immediately yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
BERG).

Mr. BERG. I thank the gentleman for
yielding and joining me in this amend-
ment. I rise to support our amendment
to ensure States continue to have con-
trol over regional haze regulations.

When Congress first established
EPA’s Regional Haze Program, it ac-
knowledged that regional haze and vis-
ibility regulation has to do purely with
aesthetic value and not public health.
For that very reason, Congress empha-
sized that the States, not EPA, should
be the decisionmakers when it comes
to regulations of regional haze.

Instead of empowering States to do
what’s best for their citizens, the
Obama administration has, again, im-
posed another costly one-size-fits-all
regulation for the producers of energy,
who are the most critical job creators
in my State and across the country.

Our amendment will limit EPA’s
availability to override States’ man-
agement of regional haze, and it em-
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powers States to implement their own
regional haze management plans, the
plans that best fit their individual
needs.

It’s time to stop the war on coal, and
I urge my colleagues to support our
amendment on the underlying bill.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I seek
to claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman and my
colleagues, I oppose this amendment. It
would make a terrible bill even worse.

Our Nation’s environmental laws are
founded on cooperative federalism.
This is how it works:

The Federal Government sets min-
imum standards to assure that every
American has a basic level of protec-
tion so no one is forced to breathe
dirty air or drink dirty water. Then the
States decide how to meet those stand-
ards, or set stronger standards if they
choose. The States also implement the
programs they adopt. Finally, if a
State fails to act, EPA can step in and
do the job itself.

This approach has worked well for
over 40 years. It means that there is a
healthy give-and-take between the
States and the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. The States receive Fed-
eral funds, and they run their own pro-
grams. But EPA has the tools to en-
courage the States to do more, where
necessary.

Before Congress adopted the Clean
Air Act in 1970 and the Clean Water
Act in 1972, both signed by President
Nixon, it was up to the States to con-
trol pollution. The problem was that
many of them didn’t do it. We had riv-
ers catch on fire, smog so thick you
couldn’t see nearby mountains, and a
tremendous toll on public health and
lives.

It wasn’t that States didn’t want to
clean up pollution, but if there are no
minimum standards, States are forced
into a race to the bottom. If a State
wants to reduce pollution from oil re-
fineries, the oil industry can threaten
to build its new refineries in another
State with looser requirements. The re-
sult is that States were afraid to re-
quire industry to clean up to the levels
needed to protect the public.

This amendment, like other provi-
sions already in the bill, overthrows
the principles of cooperative federalism
that have guided us for 40 years. In-
stead, it would leave various pollution
control decisions almost entirely up to
the States.

The proponents of this amendment
claim that it is about EPA’s Regional
Haze Program. Every Member should
understand that this amendment is not
limited to regional haze.

The first part of the amendment is
remarkably broad. It applies to all of
the criteria air pollutants regulated by
the States—smog, NOx, fine particu-
lates—and it applies in every area that
is not meeting the health-based air
quality standards.
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This amendment says that even when
a State fails to act, fails to control air
pollution, EPA can no longer provide a
backstop. EPA must wait at least 2
years before they can fill in for the
States’ failures. And there’s no dead-
line for EPA ever to act, allowing
unhealthy air quality to persist indefi-
nitely. Citizens of that State would no
longer have any recourse.

The second part of this amendment
effectively eliminates minimum na-
tional criteria to protect air quality in
our national parks.

The Clean Air Act has special provi-
sions to protect air quality in the pris-
tine lands that the Nation has set aside
for all Americans to enjoy—our na-
tional parks, national monuments, and
wilderness areas. After all, we go to the
Grand Canyon to see the view. There’s
little point in protecting these lands if
we allow their air and water to be pol-
luted.

This amendment targets those Clean
Air Act provisions. It says that when it
comes to protecting the air quality of
the national parks that belong to all
Americans, the State where a park is
located has sole discretion to decide
how much, if any, pollution control
would be required. EPA would no
longer be able to require a minimum
level of pollution reductions, and if the
State failed to act entirely, as some
have done, EPA would no longer be
able to step in and set pollution con-
trols.

The practical effect of this amend-
ment would be to allow some of the
oldest and dirtiest power plants in the
country to continue polluting without
standard pollution controls. I urge my
colleagues to oppose this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FLAKE. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR).

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to support and thank my col-
leagues, Congressmen JEFF FLAKE and
RICK BERG, and support this amend-
ment.

I represent the areas where two of
the Arizona plants threatened by the
EPA’s heavy-handed regulations are lo-
cated, the Coronado Generating Sta-
tion in St. Johns and the Cholla plant
near Joseph City. The third plant, the
Apache Generating Station, near
Wilcox, is just 100 miles away and
serves a good portion of my constitu-
ents in the southern part of my dis-
trict. These are bedrock to our local
communities. They provide high-pay-
ing jobs where unemployment is al-
ready over 10 percent.

Over the August recess, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency held public
hearings in Phoenix, Holbrook, and
Benson on their Federal plan. Each of
the hearings in rural Arizona had over
300 people present. That is an incred-
ible turnout in these relatively small
towns. That is how important this
issue is to my constituents.

The EPA refused to hold a hearing in
St. Johns, despite being a community
directly impacted by the regulations,
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so I hosted a meeting to facilitate the
submission of public comments. On a
night where the local high school had
their first football game and the coun-
ty fair was taking place, we still had
over 100 people show up.

Listen, everybody wants clean air
and good-paying jobs. The fact of the
matter is the EPA is acting well be-
yond its authority and under public
law in my State and many others
across the country.

Vote ‘‘yes’” for our amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN. I urge Members to op-
pose this amendment and yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. FLAKE. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LANKFORD).

Mr. LANKFORD. Well, this is an in-
teresting conversation when you deal
with how this all came about.

In January of 2009, the Sierra Club
and several other organizations sued
the EPA to expand their authority, to
expand what was the law. The EPA
ruled out of court in a settlement with
them, and what was taken to a judge is
a consent decree to expand what was
the policy, what was the law.

So several questions have to be an-
swered here. One is: Does the executive
branch have the authority to be able to
change a law through an agreement
with the Sierra Club or any other orga-
nization?

Number 2 is: What is this all about?
If you’re dealing with visibility issues,
you’re dealing not with health issues
specifically stated in the air quality—
and all that happened with regional
haze was this is not about health; this
is about visibility.

In my State, there’s one of the na-
tional parks that will change 2
deciviews with the Federal implemen-
tation plan rather than the State im-
plementation plan.
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That will cost ratepayers in OKla-
homa millions and millions of dollars
for something that cannot be seen by
the human eye. This is about jobs, and
this is about who makes the decision. I
do not like the assumption that only
people in Washington, D.C., care about
the people of Oklahoma. The people of
Oklahoma care about the health and
safety of the people of Oklahoma.

I would vote ‘‘yes” for this amend-
ment.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman
from OKklahoma, the gentleman from
Arizona, and the gentleman from North
Dakota for cosponsoring this amend-
ment.

As the gentleman mentioned, what
we are talking about here is regional
haze. This is not a health issue. It is a
visibility issue.

As for the implementation plans
being considered by the Federal Gov-
ernment, let me just take the Navajo
Generating Station in northern Ari-
zona. What is being considered is likely
an SCR fix, selective catalytic reduc-
tion, which would cost $1.1 billion.
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That would cause the owners of the
Navajo Generating Station to simply
shut it down. They can’t produce eco-
nomically with these kinds of burdens.

The benefits of that, we are told by
the EPA, are that there would be no
perceptible improvements in visi-
bility—none. Manmade sources make
up, at best, 5 percent of all regional
haze in Arizona. This is 5 percent at
best. So you require a fix costing $1.1
billion. For what? For no perceptible
improvement in visibility at the Grand
Canyon.

Why are we doing this?

The costs to Arizona are immense: 85
percent of the power generated—or
used—by the Central Arizona Project
to pump water for farmland and what-
ever else comes from the Navajo Gener-
ating Station. If you shut down that
station, farmers will have to go back to
groundwater where they can. What
does that do? That depletes our under-
ground resources, causing environ-
mental havoc. This is madness what is
going on.

What this amendment seeks to do is
to force the EPA to actually follow the
law. The law requires that the EPA set
the standard, and then the State offers
a State Implementation Plan, or a SIP.
The problem is that the EPA is ignor-
ing what the State submits and then
entering into negotiations with third-
party groups—environmental groups or
others—and ignoring the State.

We can’t allow this to happen any-
more. That’s why this is a good amend-
ment. I urge its adoption.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. WAXMAN. 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 Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 13 printed
in House Report 112-680.

Mr. GOSAR. I have an amendment
made in order under the rule.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the Rules Committee Print,
add the following:

TITLE VI—NO REGIONAL HAZE REGULA-

TION ON THE COAL-POWERED NAVAJO

GENERATING STATION

SEC. 601. LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TO ISSUE
REGULATIONS.

The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency shall not promulgate any
Federal implementation plan pursuant to
section 169A or 169B of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7491, 7492; relating to visibility protec-
tion) that would—

(1) adversely impact employment at the
coal-powered Navajo Generating Station or
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other coal-fired power plants and coal mines
on tribal lands in northern Arizona;

(2) directly or indirectly diminish the rev-
enue received by the Federal Government or
any State, tribal or local government by re-
ducing through regulation the amount of
coal that is available for mining on Navajo
and Hopi Reservation lands;

(3) cause a reduction in coal-based revenue
to meet financial obligations required by
federally authorized Indian water rights set-
tlements, pursuant to section 403(f) of the
Colorado River Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C.
1543(f)):

(4) reduce the amount of coal, or increase
the cost of coal, available for the Navajo
Generating Station’s Federal responsibility
to deliver water and power, as authorized by
the Colorado River Basin Project Act (43
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); or

(5) expose the United States to liability for
taking the value of tribally-owned coal in
northern Arizona through regulation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 788, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

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

Today, I am pleased to put forth an
amendment to protect the residents of
Arizona from the EPA’s attacks on the
Navajo Generating Station, which is
located near Page, Arizona. The uncer-
tainty surrounding proposed EPA regu-
lations and their effects on the Navajo
Generating Station were some of the
first issues brought to my attention
when I was sworn into Congress.

The overreaching regulations would
effectively shut down this critical and
unique plant. A closure would dramati-
cally increase the cost of water and
power for my constituents, and it
would eliminate thousands of tribal
and nontribal jobs—all for no discern-
ible improvement in visibility. Again,
according to the Federal Government,
itself, no discernible improvement in
visibility.

You see, this plant is unique because
it is owned by six entities, including
the Federal Government. It was part of
a plan created by visionaries so that we
could provide power to move water
from the Colorado River, through the
largest aqueduct system ever con-
structed in the United States, to the
people of Arizona. You can see it across
here. In fact, the CAP delivers water to
up to 80 percent of my State’s popu-
lation. This includes 45 percent of
Phoenix’s water, which is the fifth
largest city in the United States, and
80 percent of the water to the 32nd
largest city in the United States,
which is Tucson.

The Arizona we know today would,
without a doubt, not exist if it were
not for this plant. The Navajo Gener-
ating Station and the associated coal
mine directly employ over 1,000 Arizo-
nans, who are mostly Native Ameri-
cans. Additionally, according to an Ar-
izona State University study, the plant
will indirectly account for more than
$20 billion in gross State product and
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will indirectly provide for 3,000 jobs an-
nually over the next 40 years.

I also want to point out a com-
plicated but important part of this
issue. The Federal Government is actu-
ally working against itself with these
regulations. Revenues from the sale of
excess power generated by the plant
are used to repay the Federal Govern-
ment’s debt for the construction of the
CAP project. They are also used to help
pay for the costs of congressionally au-
thorized Indian water rights settle-
ments between the Federal Govern-
ment, tribes, and entities within Ari-
zona. So, without these revenues, the
Federal Government will be under-
mining its own legal agreements with
Native Americans and the people of Ar-
izona.

Let’s put an end to this insanity.
Vote for my amendment, and stop the
EPA from issuing far-reaching regula-
tions that threaten jobs, Arizona’s
water supply, affordable electricity,
and tribal rights established with Con-
gress.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. WAXMAN. This amendment is
narrower than many of the provisions
in this bill.

Instead of providing a blanket get-
out-of-jail-free card for many polluters,
like most of the provisions in this bill,
this amendment provides a blanket
get-out-of-jail-free card for one pol-
luter—the Navajo Generating Station
in Arizona. The amendment prohibits
EPA from requiring pollution controls
if it would adversely impact employ-
ment at the Navajo Generating Station
or at other coal plants or coal mines on
tribal lands in northern Arizona.

Now, if you listened to the debate on
the last amendment, you might have
thought this is another dispute about
whether EPA or the States should set
the standards; but Arizona has no au-
thority to control air pollution on trib-
al lands, and the tribe has not estab-
lished its own program to set the
standards. That means, by barring EPA
from requiring pollution controls, this
amendment would have the effect of
ensuring modern pollution controls are
not installed on this plant.

And that’s a problem.

The Navajo Generating Station is a
huge power plant—over 2,000
megawatts. It’s also old. The Navajo
Generating Station began operating al-
most 40 years ago, and it was built
without standard pollution controls.
And it’s dirty. This plant spews almost
20,000 tons of nitrogen oxides, or NOx,
each year. This is a dangerous air pol-
lutant. NOx forms small particles that
penetrate deep into the lungs, causing
emphysema, bronchitis and other res-
piratory diseases, heart attacks, and
premature deaths.

The Navajo Generating Station is the
fifth highest emitter of NOx pollution
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in the United States, and this plant
harms the air quality at 11 national
parks and wilderness areas. These are
some of our Nation’s most treasured
and popular national parks. Almost 12
million Americans visit these parks
each year. They travel there because
it’s part of our natural heritage of the
Nation and because it belongs to all of
us—but not if this amendment passes.

This amendment says that polluters’
interests in continuing to pollute
trumps Americans’ interests in having
clean air in their national parks. This
amendment would remove EPA’s au-
thority to protect clean air in the na-
tional parks, so I urge my colleagues to
stand up for clean air and to oppose
this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 90
seconds to my friend from Arizona (Mr.
FRANKS).

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is of-
fered by Mr. GOSAR from Arizona, and
it confronts a stunning example of
environmentalism run amuck. If the
Navajo Generating Station is forced to
close due to the EPA’s nonsensical ac-
tions, it would be devastating to the
economies of the surrounding region,
including those of the Hopi and Navajo
Tribes.

As the sole remaining buyer of coal
from the Hopi Tribe, shutting down the
Navajo Generating Station would cut
nearly 90 percent of the tribe’s income,
and it would effectively shut down the
Hopi Tribe as a functioning govern-
ment in addition to putting hundreds
of Arizonans, including hundreds of
members of the Navajo Tribe, out of
work and affecting hundreds of thou-
sands of Arizonans’ current ability to
receive water and electricity.
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In exchange for all of the difficulties
created, the only ‘‘benefit” yielded

would be a slight change in visibility,
so slight as to not even be detectable
without specialized equipment that is
significantly more sensitive than the
human eye. In other words, Mr. Chair-
man, the supposed environmental ben-
efit is functionally nonexistent. This is
far beyond the pale of environmental
stewardship.

Mr. Chairman, I commend Mr. GOSAR
for offering this amendment, and I sin-
cerely encourage my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
EPA is not going to shut down the
power plant; but if this amendment
passes, they can do nothing to get
some reductions in pollution and work
with the power plant to accomplish
that goal.

I now yield 1% minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN).

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

This amendment is being offered
under the guise of protecting tribal
sovereignty when we have seen the
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complete opposite from the majority
during this Congress. We have seen
time and time again the majority’s
willingness to ignore tribal issues that
are important to Indian country. A
case in point is a bill the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) sponsored,
H.R. 1904, entitled the Southeast Ari-
zona Land Exchange. This was a give-
away of a sacred site of the San Carlos
Apache Tribe in Arizona to a copper
mining company.

When the bill was considered, we
heard desperate pleas from tribes
across the country asking us to stop a
foreign-owned mining company from
bulldozing their sacred sites in the
name of profit. I offered an amendment
to protect the sacred sites. It was
straightforward and still would have
allowed the mining to take place, but
it would have protected those sacred
sites. The Republican majority de-
feated the amendment.

Another example is a refusal by some
Members who are on the floor today to
cosponsor the Radiation Exposure
Compensation Act. My bill would ad-
dress years of suffering by those nega-
tively impacted by uranium mining on
the Navajo Nation. To this day, mem-
bers of the Navajo Nation are sick and
suffering from the legacy of uranium
mining: cancer, kidney disease, and, in
severe cases, even death. When I visited
with Navajo elders and talking with
people impacted by exposure, they
asked me, Are people in Congress wait-
ing for us to die for the problem to go
away? Maybe someone should answer
that question.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
an additional 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, my Re-
publican colleagues come down here to
say they are supporting and protecting
tribal sovereignty with this amend-
ment. Let’s take a hard look at their
track record on these issues. They
seem to only want to support tribal
sovereignty when it’s convenient, as
Mr. GOSAR’s amendment clearly dem-
onstrates. Before offering this amend-
ment, did the gentleman from Arizona
even consult with the Navajo Nation
on this amendment?

What we should be doing is encour-
aging government-to-government con-
sultation between the tribe and EPA to
solve this issue, not by forcing an
amendment.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to my good
friend, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, from Arizona.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

This is one of those moments of won-
dering where you begin with some of
the absurdity that we hear. I think this
might be one. I skipped the last set of
comments because they had nothing to
do with this amendment.

The agreement is already there to
spend the $45 million to do the high-
temperature NOx incineration. As this
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is way outside of my expertise, that’s
my understanding. The EPA is coming
back and pushing and pushing and
pushing to spend $1.1 billion for an al-
most statistically insignificant im-
provement.

What you’re really observing here is
the classic case that we see over and
over on this sort of issue of an environ-
mental political feeder up against re-
ality. The math isn’t reality.

I used to chair the Indian Affairs
Committee at my State legislature.
I've spent more time on Native Amer-
ican lands in Arizona than I bet anyone
in this body. The fact of the matter is
if the EPA gets their way here, it’s
going to bust a number of the water
compacts and a bunch of our agree-
ments with those Indian communities.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
an amendment that would do more
harm than good, and I urge my col-
leagues to oppose it.

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

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

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

Mr. WAXMAN. 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 Arizona will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 112-680 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts.

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. WAXMAN of
California.

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania.

Amendment No. 5 by Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts.

Amendment No. 8 by Ms. JACKSON
LEE of Texas.

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. MCKINLEY
of West Virginia.

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts.

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. DEFAZIO of
Oregon.

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. FLAKE of
Arizona.

Amendment No. 13 by Mr. GOSAR of
Arizona.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

the
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The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 229,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 592]

AYES—174
Andrews Gutierrez Olver
Baca Hahn Owens
Baldwin Hanabusa Pallone
Barber Hastings (FL) Pascrell
Becerra Heinrich Pastor (AZ)
Berkley Higgins Pelosi
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Perlmutter
Blumenauer Hinojosa Peters
Bonamici Hirono Pingree (ME)
Boswell Hochul Polis
Brady (PA) Holt Price (NC)
Braley (IA) Honda Quigley
Brown (FL) Hoyer Rangel
Butterfield Israel Reyes
Capps Jackson Lee Richardson
Capuano (TX) Richmond
Carnahan Johnson (GA) Rothman (NJ)
Carney Johnson (IL) Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Rush
Chu Jones Ryan (OH)
Cicilline Kaptur Sanchez, Linda
Clarke (MI) Keating T.
Clarke (NY) Kildee Sanchez, Loretta
Clay Kind Sarbanes
Cleaver Kissell Schakowsky
Clyburn Kucinich Schiff
Cohen Lamborn Schrader
Connolly (VA) Langevin Schwartz
Conyers Larsen (WA) Scott (VA)
Cooper Larson (CT) Scott, David
Costa Lee (CA) Serrano
Courtney Levin Sewell
Crowley Lewis (GA) Sherman
Cuellar Lipinski Sires
Cummings LoBiondo Slaughter
Davis (CA) Loebsack Smith (NJ)
Davis (IL) Lofgren, Zoe Smith (WA)
DeFazio Lowey Stark
DeGette Lujan Sutton
DeLauro Lynch Thompson (CA)
Deutch Maloney Thompson (MS)
Dicks Markey Tierney
Dingell Matsui Tonko
Doggett McCarthy (NY) Towns
Doyle McCollum Tsongas
Edwards McDermott Turner (OH)
Engel McGovern Van Hollen
Eshoo McIntyre Velazquez
Farr McKeon Visclosky
Fattah McNerney Walz (MN)
Fitzpatrick Meeks Wasserman
Frank (MA) Michaud Schultz
Fudge Miller (NC) Waters
Garamendi Miller, George Watt
Gibson Moran Waxman
Gonzalez Murphy (CT) Welch
Green, Al Nadler Wilson (FL)
Green, Gene Napolitano Woolsey
Grijalva Neal Yarmuth

NOES—229
Adams Bono Mack Coffman (CO)
Aderholt Boren Cole
Alexander Boustany Conaway
Altmire Brady (TX) Costello
Amash Brooks Cravaack
Amodei Broun (GA) Crawford
Austria Buchanan Crenshaw
Bachmann Bucshon Critz
Bachus Buerkle Culberson
Barletta Burgess Denham
Barrow Burton (IN) Dent
Bartlett Calvert DesJarlais
Barton (TX) Camp Diaz-Balart
Bass (NH) Campbell Dold
Benishek Canseco Donnelly (IN)
Berg Cantor Dreier
Biggert Capito Duffy
Bilbray Carter Duncan (SC)
Bilirakis Cassidy Duncan (TN)
Bishop (GA) Chabot Ellmers
Black Chaffetz Emerson
Blackburn Chandler Fincher
Bonner Coble Flake
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Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
592, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 229,
not voting 22, as follows:
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Fleischmann LaTourette Roby
Fleming Latta Roe (TN)
Flores Lewis (CA) Rogers (AL)
Forbes Long Rogers (KY)
Fortenberry Lucas Rogers (MI)
Foxx Luetkemeyer Rohrabacher
Franks (AZ) Lummis Rokita
Frelinghuysen Lungren, Daniel ~ Rooney
Gardner . Ros-Lehtinen
Gerlach Manzullo Roskam
Gibbs Marino Ross (FL)
Gingrey (GA) Matheson Royce
Gohmert McCarthy (CA) Runyan
Goodlatte McCaul Scalise
Gosar MecClintock Schilling
Gowdy McHenry Schmidt
Graves (GA) McKinley Schock
Graves (MO) McMorris Schweikert
Griffin (AR) Rodgers Scott (SC)
Griffith (VA) Meehan Scott, Austin
Grimm Mica Sensenbrenner
Guinta Miller (FL) Sessions
Guthrie Miller (MI) Shuler
Hall Miller, Gary Shuster
Hanna Mulvaney Simpson
Harper Murphy (PA) Smith (NE)
Harris Myrick Smith (TX)
Hartzler Neugebauer Southerland
Hastings (WA) Noem Stearns
Hayworth Nugent Stivers
Heck Nunes Stutzman
Hensarling Nunnelee Terry
Herger Olson Thompson (PA)
Herrera Beutler Palazzo Thornberry
Holden Paul Tiberi
Huelskamp Paulsen Tipton
Huizenga (MI) Pence Turner (NY)
Hultgren Peterson Upton
Hunter Petri Walberg
Hurt Pitts Walden
Issa Platts Walsh (IL)
Johnson (OH) Poe (TX) Webster
Johnson, Sam Pompeo West
Jordan Posey Westmoreland
Kelly Price (GA) Whitfield
King (IA) Quayle Wilson (SC)
King (NY) Rahall Wittman
Kingston Reed Wolf
Kinzinger (IL) Rehberg Womack
Kline Reichert Woodall
Labrador Renacci Yoder
Lance Ribble Young (AK)
Lankford Rigell Young (FL)
Latham Rivera Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—26
Ackerman Gallegly Moore
Akin Garrett Pearce
Bass (CA) Granger Ross (AR)
Berman Himes Ruppersherger
Bishop (UT) Jackson (IL) Ryan (WI)
Castor (FL) Jenkins Shimkus
Bliton o
Filner Marchant Sullivan
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Messrs. HARPER, YOUNG of Indiana,
and GARY G. MILLER of California
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. THOMPSON of California,
LOBIONDO, TOWNS, and RUSH
changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 592, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 592,
had | been present, | would have voted “aye.”

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chair, during today’s vote
on H.R. 3409, the Stop the War on Coal Act,
| inadvertently voted “no” on Congressman ED
MARKEY’s amendment No. 13, the first amend-
ment voted on the bill. | would have voted
“aye” on Mr. MARKEY’s amendment, rollcall
No. 592.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chair, | inadvertently
voted “no” on rolicall 592. | would like to be
recorded as voting “aye.”

[Roll No. 593]

AYES—178
Andrews Fudge Napolitano
Baca Garamendi Neal
Baldwin Gibson Olver
Barber Gonzalez Owens
Barrow Green, Al Pallone
Bass (NH) Green, Gene Pascrell
Becerra Grijalva Pastor (AZ)
Berkley Gutierrez Pelosi
Bishop (GA) Hahn Perlmutter
Bishop (NY) Hanabusa Peters
Blumenauer Hastings (FL) Pingree (ME)
Bonamici Heinrich N
N Polis
Boswell Higgins Price (NC)
Brady (PA) Himes .
Braley (IA) Hinchey Quigley
Brown (FL) Hinojosa Rangel
Butterfield Hirono Reyes
Capps Hochul R}chardson
Capuano Holt Richmond
Carnahan Honda Rothman (NJ)
Carney Hoyer Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Israel Rush
Castor (FL) Jackson Lee Ryan (OH)
Chandler (TX) Sanchez, Linda
Chu Johnson (IL) T.
Cicilline Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Loretta
Clarke (MI) Kaptur Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Keating Schakowsky
Clay Kildee Schiff
Cleaver Kind Schrader
Clyburn Kucinich Schwartz
Cohen Langevin Scott (VA)
Connolly (VA) Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Conyers Larson (CT) Serrano
Cooper Lee_(CA) Sewell
Costa Levm Sherman
Cogrtney Lgv@s ((}A) Sires
Critz Lipinski Slaughter
Crowley Loebsack Smith (WA)
Cuellar Lofgren, Zoe St
. ark
Cummings Lowey S
X i utton
Davis (CA) Lujan Thompson (CA)
Davis (IL) Lynch Thompson (MS)
DeFazio Maloney Tierne
DeGette Markey v
DeLauro Matheson Tonko
Deutch Matsui Towns
Dicks McCarthy (NY) — Lsongas
Dingell McCollum Van Hollen
Doggett McDermott Velazquez
Dold McGovern Visclosky
Donnelly (IN) McIntyre Walz (MN)
Doyle McNerney Wasserman
Duncan (TN) Meeks Schultz
Edwards Michaud Waters
Ellison Miller (NC) Watt
Engel Miller, George Waxman
Eshoo Moore Welch
Farr Moran Wilson (FL)
Fattah Murphy (CT) Woolsey
Frank (MA) Nadler Yarmuth

NOES—229
Adams Goodlatte Olson
Aderholt Gosar Palazzo
Alexander Gowdy Paul
Altmire Graves (GA) Paulsen
Amash Graves (MO) Pence
Amodei Griffin (AR) Peterson
Austria Griffith (VA) Petri
Bachmann Grimm Pitts
Bachus Guinta Platts
Barletta Guthrie Poe (TX)
Bartlett Hall Pompeo
Barton (TX) Hanna Posey
Benishek Harper Price (GA)
Berg Harris Quayle
Biggert Hartzler Rahall
Bilbray Hastings (WA) Reed
Bilirakis Hayworth Rehberg
Bishop (UT) Heck Reichert
Black Hensarling Renacci
Blackburn Herger Ribble
Bonner Herrera Beutler Rigell
Bono Mack Holden Rivera
Boren Huelskamp Roby
Boustany Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN)
Brady (TX) Hultgren Rogers (AL)
Brooks Hunter Rogers (KY)
Broun (GA) Hurt Rogers (MI)
Buchanan Issa Rohrabacher
Bucshon Johnson (OH) Rokita
Buerkle Johnson, Sam Rooney
Burgess Jones Ros-Lehtinen
Burton (IN) Jordan Roskam
Calvert Kelly Ross (FL)
Camp King (IA) Royce
Campbell King (NY) Runyan
Canseco Kingston Scalise
Cantor Kinzinger (IL) Schilling
Capito Kissell Schmidt
Carter Kline Schock
Cassidy Labrador Schweikert
Chabot Lamborn Scott (SC)
Chaffetz Lance Scott, Austin
Coble Lankford Sensenbrenner
Coffman (CO) Latham Shuler
Cole LaTourette Shuster
Conaway Latta Simpson
Costello Lewis (CA) Smith (NE)
Cravaack LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
Crawford Long Smith (TX)
Crenshaw Luetkemeyer Southerland
Culberson Lummis Stearns
Denham Lungren, Daniel  Stivers
Dent E. Stutzman
DesJarlais Manzullo Terry
Diaz-Balart Marchant Thompson (PA)
Dreier Marino Thornberry
Duffy McCarthy (CA) Tiberi
Duncan (SC) McCaul Tipton
Ellmers McClintock Turner (NY)
Emerson McHenry Turner (OH)
Farenthold McKeon Upton
Fincher McKinley Walberg
Fitzpatrick McMorris Walden
Flake Rodgers Walsh (IL)
Fleischmann Meehan Webster
Fleming Mica West
Flores Miller (FL) Westmoreland
Forbes Miller (MI) Whitfield
Fortenberry Miller, Gary Wilson (SC)
Foxx Mulvaney Wittman
Franks (AZ) Murphy (PA) Wolf
Frelinghuysen Myrick Womack
Gardner Neugebauer Woodall
Gerlach Noem Yoder
Gibbs Nugent Young (AK)
Gingrey (GA) Nunes Young (FL)
Gohmert Nunnelee Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—22
Ackerman Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Akin Jenkins Ryan (WI)
Bass (CA) Johnson (GA) Sessions
Berman Landry Shimkus
Filner Lucas Speier
Gallegly Mack Sullivan
Garrett Pearce
Granger Ross (AR)
O 1055

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:
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Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 593, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, during rollcall vote
No. 593, | mistakenly recorded my vote as
“no” when | should have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
593, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. KELLY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KELLY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 168,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 594]

AYES—242
Adams Cuellar Holden
Aderholt Culberson Huelskamp
Alexander Denham Huizenga (MI)
Amash Dent Hultgren
Amodei DesJarlais Hunter
Austria Diaz-Balart Hurt
Bachmann Dold Issa
Bachus Donnelly (IN) Johnson (IL)
Barletta Dreier Johnson (OH)
Bartlett Duffy Johnson, Sam
Bass (NH) Duncan (SC) Jones
Benishek Duncan (TN) Jordan
Berg Ellmers Kelly
Biggert Emerson King (IA)
Bilirakis Farenthold King (NY)
Bishop (UT) Fincher Kingston
Black Fitzpatrick Kinzinger (IL)
Blackburn Flake Kissell
Bonner Fleischmann Kline
Bono Mack Fleming Lamborn
Boren Flores Lance
Boswell Forbes Lankford
Boustany Fortenberry Latham
Brady (TX) Foxx LaTourette
Brooks Franks (AZ) Latta
Broun (GA) Frelinghuysen Lewis (CA)
Buchanan Gardner LoBiondo
Bucshon Gerlach Loebsack
Buerkle Gibbs Long
Burgess Gibson Lucas
Burton (IN) Gingrey (GA) Luetkemeyer
Calvert Gohmert Lummis
Camp Goodlatte Lungren, Daniel
Campbell Gosar E.
Canseco Gowdy Manzullo
Cantor Graves (GA) Marchant
Capito Graves (MO) Marino
Carter Griffin (AR) Matheson
Cassidy Griffith (VA) McCarthy (CA)
Chabot Grimm McCaul
Chaffetz Guinta McClintock
Chandler Guthrie McHenry
Coble Hall McIntyre
Coffman (CO) Hanna McKeon
Cole Harper McKinley
Conaway Harris McMorris
Costa Hartzler Rodgers
Costello Hastings (WA) Meehan
Cravaack Heck Mica
Crawford Hensarling Miller (FL)
Crenshaw Herger Miller (MI)
Critz Herrera Beutler  Miller, Gary

Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Barrow
Barton (TX)
Becerra
Berkley
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi

Ackerman
Akin

Bass (CA)
Berman
Filner
Gallegly
Garrett

Rigell
Rivera

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)

NOES—168

Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Labrador
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
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Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Towns
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Pingree (ME)
Platts
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—19

Granger
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
Landry
Mack

Pearce

Ross (AR)

Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Shimkus
Speier
Sullivan
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0 1100

Mr. GUTIERREZ changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. PAUL, JONES, and BART-
LETT changed their vote from ‘‘no’ to
uaye.aa

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 594 | was unable to be in attendance for
this vote as | was attending the funeral of a
family member. Had | been present, | would
have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 594, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 246,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 595]

AYES—164
Andrews Doyle Lee (CA)
Baca Edwards Levin
Baldwin Ellison Lewis (GA)
Barber Engel Lipinski
Becerra Eshoo Loebsack
Berkley Farr Lofgren, Zoe
Bishop (NY) Fattah Lowey
Blumenauer Frank (MA) Lujan
Bonamici Fudge Lynch
Brady (PA) Garamendi Maloney
Braley (IA) Gonzalez Markey
Brown (FL) Green, Al Matsui
Butterfield Green, Gene McCarthy (NY)
Capps Grijalva McCollum
Capuano Gutierrez McDermott
Carnahan Hahn McGovern
Carney Hanabusa McNerney
Carson (IN) Hastings (FL) Meeks
Castor (FL) Heinrich Michaud
Chu Higgins Miller (NC)
Cicilline Himes Miller, George
Clarke (MI) Hinchey Moore
Clarke (NY) Hinojosa Moran
Clay Hirono Murphy (CT)
Cleaver Hochul Nadler
Clyburn Holt Napolitano
Cohen Honda Neal
Connolly (VA) Hoyer Olver
Conyers Israel Owens
Cooper Jackson Lee Pallone
Costa (TX) Pascrell
Courtney Johnson (GA) Pastor (AZ)
Crowley Johnson, E. B. Pelosi
Cummings Kaptur Perlmutter
Davis (CA) Keating Peters
Davis (IL) Kildee Pingree (ME)
DeFazio Kind Polis
DeGette Kissell Price (NC)
DeLauro Kucinich Quigley
Deutch Langevin Rangel
Dicks Larsen (WA) Reyes
Doggett Larson (CT) Richardson
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Richmond

Rothman (NJ)

Roybal-Allard

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff

Schwartz

Scott (VA)
Scott, David

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner

Serrano

Sewell
Sherman

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

NOES—246

Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
BE.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
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Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—19

Ackerman Garrett Ross (AR)
Akin Granger Ruppersberger
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Ryan (WI)
Berman Jenkins Shimkus
Bilirakis Landry Speier

Filner Mack

Gallegly Pearce

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1104

Mr. SCHRADER changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 595, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 595, |
was unable to be in attendance for this vote
as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 247,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 596]

AYES—164
Andrews Courtney Heinrich
Baca Crowley Higgins
Baldwin Cummings Himes
Barber Davis (CA) Hinchey
Becerra Davis (IL) Hinojosa
Berkley DeFazio Hirono
Bishop (NY) DeGette Hochul
Blumenauer DeLauro Honda
Bonamici Deutch Hoyer
Boswell Dicks Israel
Brady (PA) Dingell Jackson Lee
Braley (IA) Doggett (TX)
Brown (FL) Doyle Johnson (GA)
Butterfield Edwards Johnson (IL)
Capps Ellison Johnson, E. B.
Capuano Engel Kaptur
Carnahan Eshoo Keating
Carney Farr Kildee
Carson (IN) Fattah Kind
Castor (FL) Fitzpatrick Kucinich
Chu Frank (MA) Langevin
Cicilline Fudge Larsen (WA)
Clarke (MI) Garamendi Larson (CT)
Clarke (NY) Gonzalez Lee (CA)
Clay Green, Al Levin
Cleaver Green, Gene Lewis (GA)
Clyburn Grijalva Lipinski
Cohen Gutierrez Loebsack
Connolly (VA) Hahn Lofgren, Zoe
Conyers Hanabusa Lowey
Cooper Hastings (FL) Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
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Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell

NOES—247

Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Holt
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant

Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
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Smith (NE) Tiberi Westmoreland
Smith (NJ) Tipton Whitfield
Smith (TX) Turner (NY) Wilson (SC)
Southerland Turner (OH) Wittman
Stearns Upton Wolf
Stivers Walberg Womack
Stutzman Walden Woodall
Sullivan Walsh (IL) Yoder
Terry Walz (MN) Young (AK)
Thompson (PA) Webster Young (FL)
Thornberry West Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—18
Ackerman Garrett Pearce
Akin Granger Ross (AR)
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Berman Jenking Ryan (WI)
Filner Landry Shimkus
Gallegly Mack Speier

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1110

Mr. LEVIN changed his vote from
<6n07$ to <¢a,ye.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 596, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
596, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MCKINLEY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 247, noes 163,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 597]

AYES—247
Adams Bonner Chaffetz
Aderholt Bono Mack Chandler
Alexander Boren Coble
Altmire Boswell Coffman (CO)
Amash Boustany Cole
Amodei Brady (TX) Conaway
Austria Brooks Costa
Bachmann Broun (GA) Costello
Bachus Buchanan Cravaack
Barletta Bucshon Crawford
Barrow Buerkle Crenshaw
Bartlett Burgess Critz
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Culberson
Benishek Calvert DeFazio
Berg Camp Denham
Biggert Campbell Dent
Bilbray Canseco DesJarlais
Bilirakis Cantor Diaz-Balart
Bishop (GA) Capito Dold
Bishop (UT) Carter Donnelly (IN)
Black Cassidy Dreier
Blackburn Chabot Duffy

Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Hochul
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)

Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)

Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci

NOES—163

Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Fitzpatrick
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)

Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
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Napolitano Rush Thompson (CA)
Neal Ryan (OH) Thompson (MS)
Olver Sanchez, Linda  Tierney
Pallone T. Tonko
Pascrell Sanchez, Loretta mowns
Pasto'r (AZ) Sarbanes Tsongas
u 3
Peters Schwartz stlglz gsuke;
Pingree (ME) Scott (VA)
; . Wasserman
Polis Scott, David
Price (NC) Serrano Schultz
Quigley Sewell Waters
Rangel Sherman Watt
Reichert Shuler Waxman
Reyes Sires Welch
Richardson Slaughter Wilson (FL)
Richmond Smith (WA) Woolsey
Rothman (NJ) Stark Yarmuth
Roybal-Allard Sutton
NOT VOTING—19
Ackerman Granger Ross (AR)
Akin Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Bass (CA) Jenkins Ryan (WI)
Berman Johnson (IL) Shimkus
Filner Landry Speier
Gallegly Mack
Garrett Pearce
0O 1113

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chair on rollcall No.
597, | inadvertantly voted “no” on Mr. MCKIN-
LEY’s amendment. Had | voted correctly, |
would have voted “aye.”

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
597, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 597, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. JOHNSON of lllinois. Mr. Chair, on roll-
call No. 597, | was off the floor and
inadvertantly missed the vote. Had | been
present, | would have voted “present.”

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 250,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 598]

AYES—160
Andrews Bilbray Butterfield
Baca Bishop (NY) Capps
Baldwin Blumenauer Capuano
Barber Bonamici Carnahan
Bass (NH) Brady (PA) Carney
Becerra Braley (IA) Carson (IN)
Berkley Brown (FL) Castor (FL)
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Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hirono
Hochul
Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole

Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Platts

NOES—250

Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
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Polis

Price (NC)

Quigley

Rangel

Reyes

Richardson

Richmond

Rothman (NJ)

Roybal-Allard

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stark
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Hinojosa
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant

Marino Posey Smith (NE)
Matheson Price (GA) Smith (NJ)
McCarthy (CA) Quayle Smith (TX)
McCaul Rahall Southerland
MecClintock Reed Stearns
McHenry Rehberg Stivers
McIntyre Reichert Stutzman
McKeon Renacci Sullivan
McKinley Ribble Sutton
McMorris Rigell Terry

Rodgers Rivera Thompson (MS)
Meehan Roby Thompson (PA)
Mica Roe (TN) Thornberry
Miller (FL) Rogers (AL) Tiberi
Miller (MI) Rogers (KY) Tipton

Miller, Gary Rogers (MI) Turner (NY)

Mulvaney Rohrabacher Turner (OH)
Murphy (PA) Rokita Upton
Myrick Rooney Walberg
Neugebauer Ros-Lehtinen Walden
Noem Roskam Walsh (IL)
Nugent Ross (FL) Walz (MN)
Nunes Royce Webster
Nunnelee Runyan West
Olson Scalise Westmoreland
Owens Schilling Whitfield
Palazzo Schmidt Wilson (SC)
Paul Schock Wittman
Paulsen Schweikert Wolf
Pence Scott (SC) Womack
Peterson Scott, Austin Woodall
Petri Sensenbrenner Yoder
Pitts Sessions Young (AK)
Poe (TX) Shuster Young (FL)
Pompeo Simpson Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—19
Ackerman Gohmert Ross (AR)
AKkin Granger Ruppersberger
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Ryan (WI)
Berman Jenkins Shimkus
Filner Landry Speier
Gallegly Mack
Garrett Pearce

0 1119

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcll 598, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. (Mr. Chair), on rollcll No.
598, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 168, noes 243,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 599]

AYES—168
Andrews Berkley Brady (PA)
Baca Bishop (NY) Braley (IA)
Baldwin Blumenauer Brown (FL)
Becerra Bonamici Butterfield

Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gerlach
Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barber
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
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Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)

NOES—243

Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Stark
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Gosar

Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna

Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Kelly

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell

Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
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Latta Paulsen Scott, Austin
Lewis (CA) Pence Sensenbrenner
Long Peterson Sessions
Lucas Petri Shuler
Luetkemeyer Pitts Shuster
Lummis Platts Simpson
Lungren, Daniel  Poe (TX) Smith (NE)

E. Pompeo Smith (TX)
Manzullo Posey Southerland
Marchant Price (GA) Stearns
Marino Quayle Stivers
Matheson Rahall Stutzman
McCarthy (CA) Reed Sullivan
McC@ul Rebberg Thompson (PA)
MecClintock Reichert Thornberry
McHenry Renacci Tiberi
McIntyre Ribble Ti

N pton

McKeon Rigell Turner (NY)
McKinley Rivera Turner (OH)
McMorris Roby

Rodgers Roe (TN) Unton
Meehan Rogers (AL) Walberg
Mica Rogers (KY) Walden
Miller (FL) Rogers (MI) Walsh (IL)
Miller (MI) Rohrabacher Walz (MN)
Miller, Gary Rokita Webster
Mulvaney Rooney West
Murphy (PA) Ros-Lehtinen Westmoreland
Myrick Roskam Whitfield
Neugebauer Ross (FL) Wilson (SC)
Noem Royce Wittman
Nugent Runyan Wolf
Nunes Scalise Womack
Nunnelee Schilling Woodall
Olson Schmidt Yoder
Owens Schock Young (AK)
Palazzo Schweikert Young (FL)
Paul Scott (SC) Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—18

Ackerman Garrett Pearce
Akin Granger Ross (AR)
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Berman Jenkins Ryan (WI)
Filner Landry Shimkus
Gallegly Mack Speier

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).

There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1123

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 599, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 599, |
was unable to be in attendance for this vote
as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 183,
not voting 18, as follows:

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gardner
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert

Altmire
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber

Bass (NH)
Becerra
Berkley
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield

[Roll No. 600]

AYES—228

Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes

NOES—183

Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers

Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Cooper
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
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Doyle Lee (CA) Richmond
Edwards Levin Rothman (NJ)
Ellison Lewis (CA) Roybal-Allard
Engel Lewis (GA) Runyan
Eshoo Lipinski Rush
Farr LoBiondo Ryan (OH)
Fattah Loebsack Sanchez, Linda
Frank (MA) Lofgren, Zoe T.
Frelinghuysen Lowey Sanchez, Loretta
Fudge Lujan Sarbanes
Garamendi Lynch Schakowsky
Gerlach Maloney Schiff
Gibson Markey Schrader
Gonzalez Matsui Schwartz
Green, Al McCarthy (NY) Scott (VA)
Green, Gene McCollum Scott, David
Grijalva McDermott Serrano
Gutierrez McGovern Sewell
Hahn McNerney Sherman
Hanabusa Meeks Shuler
Hastings (FL) Michaud Sires
Hayworth Miller (NC) Slaughter
Heinrich Miller, George Smith (NJ)
Higgins Moore Smith (WA)
Himes Moran Stark
Hinchey Murphy (CT) Sutton
Hinojosa Nadler Thompson (CA)
Hirono Napolitano Thompson (MS)
Hochul Neal Tierney
Holt Olver Tonko
Honda Owens Towns
Hoyer Pallone Tsongas
Israel Pascrell Van Hollen
Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ) Velazquez
(TX) Pelosi Visclosky
Johnson (GA) Perlmutter Walz (MN)
Johnson, E. B. Peters Wasserman
Kaptur Pingree (ME) Schultz
Keating Platts Waters
Kildee Polis Watt
Kind Price (NC) Waxman
Kucinich Quigley Welch
Langevin Rangel Wilson (FL)
Larsen (WA) Reyes Woolsey
Larson (CT) Richardson Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—18

Ackerman Garrett Pearce

Akin Granger Ross (AR)
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Berman Jenkins Ryan (WI)
Filner Landry Shimkus
Gallegly Mack Speier

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1127

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
600, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 600, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.
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not voting 22, as follows:

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gardner
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert

Altmire
Amash
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Barrow
Becerra
Berkley
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boswell

[Roll No. 601]

AYES—226

Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee

NOES—181

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 226, noes 181,

Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)

Dayvis (IL) Kind Rangel
DeFazio Kucinich Reyes
DeGette Langevin Richardson
DeLauro Larsen (WA) Richmond
Dgutch Larson (CT) Rothman (NJ)
D}cks LaTourette Roybal-Allard
Dingell Lee (CA) Rush
Doggett Levin
Donnelly (IN) ~ Lewis (CA) Is{gz:thl)‘m i
Doyle Lewis (GA) T ’
Edwards Lipinski y
Ellison LoBiondo Sanchez, Loretta
Engel Loebsack Sarbanes
Eshoo Lofgren, Zoe Schakowsky
Farr Lowey Schiff
Fattah Lujan Schrader
Frank (MA) Lynch Schwartz
Frelinghuysen Maloney Scott (VA)
Fudge Markey Serrano
Garamendi Matsui Sewell
Gerlach McCarthy (NY) Sherman
Gibson McCollum Shuler
Gonzalez McDermott Sires
Green, Al McGovern Slaughter
Green, Gene McNerney Smith (WA)
Grijalva Meeks Stark
Gutierrez Michaud Sutton
Hahn Miller (NC) Thompson (CA)
Hanabusa Miller, George Thompson (MS)
Hastings (FL) Moore Tiberi
Hgm{“lch Moran Tierney
H%gglns Murphy (CT) Tonko
Himes Nadler Towns
Hinchey Napolitano T

R 'songas
Hinojosa Neal Van Hollen
Hirono Olver 3
Hochul Owens Vglazquez
Holt Pallone Visclosky
Honda Pascrell Walz (MN)
Hoyer Pastor (AZ) Wasserman
Israel Pelosi Schultz
Jackson Lee Perlmutter Waters

(TX) Peters Watt
Johnson (GA) Pingree (ME) Waxman
Johnson, E. B. Platts Welch
Kaptur Polis Wilson (FL)
Keating Price (NC) Woolsey
Kildee Quigley Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—22
Ackerman Granger Ross (AR)
Akin Harris Ruppersberger
Bass (CA) Herger Ryan (WI)
Berman Jackson (IL) Shimkus
Black Jenkins Speier
Filner Landry Wilson (SC)
Gallegly Mack
Garrett Pearce
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
601, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall 601, | was
away from the Capitol due to prior commit-
ments to my constituents. Had | been present,
| would have voted “no.”

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WEST). The
question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
YODER) having assumed the chair, Mr.
WEST, Acting Chair of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 3409) to limit the authority of the
Secretary of the Interior to issue regu-
lations before December 31, 2013, under
the Surface Mining Control and Rec-
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lamation Act of 1977, and, pursuant to

House Resolution 788, he reported the

bill back to the House with an amend-

ment adopted in the Committee of the

Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Mrs. CAPPS. Yes, I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. Capps moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 3409 to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith, with the
following amendment:

At the end of title II of the bill, insert the
following new section:

SEC. 203. ENSURING CONSUMERS PAY LESS FOR
GAS AND THAT FUEL EFFICIENT
AUTOMOBILES CONTINUE TO BE
MADE IN AMERICA.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows:

(1) The standards of the national program
to improve fuel efficiency and reduce pollu-
tion for light-duty cars and trucks will pro-
vide major economic and consumer benefits
to the United States.

(2) The standards will save families more
than $1.7 trillion in fuel costs and reduce
America’s dependence on o0il by more than 2
million barrels per day in 2025, which is
equivalent to one-half of the oil which our
Nation currently imports from OPEC coun-
tries each day.

(3) As a result of the standards, a family
with a model year 2025 vehicle will save more
than $8,000 in fuel costs over the life of the
vehicle compared to a 2011 year vehicle.

(4) As a result of the standards, average
net savings for the owner of a 2025 vehicle
will be equivalent to a drop in fuel prices of
$1 per gallon.

(b) PRESERVATION OF RULE.—Section 330 of
the Clean Air Act, as added by section 201 of
this Act, shall not apply with respect to the
final rule issued by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency and the Department of
Transportation on August 28, 2012, relating
to standards for pollution control and fuel
efficiency for model year 2017 and later light-
duty vehicles, and such rule shall take effect
on the effective date specified in the rule, if
nullification of such rule would result in—

(1) consumers, on average, paying more for
gasoline over the life of their motor vehicles;
or

(2) the loss of jobs in the United States
automobile manufacturing industrial sector
or a negative impact on the overall United
States economy.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.
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Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, there are
many times when we come to this floor
and engage in heated debate, and we’ve
heard some heated debate on this bill.
But my final amendment offers us the
opportunity to come together to do
something extraordinarily important,
and that is to ensure our constituents’
hard-earned cash is redirected away
from the gas pump and back into their
wallets. I want to be clear, the passage
of this amendment will not prevent the
passage of the underlying bill. If it’s
adopted, my amendment will be incor-
porated into the bill and the bill will be
immediately voted upon.

Now I make no apologies for opposing
this bill. Regardless of how you feel
about the bill, my amendment should
be something we could all agree on.

My amendment preserves new fuel ef-
ficiency standards issued last month if
their repeal would mean higher prices
at the pump for our constituents or
lost jobs for our workers. These new
standards raise fuel efficiency to 54.5
miles per gallon. That’s roughly twice
the mileage our cars are getting today.

By 2025, these standards will save
consumers $1.7 trillion at the gas
pump, and they will cut our oil imports
by 2 million barrels per day. That’s one
half our current imports for OPEC.
They also represent a new chapter for
American ingenuity.

Mr. Speaker, if U.S. engineers made
it possible for every car to include a
computer more powerful than the one
that sent a man to the Moon, then
surely they can produce cars that go
further on a gallon of gas. The good
news is they can and they are.

There are now 57 fuel-efficient mod-
els available in showrooms today, up
from 27 models in 2009. Car makers
have retooled some of their most pop-
ular models to boost efficiency, and the
improvements keep coming.

The first half of this year set the
record for highest-ever fuel efficiency
for new vehicles. Consumers are re-
warding these breakthroughs. Fuel effi-
ciency is the top concern for car buyers
by far, and this is according to Con-
sumer Reports.

Consumers support these new stand-
ards. Families will save an estimated
$8,000 in gasoline costs over the life-
time of their car, and that’s equivalent
to lowering the price of gasoline by $1
per gallon. These new standards also
provide something consumer trends
cannot: long-term certainty. And
that’s why three major automakers—
General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler—
all support them.

Strong standards tell carmakers ex-
actly what goal they need to reach by
when so they can invest in innovation,
deploy new technologies, and build cars
right here in America. When they do
that, they hire more workers. More
than 150,000 Americans have jobs mak-
ing parts for and assembling more effi-
cient cars in America today. Car mak-
ers are moving production to our
shores also.
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One car maker alone, Honda, re-
cently announced plans to move all
global Civic hybrid manufacturing to
Indiana from Japan, creating 300 jobs
by the end of the year.

This onshoring of jobs is because of
our commitment to making more effi-
cient cars and components in America.
That’s why GM’s CEO, Dan AKkerson,
called these standards, ‘‘a win for
American manufacturers for the very
first time.”

Mr. Speaker, everybody wins when
more efficient cars hit the road. Amer-
ican workers win, drivers win, and
automakers. These standards dem-
onstrate the best of America, how cre-
ating jobs goes hand-in-hand with pro-
tecting the environment and health,
how drivers can save billions in gaso-
line costs, how the American auto in-
dustry can compete with any country
in the world. That’s why we must pre-
serve these historic standards and the
enormous benefits that come with
them by voting for my final amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully ask that
all colleagues weigh this simple propo-
sition: Do you want your constituents
to pay less at the pump and drive more
efficient cars made in America? If your
answer is yes, then vote for my amend-
ment. It ensures that our constituents
will save thousands of dollars every
year at the gas pump, and it makes
sure that American workers will find
jobs building the cars of the future
right here in America.

Today we have the opportunity to
speak with one voice, to save these
landmark car efficiency standards. It’s
up to us. Support this final amendment
to the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to the motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
this motion is nothing more than a dis-
traction from the underlying legisla-
tion that we’re considering today, and
the journey that we began in January
of 2011 to cut government spending, to
create jobs and, today, to stop the ad-
ministration’s war on the coal indus-
try.

We, all of us in this Chamber, sat
here a little over a year ago, and we
heard an address by the Prime Minister
of Australia. She started her speech off
by saying, you know, I remember being
a young girl, sitting on the floor of my
living room watching as Neil Arm-
strong and Buzz Aldrin landed on the
Moon.

She went on to talk about that era of
innovation in America, what that
meant and how that inspired the rest
of the world. Do we need to be re-
minded that it was the coal industry
that fueled America’s innovative en-
gine and powered America’s innovative
wheels during that period of innova-
tion? I don’t think so. Today’s under-
lying legislation, it’s about the thou-
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sands of jobs that have already been
cut from the coal industry, the thou-
sands more that are in jeopardy to be
cut from the coal industry.

It’s about the millions of Americans
and America’s businesses that are pay-
ing skyrocketing prices, 23 million
Americans underemployed, and yet
we’ve got an administration that wants
to attack the very reliable energy
source that would fuel a resurgence in
manufacturing and put America back
to work.

Ladies and gentlemen, I implore to
you, defeat this motion to recommit.
Vote on the final passage of this legis-
lation today. Let’s get America back to
work and stop the administration’s war
on coal.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 233,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 602]

AYES—173
Altmire DeFazio Kind
Andrews DeGette Kissell
Baca DeLauro Kucinich
Baldwin Deutch Langevin
Barber Dicks Larsen (WA)
Barrow Dingell Larson (CT)
Becerra Doggett Lee (CA)
Berkley Doyle Levin
Bishop (GA) Edwards Lewis (GA)
Bishop (NY) Ellison Lipinski
Blumenauer Engel Loebsack
Bonamici Eshoo Lofgren, Zoe
Boswell Farr Lowey
Brady (PA) Fattah Lynch
Braley (IA) Frank (MA) Maloney
Brown (FL) Fudge Markey
Butterfield Garamendi Matsui
Capps Gonzalez McCarthy (NY)
Capuano Green, Al McCollum
Carnahan Green, Gene McDermott
Carney Grijalva McIntyre
Carson (IN) Gutierrez McNerney
Castor (FL) Hahn Meeks
Chandler Hanabusa Michaud
Chu Hastings (FL) Miller (NC)
Cicilline Heinrich Miller, George
Clarke (MI) Higgins Moore
Clarke (NY) Himes Moran
Clay Hinchey Murphy (CT)
Cleaver Hinojosa Nadler
Clyburn Hirono Napolitano
Connolly (VA) Hochul Neal
Conyers Holt Olver
Cooper Honda Owens
Costa Hoyer Pallone
Costello Israel Pascrell
Courtney Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ)
Critz (TX) Pelosi
Crowley Johnson (GA) Perlmutter
Cuellar Johnson, E. B. Peters
Cummings Kaptur Pingree (ME)
Davis (CA) Keating Polis
Davis (IL) Kildee Price (NC)
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Quigley
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot,
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)

Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano

Sewell
Sherman
Shuler

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

NOES—233

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Yarmuth

Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—23

Ackerman Granger Pearce
Akin Issa Ross (AR)
Bass (CA) Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Berman Jenkins Ryan (WI)
Cohen Landry Shimkus
Filner Lujan Smith (TX)
Gallegly Mack Speier
Garrett McGovern

0 1159

Mr. HENSARLING changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 602, |
was away from the Capitol due to prior com-
mitments to my constituents. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
602, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 233, noes 175,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 603]

AYES—233
Adams Chaffetz Graves (GA)
Aderholt Chandler Graves (MO)
Alexander Coble Griffin (AR)
Altmire Coffman (CO) Griffith (VA)
Amash Cole Grimm
Amodei Conaway Guinta
Austria Costa Guthrie
Bachmann Costello Hall
Bachus Cravaack Hanna
Barletta Crawford Harper
Barrow Crenshaw Harris
Bartlett Critz Hartzler
Barton (TX) Cuellar Hastings (WA)
Benishek Culberson Heck
Berg Denham Hensarling
Berkley Dent Herger
Biggert DesJarlais Herrera Beutler
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart Holden
Bishop (GA) Donnelly (IN) Huelskamp
Bishop (UT) Dreier Huizenga (MI)
Black Duffy Hultgren
Blackburn Duncan (SC) Hunter
Bonner Duncan (TN) Hurt
Bono Mack Ellmers Issa
Boren Emerson Johnson (OH)
Boswell Farenthold Johnson, Sam
Boustany Fincher Jones
Brady (TX) Flake Jordan
Brooks Fleischmann Kelly
Broun (GA) Fleming King (IA)
Buchanan Flores King (NY)
Bucshon Forbes Kingston
Buerkle Fortenberry Kinzinger (IL)
Burgess Foxx Kissell
Burton (IN) Franks (AZ) Kline
Calvert Frelinghuysen Labrador
Camp Gardner Lamborn
Campbell Gerlach Lance
Canseco Gibbs Lankford
Cantor Gingrey (GA) Latham
Capito Gohmert LaTourette
Carter Goodlatte Latta
Cassidy Gosar Lewis (CA)
Chabot Gowdy Loebsack

Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen

Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Barber
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Bilbray
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold

Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Fitzpatrick
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gibson
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
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Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts
Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)

NOES—175

Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)

Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Yarmuth
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Ackerman Granger Pearce
Akin Jackson (IL) Ross (AR)
Bass (CA) Jenkins Ruppersberger
Berman Landry Ryan (WI)
Filner Mack Sessions
Gallegly Miller, Gary Shimkus
Garrett Murphy (CT) Speier
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
603, | was unable to be in attendance for this
vote as | was attending the funeral of a family
member. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
603, I was away from the Capitol due to
prior commitments to my constitu-
ents. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | mistakenly
voted “aye” on rollcall No. 603. My intention
was to vote “no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the course of the week, | was absent for
legislative business; had | been present, |
would have cast the following votes:

Rollcall 585—H.R. 5044—On Motion to Sus-
pend the Rules and Pass, as Amended—
“ves.”

Rollcall 586—H.R. 5912—O0On Motion to Sus-
pend the Rules and Pass, as Amended—
“yes.”

Rollcall 587—H. Res. 788—On Ordering the
Previous Question—"yes.”

Rollcall 588—H. Res. 788—0On Agreeing to
the Resolution—"yes.”

Rollcall 591—H.R. 5987—On Motion to Sus-
pend the Rules and Pass, as Amended—"“no.”

Rollcall 592—H.R. 3409—On Agreeing to
the Amendment—"“no.”

Rollcall 593—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—"“no.”

Rollcall 594—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—*yes.”

Rollcall 595—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—"“no.”

Rollcall 596—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—"“no.”

Rollcall 597—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—*yes.”

Rollcall 598—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—"“no.”

Rollcall 599—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—"“no.”

Rollcall 600—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—*yes.”

Rollcall 601—H.R. 3409—On
the Amendment—*yes.”

Rollcall 602—H.R. 3409—On Motion to Re-
commit with instructions—"“no.”

Rollcall 603—H.R. 3409—On Passage—
yes.”

Agreeing to
Agreeing to
Agreeing to
Agreeing to
Agreeing to
Agreeing to
Agreeing to
Agreeing to

Agreeing to

«,

—————

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 25, 2012

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
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meet at 10 a.m. on Tuesday, September
25, 2012.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

———

VOICE OF TEXAS: PAM FROM
LIBERTY, TEXAS

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
have heard from many Texas business
owners who built their own business
without government help. Here’s what
Pam from Liberty, Texas, has to say:

We are college educated, taxpaying citi-
zens who have a lifetime of hard work under
our belts. We have stayed up nights trying to
figure out how we were going to pay our
taxes, insurance, employees, and bank notes.
We started from scratch, owning convenience
stores, car washes, mini storage businesses, a
clothing business, and also operated/owned
two small-town movie theaters that were
built by my husband’s grandparents and par-
ents. The latest is a real estate business.

There’s not much that anyone can tell us
about the sacrifices that have to be made
when you start up your own business. We
have done it all, including working full-time
jobs for someone else to make ends meet. No
government agency has ever helped us with
one thing, but the government certainly has
made our work harder and more expensive to
run/operate our businesses.

Mr. Speaker, people—not the govern-
ment—make America’s businesses suc-
cessful.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

CONGRESS SHOULD STAY AND
WORK

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, one of my constituents wrote
very emphatically: How could Congress
possibly leave when they know that we
the people face the deep, dark abyss of
uncertainty—uncertainty about our
unemployment, uncertainty about the
jobs that we need, the uncertainty that
comes when your mortgage is under
water, the uncertainty that comes
when you know that you have to edu-
cate your children, and yet Congress
leaves without addressing the basic
needs of the people that we’re sworn to
serve.

For the last week, we’ve heard an
awful lot about work requirements.
The primary work requirement that
should be asked is of this United States
Congress, for it to stay and do the work
of the people. There is a jobs bill that’s
out there. There are tax cuts that can
be achieved. Let’s stay and do that
work.

——
STAND UP FOR COAL

(Mr. STUTZMAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today on behalf of the men and women
who have worked tirelessly to make In-
diana the best place to do business in
the Midwest.

Coal produces the electricity that
powers everything from manufacturing
mainstays to small business startups.
Mr. Speaker, coal-fired electric power
plants provided 83 percent of Indiana’s
net electricity generation in 2011.

Rising energy prices are squeezing
small businesses, entrepreneurs, and
families. Unfortunately, President
Obama’s EPA has waged a war on coal.
Unelected bureaucrats have proposed a
series of sweeping regulations that
would destroy jobs and decrease domes-
tic energy production. As a result of
Washington’s overregulation, the En-
ergy Information Administration ex-
pects the pace of coal-fired power plant
shutdowns to increase fourfold in the
next 5 years.

Today we have an opportunity to
stand up for the American coal indus-
try and the families and businesses
that rely on the electricity it provides.
We can ensure that regulations are sen-
sible and not overbearing. We can
make sure that coal keeps lighting
homes, stores and factories in Indiana.

——————

CONGRATULATING HOLLIS F.
PRICE MIDDLE COLLEGE

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this moment to congratulate a
high school in my district, the Hollis
F. Price Middle College, for receiving
the U.S. News & World Report Bronze
recognition as one of 2012’s Best High
Schools in the country.

U.S. News & World Report ranked
nearly 22,000 public high schools across
the country, and I’m proud that one of
Memphis City Schools was recognized.
This school was named after the fourth
president of LeMoyne-Owen College, an
Historically Black College and Univer-
sity in Memphis. Hollis-Price is a col-
laborative effort between Memphis
City Schools and LeMoyne-Owen to im-
prove graduation rates and provide ac-
cessibility for students to attend col-
lege.

I want to commend Principal Daphne
Beasley, all the faculty, and the staff
for their hard work and dedication.
And surely the students I want to con-
gratulate, too, and their parents on
their great achievement. I was proud to
speak at their graduation a few years
ago. It’s a great school. Continue to
make Memphis proud.

PUTTING PEOPLE BEFORE
POLITICS

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

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, from day
one my focus in Congress has been on
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jobs and the economy. I believe that
the best thing Congress can do is to
find common ground to move our coun-
try forward. This week, I'm happy to
say, we did just that.

On Wednesday evening, the House of
Representatives passed a bipartisan
jobs bill—which I am pleased to say I
championed—which would encourage
global investment here in our country.
This means jobs in our local commu-
nities. Companies in the 10th District
like Astellas and Takeda and Siemens
are able to invest here in America and
put people to work.

This bill passed with broad bipartisan
support. And I certainly want to thank
Representatives ROSKAM, PETERS, and
BARROW for reaching across the aisle
and coming together and helping to
pass a commonsense bill that helps
businesses to grow right here at home.
When we put people before politics and
progress before partisanship, we can
get things done for the American peo-
ple.

———
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RECOGNIZING THE BRAVE
DISSIDENTS IN CUBA

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

Mr. RIVERA. Mr. Speaker, last week
I took to this floor to discuss the brave
dissidents inside Cuba that went on a
hunger strike to protest the jailing of
one of their own. The end of that hun-
ger strike came this week when the
Castro dictatorship announced the
pending release of that dissident. This
was a victory for the heroes of the op-
position movement inside Cuba, but
there is still much to be done.

The international community must
continue to denounce the human rights
abuses occurring inside Cuba, the lack
of civil liberties and democratic rights,
and continue to support the heroic op-
position struggling for a free and demo-
cratic Cuba inside the island.

————

WE WILL NOT SUPPORT
RADICALISM

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, recently we passed a continuing res-
olution to take care of the funding of
the government until next March. And
one of the things that concerned a lot
of us was: Is any of that money in that
continuing resolution going to go to
help the Government of Egypt or Libya
or any of the other countries where we
see all that civil unrest and all the hor-
rible acts of murder taking place?

And I never did get an answer, so 1
would just like to say to my colleagues
who are going to be here—I'm retiring
at the end of this year—we should not
give one dime, not one penny, to any
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country that tries to undermine the
United States’ interests around the
world, and we should not give one
penny to anybody that constantly tries
to spread radical fundamentalist Mus-
lim beliefs in this world.

Shari’a law is something we can’t
live with, and we need to let them
know very clearly that if they want to
work with the United States, fine, but
they’re not getting any money from us
if this continues.

This world is in a terrible state be-
cause of these radicals, and we must
not let them win this battle.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REED). The Chair would remind Mem-
bers to refrain from trafficking the
well while a Member is under recogni-
tion.

———

AMERICA SHOULD STOP TRYING
TO RUN THE WORLD

(Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, Americans do not want, for-
ever, permanent wars that last three or
four times longer than World War II.
And they especially do not want to
spend hundreds of billions on people
who hate or don’t at least appreciate
what we’ve done for them.

Probably half the spending we have
done over the years in Iraq and Afghan-
istan has been pure foreign aid. And we
have poured many, many billions into
Egypt, Pakistan, and other countries
throughout the Middle East.

Our own Nation is $16 trillion in debt.
We are borrowing all this money to
send to countries that are exploding
with anti-American rage.

Fifty-one American soldiers have
been murdered over the past several
months by Afghan police and soldiers
who they were training. Now we have
had our Ambassador and three other
Americans killed in Libya.

We should have gotten out of Afghan-
istan years ago. We need to get out
now and not take too long to do it.

We need to stop trying to run the
whole world, creating so much resent-
ment, and start putting our own coun-
try first once again.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize Members for Spe-
cial Order speeches without prejudice
to the resumption of legislative busi-
ness.

DO-NOTHING CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.
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Mr. HOYER. And so this 112th Con-
gress convulses to an ugly end of its
time before the national elections. All
of us must be sad, and the American
people are angry and sad that this Con-
gress has been so inattentive to the
needs of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, today House Repub-
licans are leaving town and will not re-
turn until after the November elec-
tions.

Two very respected political sci-
entists—not Democrats or Republicans;
one a representative of the more con-
servative think tank and another a
more liberal think tank—have written
a book about the dysfunction they
have seen in this Congress. Mr. Mann
and Mr. Orenstein—quoted by many re-
porters from many journals, from all
different perspectives—they said this:

We have been studying Washington
politics in Congress for more than 40
years, and never, never have we seen
them as dysfunctional. In our past
writings, we have criticized both par-
ties when we believed it was warranted.
Today, however, said these two re-
spected political scientists and observ-
ers of Washington, today, however, we
have no choice but to acknowledge
that the core of the problem lies with
the Republican Party.

They went on to say that the GOP
has become an insurgent outlier in
American politics. It is ideologically

extreme; scornful of compromise;
unmoved by conventional under-
standing of facts, evidence, and

science; and dismissive of the legit-
imacy of its political opposition. That
is the nub of the problem.

Our Republican colleagues are leav-
ing without getting their work done. I
said, ‘‘their work done.”” Without get-
ting our work done, the work of the
American people.

Comprehensive jobs bills, middle
class tax cuts have not been extended,
farmers are left on their own to face
the worst drought in decades—the
worst drought in decades—and a farm
bill reported out of the Republican
committee lays unconsidered by this
floor. Reported out of their committee,
from their majority, and they haven’t
brought it to the floor, while farmers
remain in trouble. We’ve not reauthor-
ized the Violence Against Women Act,
and we have not passed the postal re-
form bill.

I am glad to take this Special Order,
Mr. Speaker, to say to the American
people that we’re prepared to stay.
We’re prepared to stay and work on
these bills. And I’'m going to talk about
some of these bills, but my colleagues
are here as well.

I first want to yield to the former
president of the Senate of Vermont for
his observations as we leave this town,
my friend, Mr. WELCH from Vermont.

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman.

You know, on the farm bill, we’ve got
the worst drought we’ve had in 50
years. We’'ve got people who need nutri-
tion programs. We’ve got farmers who
need certainty about what the price
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support programs are going to be, what
their future is going to be. We’ve got
livestock farmers that are in desperate
straits because of the drought.

And we’ve got a Senate that’s passed
a farm bill. We’ve got a House Agri-
culture Committee that’s passed a
farm bill, on a bipartisan basis, Demo-
crats and Republicans working to-
gether to pass that bill. And the House
leadership, who has the authority to
bring this bill to the floor, won’t do it.
That’s the first time in the history of
the House of Representatives where a
farm bill passed by the Agriculture
Committee has not been brought to the
floor for a vote.

Mr. Speaker, we could defend, each
and every one of us on both sides of the
aisle, a vote of conscience, whether it
was ‘‘yes” or ‘“‘no,” on the farm bill.
None of us can defend not even taking
a vote on the farm bill.

That decision is not within the au-
thority of any individual Member of
Congress. That is the decision that the
majority leader and the Speaker of the
House have the authority to make, and
their refusal to bring this bill to the
floor will be absolutely an indictment
of Congress’ inability to do its job.

America needs a farm bill. This Con-
gress needs to do its job. We’ve got the
time to do it. We should act. That bill
should be brought to us for a vote.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, that is a
sample of the dysfunction and inability
and unwillingness to compromise on
which Mr. Ornstein and Mr. Mann
spoke.

I now yield to my friend from New
York (Mr. TONKO).

Mr. TONKO. Thank you, Minority
Whip HOYER. You have led us so
expertly well on this floor.

You cite the many failings of this do-
nothing Republican Congress. It is
tragic that we will leave for home now
and not get the work of the people done
and will not respond to the needs of
America. That is such an unjust out-
come.

We know that a middle class tax cut
has been passed in the Senate and that
the President has said he would sign it.
We need that measure. We need that
measure done so as to provide for con-
fidence in the American economy.
What we need right now is that sort of
boost. That booster shot can do a lot
for growing sales for businesses out
there. The aggregate demand for goods
and services, driven by relief for the
middle class via a tax cut, is impor-
tant. The Violence Against Women Act
that was reauthorized in the Senate
failed to come to this floor. Postal re-
form—overwhelmingly approved by the
Senate—fails to come to this floor.
There is also the farm bill, which is im-
portant to all of upstate New York, and
I know our members from the upstate
delegation, from the New York delega-
tion, are greatly disturbed by the do-
nothing Republican Congress.

Minority Whip HOYER, thank you for
leading us in this discussion. We have
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not earned a 6-week recess until elec-
tion day without having done the peo-
ple’s business. We need to stay here
and get the people’s work done—build
America’s economy, go forward with
progress—and provide for the results
that America so desperately needs. It’s
a shame that this do-nothing Repub-
lican Congress has now called a halt to
all business on this floor for the next
several weeks.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments. He is absolutely
right.

Mr. Speaker, just for the knowledge
of all of our Members, the Senate did
pass a middle class tax cut, making
sure that 98 percent of our taxpayers
would not get any increase in their
taxes on the 1st of January. That bill is
over here. It has not been brought to
the floor, notwithstanding the fact, I
believe, that every one of us believes
that those taxpayers ought not get an
increase. So there is overwhelming sup-
port for that bill, bipartisan support,
but it won’t be brought to the floor.

On the Violence Against Women Act,
to ensure that women and families are
not subjected to dangerous domestic
violence, it passed 68-31 through the
United States Senate; not passed here.
Postal reform passed 62-37 in a bipar-
tisan vote in the United States Senate;
not paid attention to here. The farm
bill, which passed with 64 votes—al-
most 2-1 in the United States Senate
on a bipartisan vote with 16 Republican
Senators voting for it—has not been
brought to this floor. Yet we walk
away. We walk away from the Amer-
ican people.

I now yield to my friend from Illi-
nois, the gentlelady from Illinois, JAN
SCHAKOWSKY.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I thank the gen-
tleman so much for yielding and for
pointing out how languishing in the
House of Representatives are many
pieces of legislation that have passed
the United States Senate in a bipar-
tisan way with a Democratic majority.
Yet here in the House, where we have a
Republican majority—and as you
pointed out, some of these bills have
actually passed their own committees
led by Republicans—are still not being
considered on the floor today.

So we are going to adjourn and will
not meet again for almost 2 months—
the earliest adjournment before an
election in over 50 years. Republicans
are going to turn off the lights in this
Chamber, shutting down debate on
matters of serious consequence to
Americans and the economy. Shame on
them. We should be staying and dealing
with those bills.

They have voted, for example, time
after time to repeal ObamaCare and to
protect tax cuts for the wealthy and
rich corporations, but have taken no
action on preserving tax cuts for the
middle class—for 98 percent of Amer-
ican taxpayers.

They’ve not taken any action on the
Violence Against Women Act, which
passed the Senate by a bipartisan vote
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of 68-31. For the many years that the
Violence Against Women Act has been
enacted, it has always had bipartisan
support.

We haven’t passed the wind produc-
tion tax credit, which, again, would
mean jobs for Americans in an industry
that has just been developing right now
and that is so important to our envi-
ronment and for people, for instance, in
my State of Illinois as well as in Iowa
and other Midwestern States.

We haven’t passed the doctor fix,
making sure that Medicare reimburse-
ments to doctors don’t drop by 27 per-
cent.

We haven’t dealt with sequestration,
which would have a devastating impact
on investments that create jobs and
protect low-income people.

There has been no action on the post
office reform or the farm bill, which
has been mentioned. In southern Illi-
nois, where we have a serious drought,
our farmers are waiting for some
drought relief, but they’re not going to
get it from this Congress.

Most importantly, while Republicans
have found the time to vote again and
again to end the Medicare guarantee—
making it harder for seniors to choose
their own doctors and raising the costs
of health care for seniors by over $6,000
a year—they still haven’t found the
time to bring a comprehensive jobs bill
to the floor or one that deals with
making it in America, which is an in-
dustrial policy that would actually put
Americans back to work right here at
home.

Millions of hardworking American
people are still looking for more than
just talk about jobs. Over a year ago, I
introduced the Emergency Jobs to Re-
store the American Dream Act in order
to create more than 2 million jobs and
to put people back to work in the most
straightforward of ways—by hiring
them. My bill would put people to work
in critical areas to our communities
and our economy—Dpeople like teachers,
cops and firefighters, health care work-
ers, school construction and mainte-
nance workers.

Over a year ago, President Obama
sent to Congress the American Jobs
Act, which incorporated parts of my
bill and also would provide tax credits
to small businesses—yet another tax
credit—and assistance to State and
local governments in order to prevent
the layoffs of critical workers. Inde-
pendent experts estimate that Presi-
dent Obama’s American Jobs Act
would create up to 2.6 million jobs.

But the Republican do-nothing Con-
gress brought neither of these jobs bills
to the floor. No. They are, every day,
sabotaging every effort to actually
help create jobs and to Make It in
America. Democrats truly do want to
stay to fight for jobs, for the economy,
for farmers, for taxpayers, for battered
women. It’s time for the Republicans
to join us.

Thank you, Mr. Minority Whip, for
leading us in this effort, and I urge all
of the Republicans to join us in staying
here.
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the distin-
guished Member from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY) for her comments. No-
body fights harder for working people
and seniors in this Congress than JAN
SCHAKOWSKY, and no one is sadder that
we have been so lacking in attention to
the issues of concern to those folks.

I now want to recognize ALLYSON
SCHWARTZ from the State of Pennsyl-
vania, who has also been a great leader
and a member of the Ways and Means
Committee and who is trying to work
on behalf of jobs and growing our econ-
omy. I yield to my friend from Penn-
sylvania.

Ms. SCHWARTZ. 1 thank you, Mr.
Minority Whip.

You have spoken out every week
both on the floor of Congress and
around this country. You’ve spoken out
on the actions we ought to be taking in
order to strengthen our Nation, protect
our seniors, grow our economy, and
make sure our children have a great fu-
ture. You speak eloquently about that
every week, so I really am pleased to
be able to just join you in calling at-
tention to the fact that we do have se-
rious economic and fiscal challenges in
this Nation.

Instead of coming together and try-
ing to find common ground—trying to
find that agreement so we can solve
these problems that the American peo-
ple are asking us to do, which is to
solve these problems—the Republicans
have been doing nothing. They’re try-
ing to roll us back, move us backward.
In fact, the Republicans, as we know,
just decided to recess and head home.
We know the Republicans, yet again,
have made their choices, their prior-
ities, their values very clear not only
to us and to our constituents but, real-
ly, to all Americans, who are seeing
more clearly what the Republicans’
choices have been. They are deter-
mined to dismantle the progress we
have made. They continuously try and
roll back our accomplishments that we
have made so as to take our country
back to a failed economic agenda that
has hurt so many Americans.

The Republicans’ goals are stunning,
and we have seen them every week on
the floor of Congress for the last year
and a half, almost 2 years: repealing
health care reform and eliminating the
benefits for seniors and access to af-
fordable coverage for millions of Amer-
icans; repealing the financial regu-
latory system; eliminating those con-
sumer protections with regard to envi-
ronmental regulations, thus threat-
ening clean water and clean air; ending
Medicare as we know it. Reducing the
Federal Government at any cost, that
has been their goal.
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I want to mention just quickly two
things that you’re going to talk some
more about and some of my colleagues.
I fought so hard on Medicare. We all
have. The Republicans have been abso-
lutely clear on this, their willingness
to undue Medicare for all seniors. I've
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said this before that whether you’re 65
and expecting Medicare and living
under Medicare right now, you’ll see a
reduction in your benefits. Whether
you’re 55 or 45 or 35 and you’re paying
into Medicare and want Medicare to be
there in the future, they are threat-
ening that promise of Medicare. They
are deliberately working and have
voted to end Medicare as we know it.
We’ve seen that time and again. It’s
not just the Republican leadership, not
just Mr. RYAN. There are many. Most
of the Republicans, not all of them
have voted for this. Rather than guar-
antee benefits under Medicare, the Re-
publicans will leave seniors on their
own to buy benefits that they can af-
ford or not. The voucher will be inad-
equate to buy Medicare benefits that
exist now, costing our seniors about
$6,400 more per year.

They threaten our fellow seniors as
well in nursing homes by voting for a
third of a cut in Medicaid that affects,
really, the costs of our seniors in nurs-
ing homes. Any of us who have loved
ones or visit nursing homes know that
these are people who require a great
deal of care. This is the agenda of the
Republicans.

Instead of tackling what we’re will-
ing to do together such as middle class
tax cuts, they’re holding it hostage to
tax breaks for the wealthiest 1 percent
or 2 percent. They won’t move forward
on that sort of certainty or on many of
the issues facing us at the end of the
year as we’re on a fiscal cliff that
many of us talk about and are really
not doing the kind of work that needs
to get done to create that certainty, to
be able to protect Medicare, to be able
to make the strategic investments, to
make sure the tax policy is fair, and we
do fiscal policy for our Nation in the
right way, in a fair way, in a respon-
sible way, and an achievable way.

I thank you for this Special Order,
and I'm calling on the Republicans to
meet these challenges for our Nation,
and to do that together.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentlelady
for her comments. No one works harder
on health care and is more focused on
the delivery of affordable care to all of
our people, but particularly concerned
about health care for our seniors. How
ironic it is that the pledge that the Re-
publicans made was to repeal and re-
place. I'm going to talk a little bit
about that. But there has been no re-
placement. On the one hand, they want
to eliminate the guarantee that Medi-
care gives to people to have the secu-
rity that health care will be available
to them; and on the other hand they
offer nothing to replace it, no alter-
native, except to increase substantially
the cost of those seniors when they are
in need of health care.

I thank the gentlelady for her work,
and I thank her for her leadership on
this very critical issue.

I'm now pleased to yield to the dis-
tinguished minority leader, the former
Speaker of the House, who has been in-
strumental in ensuring affordable
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health care is available to all of our
people, NANCY PELOSI of California.

Ms. PELOSI. Thank you very much,
Mr. HOYER. I appreciate your yielding
and your leadership in bringing us to-
gether on the floor of the House. We
are after-hours, and it is only 12:40, but
it’s after-hours on a Friday afternoon.
That is in the context that we left here
on August 3. We’re not due back until
November 14, and yet we have had only
8 legislative days of work in that pe-
riod of time.

I thank you for calling that derelic-
tion of duty to the attention of the
American people because we have work
to do. It’s not as if our work is finished.
As you have indicated, there is critical
legislation that is expiring that has
passed even in the Senate; yet Repub-
licans have blocked the vote in the
House, whether it’s middle income tax
relief, postal reform, violence against
women, the farm bill and then, of
course, initiatives proposed by Presi-
dent Obama to create jobs for our econ-
omy.

I was so pleased to hear what our col-
league, Congresswoman SCHWARTZ, had
to say about Medicare, because our
names are all on the ballot in this
year’s election. But what is really at
stake is Medicare. Medicare, Medicare,
Medicare. As you said, Mr. HOYER, they
offered nothing except to raise costs to
seniors for getting less as they phase
out Medicare.

I wanted to talk about another sub-
ject because it’s a larger issue as I hear
this question bandied about. You hear
people say, Are you better off now than
you were 4 years ago? The Republicans
have the nerve to pose that question
that when you look back to 4 years
ago, this very week, Mr. Speaker, you
would know that we are indeed fun-
damentally and unquestionably better
off as a country today. This week, 4
years ago, September 18 to be exact,
but this week, there was a meeting in
my office when I was Speaker of the
Democratic and Republican leadership
of the House and of the Senate gath-
ered together to hear a report from the
administration that was very alarm-

ing.
Mind you, September 18, 2008, the
Secretary of the Treasury, Hank

Paulson, described for us a financial
system in imminent danger of total
collapse. Chairman Bernanke at that
same meeting, the chairman of the
Fed, told us if we did not act imme-
diately, we would not have an economy
by Monday. This was a Thursday
evening. You remember, Mr. HOYER.
You were there. If we do not act imme-
diately, we will not have an economy
by Monday. How on Earth can people
who perpetrated that situation on our
country have the nerve to turn around
and ask that question? At the end of
the meeting, we all went out in a bipar-
tisan way and spoke to the press. I said
at the time, Time is of the essence and
that Congress would act. I was trying
to lift confidence in our financial situ-
ation.
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Despite there being a Presidential
election 7 weeks away at that time, it
was no time for partisanship. The crisis
demanded that Democrats and Repub-
licans work with President Bush to res-
cue our economy from depression or, as
Chairman Bernanke said, from our not
having an economy 4 days later.

In the days ahead, our country con-
fronted the worst financial crisis since
the Great Depression. The costs were
staggering: more than $8 trillion lost in
household wealth, more than 8 million
jobs lost, and more than 4 million fami-
lies losing their homes to foreclosure.
Nonetheless, the Democrats voted with
President Bush to restore confidence in
our markets, and the Republicans even
walked away from their own President.

In the 2 years after that September
18 meeting, we continued to take ac-
tions to reduce spending and to address
what was inevitable from the policies
of the 8 years previous to the Novem-
ber 2008 election. When we took the
majority and with President Obama in
office, we took action to reduce spend-
ing, create jobs, keep people in their
homes, and passed Dodd-Frank, the
toughest Wall Street reforms in gen-
erations. With it—the most historic for
the first time—protections for Amer-
ican consumers in that bill. All of it
was fought vigorously against by the
Republicans.

Now we have President Obama, and
we have a Republican Congress. Under
President Obama’s leadership, we have
added private sector jobs for 30 straight
months, compared to losing 700,000 jobs
a month as he entered office; the auto
industry, which was facing extinction,
and the loss of over 1 million jobs in
that industry is again competitive and
hiring and thriving; the Dow Jones av-
erage, which is one reflection of the se-
curity of tens of millions of American
investors and pension funds, has al-
ready doubled; and housing prices are
slowly rising again. We need much
more progress there. Imagine, from
that time the Dow Jones has doubled.

We still have work to do to continue
the American recovery. If the Repub-
licans had cooperated at all with Presi-
dent Obama in the last 2 years, we
would be much farther down the road
to recovery. We cooperated with Presi-
dent Bush; but they would not offer an
ounce of cooperation to President
Obama, and our economy has paid the
price. We have reaped the benefits of
some of what happened in the 2 years
when we were in the majority and
President Obama was in the first 2
years of his term. But so much more
could have been done with some co-
operation from the Republicans.

We get back to the question: Are we
better off this week in September than
we were this week 4 years ago? You be
the judge.

O 1250

I know America’s families are hurt-

ing. We want to do more to create jobs,

et cetera, and we have to have bipar-
tisan cooperation to do that. The Re-
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publicans have resisted that. From
that standpoint, yes, we can do better.

But from the standpoint of this coun-
try when there was a financial crisis,
we were on the verge of a total collapse
where the chairman of the Fed told us
that if we did not act immediately, we
wouldn’t have an economy by Monday.
Yes, we are fundamentally as a country
better off and, therefore, the prospects
for the future are better for all of
America’s families, and that’s what we
are here to work on, the future.

Too bad our Republican colleagues
have cut and run from town, but we
stand ready to welcome them back to
work in a bipartisan way to make con-
cessions to get the job done for the
American people.

I thank you, Mr. HOYER, for giving us
all the opportunity to express our
views on the subject today.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Leader, thank
you for your comments and your lead-
ership.

You are so correct in studying the
statistics of the Dow, having doubled.
It’s actually up now probably about
105, 110 percent. The Standard & Poor’s
is up more than double, and the
NASDAQ is up more than double over
those years. In January of 2009, I'm
sure most people tragically remember,
we lost 818,000 private sector jobs that
month. Last month we gained 92,000
jobs.

Is there anybody who could say a loss
of 818,000 jobs isn’t a lot worse than the
gain of 92,000 jobs—92,000 jobs is not
enough. We need to do more. The Presi-
dent offered a jobs bill. It has not been
brought to this floor, notwithstanding
the fact in the Pledge to America they
said this is a transparent Congress that
would be allowed to work its will. That
bill has not been brought to the floor.

For the last 30 months we have
gained, straight, more jobs, 4.6 million
jobs to be exactly correct, while 4.4
million jobs were lost in 2008 alone. Are
we better off gaining 4.6 million as op-
posed to losing 4.4 million jobs?

We have had 12 straight quarters of
economic growth. The last four quar-
ters of 2008 in the last administration
was a net 13 percent decrease in GDP.
Yes, Mr. Speaker, the leader is correct.
We’re better off today, but we could be
much better off. We ought to be better
off if we hadn’t walked away from a
jobs bill, hadn’t walked away from in-
vesting in an infrastructure bill that
gave certainty.

We didn’t even bring that bill to the
floor. We walked away from making
sure that the health care bill works
properly, walked away—and I'm going
to recognize Mr. CosTA—walked away
from the farmers of America, walked
away this day as we have walked away
in the past.

Mr. CosTA is from farm country. He
understands the pain being experienced
in farm country, and he knows how ter-
rible it is to have simply walked away,
walked away from the House-passed
bill out of committee and walked away
from a Dbipartisan Senate bill. My
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friend is such a strong voice on this
floor, such an active member of the Ag-
riculture Committee and such a pro-
ponent of farm country, not only Cali-
fornia, which he represents but
through this country.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. COSTA. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding, because we
ought to be about doing the people’s
business. Walking away as we are for
the next 46 days to focus on elections
when we ought to be focusing on the
people’s business is a very sad com-
mentary, a very sad commentary to
the people of our land.

I appreciate all the good work that
my colleague Congressman HOYER and
my other colleagues do in trying to ad-
dress the critical challenges that we
face in our Nation today. As was stat-
ed, our House Republican colleagues
have left town to focus on the election.
In the meantime we have unfinished
business. We have unfinished business
on comprehensive jobs, big and bal-
anced budget solutions to the deficit,
tax cuts for the middle class, the farm
bill—which I want to speak to—and the
Violence Against Women Reauthoriza-
tion Act, as a cochair of the Victims’
Rights Caucus, is especially disheart-
ening.

Let me say that the folks who farm
and put the food on America’s dinner
table are wondering why, just why, we
can’t get a farm bill. It is one of the
most bipartisan things we ever do here
in Congress.

In 2008 we had a bipartisan farm bill
when we had the majority. President
Bush vetoed it, we overrode his veto
twice. Today we have a farm bill that
passed with overwhelming bipartisan
support in the Senate by a vote of 64—
35. It made cuts because we have to
make cuts, and we have to be fiscally
responsible, $23.5 billion less than the
farm bill of 2008.

In the House, as a Member of the
House Agriculture Committee, we
voted a comprehensive bill out, 35-11.
We made cuts because we have to make
cuts. In a number of the areas we made
similar cuts to the Senate’s, $20 billion
in farm programs. We made additional
cuts in nutritional programs, which are
part of what would normally be worked
out if regular order was allowed to
take place.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman may
know this better than I because he
works so closely with the ag commu-
nity, but over 70 farm organizations
and farmer-focused organizations came
to town a week or two ago and all said
pass the Senate bill, not because they
believed it was perfect, but because
they believed it was a bipartisan bill
that would bring relief to farm country
and give some certainty to the farming
community. I think I'm correct on
that.

Mr. COSTA. The gentleman is cor-
rect. We had over 70 farm organizations
from the American Farm Bureau, the
National Farmers Union to the, as we
say, the ‘“‘barnyard coalition’ that rep-
resents all of the poultry and pork and



H6262

dairy and beef cattle industries, be-
cause they understand that a farm bill
is a safety net. Without it, we don’t
have a farm policy, we don’t have a
food policy for not just American farm-
ers, ranchers, and dairymen but for the
consumers who, each night, enjoy the
highest-quality food produced with the
safest quality anywhere in the world.

Let me just close by saying two
things. The dairy industry is hurting.
We have had a drought in the Midwest
that has devastated a whole host of the
farm country. And yet, what is one of
the ways that farmers, ranchers, and
dairymen are able to produce next
year’s crops? Well, they get loans.
They get loans from banks and produc-
tion credit associations.

What are those loans made of? They
are based upon the value of their farm
and how much they were leveraged, but
they are also based upon a farm bill, a
farm bill that provides the ability to
ensure that there is a safety net and
that there is crop insurance. Without
any farm bill, we don’t have any crop
insurance. Without a farm bill, we
don’t have that safety net.

With the overwhelming bipartisan
support that we have in the Senate, the
bipartisan bill that was voted out of
the House Agriculture Committee, it
seems to me that we ought to let the
process work. I would urge my col-
leagues to come back. Come back and
let’s do the people’s business on all of
these issues. The Violence Against
Women Reauthorization Act. The Vic-
tims’ Rights Caucus every day is focus-
ing on protecting women and their
families throughout this country, and
that is also a bipartisan piece of legis-
lation that we always act on. Again
we’re not doing the people’s business.

The gentleman from Maryland, my
colleague, is so correct in bringing this
to the attention of the House. Ladies
and gentlemen, we ought to be about
doing the people’s business.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
from California for his leadership, not
only for farm country but for all of the
people in this country on behalf of get-
ting people back to work, making jobs
available, and making sure our farmers
are secure, and particularly for making
sure that we address the epidemic of vi-
olence perpetrated against family
members. I thank the gentleman for
his leadership.

I yield to somebody who is as strong
a voice as we have in this House on be-
half of the working men and women in
this country, the gentlewoman from
California, LYNN WOOLSEY.

Ms. WOOLSEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for leading this Special Order.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday we were de-
bating work requirements under the
TANF program. Well, after we’ve all
listed the issues that the Republicans
have refused to address in this Con-
gress, we can say that we know a bunch
of people who should be subjected to a
work requirement.

J 1300

They take home a lot of Federal dol-
lars. They’re actually on the public
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dole, but they don’t seem to be doing
very much work. And I'm talking
about the do-nothing Republicans in
this Congress. I don’t blame them for
wanting to hurry home for their cam-
paigns because a lot of their jobs must
be in jeopardy. On the other hand,
when they get there, they might find
their constituents pretty frustrated
that they haven’t done their jobs and
they have not met their responsibil-
ities.

Every single day that we’re here, my
colleagues across the aisle put forward
bills that have no hope of becoming law
and exist only to promote Republican
talking points. Time and time again,
they have chosen gridlock and con-
frontation over progress and coopera-
tion. They haven’t lifted a finger to
pass the President’s jobs package, even
though it contains many, many ideas
that the Republicans supported in the
past. They want to destroy health care
reform instead of building on it. They
have refused to work with Democrats
on education issues, failing to invest in
our children, who are 100 percent of our
future. They haven’t done a thing to
support the middle class and give them
hope for the future. It’s no wonder the
Congress has record-low approval rat-
ings.

But, Mr. Speaker, most disappointing
of all to me 1is the Republican
Congress’s failure to lead on issues of
national security and war and peace.
While we’re on recess, the war in Af-
ghanistan will turn 11 years old. Eleven
years—and more. More than 2,000
Americans are dead, thousands more
are wounded, and taxpayers are out
more than half a trillion dollars, all for
a policy that continues to undermine
our national security goals instead of
advancing them. The brave service-
members who are putting life and limb
on the line in Afghanistan don’t get a
recess.

When we adjourn, they will continue
to be very much ‘‘in session.” Their
“district work period” is in districts in
Afghanistan, where the Taliban is
poised to strike—some at the most
dangerous places imaginable. The war
isn’t just morally reprehensible; it’s
fiscally irresponsible. And the very
same Members who want to cut every
domestic program to the bone have
barely blinked an eye when it comes to
billions and billions of dollars in mis-
placed war appropriations.

When is the Congress going to catch
up with the American people? Cer-
tainly not between now and the elec-
tion, because we’ve gone home. The
people we work for know that it makes
no sense to continue military occupa-
tion, that it’s doing more harm than
good, creating more terrorists than it’s
defeating, making us less safe, not
more. The American people have made
it abundantly clear: they want us to be
here. They want us to be debating this
war. They’re done with this war. They
want us to vote to bring our troops
home safely.

The country faces huge challenges.
Our people are crying out for leader-
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ship, and the Majority wants to turn
out the lights. Actually, they have
gone home. Americans desperately
want the Congress to do something to
create jobs and jump-start the econ-
omy, something to create peace and se-
curity; but the Republicans in Congress
have gone home. They have left the
work site. They’re gone.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentlelady
for her comments, and I yield to my
friend, SUZANNE BONAMICI, who was
such an effective State legislator. She
was overwhelmingly elected in a spe-
cial election. And every day since that
election, she has been working hard on
behalf of hardworking men and women
not only in Oregon, but throughout
this country. And I know that she’s
disappointed that we’re walking away
from our responsibilities.

I yield to my friend.

Ms. BONAMICI. Thank you very
much, Mr. HOYER, for bringing to the
country’s attention the work left un-
done.

When I arrived in Congress just a lit-
tle more than 7 months ago, I brought
a pretty strong message from my con-
stituents back in Oregon, and that’s
that they want us to overcome the
gridlock, they want us to get our econ-
omy back on track and support policies
that create new jobs. Of course, no one
expects this to be an easy task, but I
was really encouraged by so many peo-
ple who said, That’s why we’re here.
Let’s work together for job creation.
Unfortunately, these conversations
have now been kicked down the road
for another day—actually, another
month—while too many of our con-
stituents back home are facing unem-
ployment, their homes are underwater,
their child care costs are rising.

Several of my colleagues have talked
about the failure to pass the farm bill.
This typically bipartisan legislation
became a staging ground for a fight
over nutrition assistance to people who
are struggling. Now the bipartisan Sen-
ate bill has some amendments that
were added that will help farmers in
my district and across this country. We
should be able to vote on that bipar-
tisan bill that passed the Senate.

As others have mentioned, we're
going to go back to our districts and
face our constituents, who are expect-
ing so much from us. But we did not
extend the production tax credit for
wind energy. Now, that’s a problem in
my district. I have companies that are
waiting for that. They may now be fac-
ing additional layoffs. That policy has
long been a bipartisan policy supported
by many to develop the wind industry
in this country. That’s going to be hard
for us to explain to our constituents.

So, Mr. HOYER, thank you. There’s so
much that we can do and should be
doing to get our economy back on
track, but Congress is not doing our
job. This failure to pass bipartisan,
commonsense legislation is something
everyone in America should Kknow
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about. We should be staying here rep-
resenting the best interests of our con-
stituents, helping to put this country
back to work.

So thank you again, Mr. HOYER, for
yielding and for bringing this impor-
tant issue to everyone’s attention.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentlelady
for her comments.

I want to now recognize the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CARNAHAN), who’s been such a leader on
so many of these issues.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Thank you. I want
to thank the gentleman from Maryland
for his leadership on this issue as this
Congress shuts down.

It was Harry Truman from Missouri
who coined the term the ‘‘do-nothing
Congress’ in 1948. But that Congress
was 10 times more productive than this
Republican Congress of 2012. To call
this Congress a do-nothing Congress is
an insult to the do-nothing Congress of
1948. So we’re leaving today, the ear-
liest this Congress has ever left for a
campaign in an election year in 52
years.

Look at how disconnected this Con-
gress has been from the urgent needs of
the American people. Thirty percent of
the bills passed were for the purpose of
attaching someone’s name to a build-
ing. We voted to repeal the Affordable
Care Act 33 times. The Republicans
passed 30 jobs message bills that didn’t
do a thing to create jobs. They voted so
often to restrict women’s freedom and
access to health care that one female
Republican lawmaker said, Are you
kidding me? How many times are we
going to vote for this? And we have
voted on the Romney-Ryan plan to end
the Medicare guarantee and increase
cost to seniors by $6,400. It’s no wonder
this Republican Congress has the low-
est approval rating ever.

There are urgent priorities on the
table that many have talked about
here today: the middle class tax cuts,
the farm bill, the Violence Against
Women Act, responsible deficit reduc-
tion, and President Obama’s jobs bill.
This Republican wall of obstruction is
wreaking havoc on this country. It’s
leaving a trail of dysfunction. And now
Republicans are running for the exit
door to cut their own political losses.
They’re shutting down this people’s
House without getting the work done.
This Congress should be here. Our
Democratic leaders have made it clear
we’re ready to do that work. People
will be the judge.

I thank the gentleman from Mary-
land for his leadership on this order.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude therein extraneous materials on
the topic of this Special Order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?
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There was no objection.

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), an effec-
tive Member of this House.

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman.

As we’ve heard the gentleman from
Maryland say many times, ‘‘Represent-
ative” is not just a title. It’s our job
description. We need to hear from our
constituents. And our constituents
have told us over and over again this
year what they want. They want mid-
dle class tax relief.
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They want a farm bill. They want the
postal service fixed so it can pay its
bills. They want passage of the Vio-
lence Against Women Act. It’s a long
list of things that they feel we can do
to help Americans.

We’ve had an opportunity to hear
from people because the Ileadership
sent us home a month and a half ago
where we could hold town meetings
while they allowed us to do nothing
here. We heard from our constituents
very clearly—not just from a small seg-
ment, not just from a few special inter-
ests, not just from a few percent for
whom everything seems just fine,
thank you. But we heard from all sorts
of Americans who say, Help. Please.
Get to work.

You’ve heard this is the least produc-
tive Congress in a generation, in a long
generation; and that’s by design. The
majority sets the schedule. They sched-
uled very few days in session, very few
committee hearings, very few markups.

So even the do-nothing Congress, as
my friend from Missouri said, even the
Congress that Harry Truman called the
do-nothing Congress was much more
productive than this one.

So why did the majority close up
shop and head home until after the
election? Well, the answer I think is
pretty clear: they want to campaign.
They’ve decided with their dismal
record they need a little more time to
campaign, a little time to explain why
they cast 302 votes to limit protections
for clean air and clean water and good
land. They need a little more time to
explain why the farm bill, to help the
areas that have been hit by drought, to
help the farmers that need crop insur-
ance, hasn’t been passed. To be sure,
it’s going to be hard to campaign on
the record that they’ve compiled, and
maybe they need a little extra time.

We don’t need extra time to hear
from our constituents about their
needs and what they want us to do.

I stand with my friend Mr. HOYER
and all of us on this side of the aisle, to
return to Washington any day, any
night to do the work that the Amer-
ican people hired us to do—to be their
representatives.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his very compelling comments.

I know that, Mr. Speaker, you’ve
heard us speak and the Members have
heard us speak, and one might say,
well, these are Democrats speaking
about the non-productivity and non-at-
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tention to the people’s business of this
Congress.

But some years ago, just a few years
ago, 4 years ago, the Republican Party,
our friends on that side of the aisle,
nominated JOHN MCCAIN to be their
President. What does JOHN MCCAIN say
of this Congress? ‘“The worst since 1947
statistically, the worst ever as far as
I'm concerned,” Senator JOHN MCCAIN
told reporters Wednesday when asked
to assess this Congress. That was Sep-
tember 19, 2012, just a few days ago. Bi-
partisan observation.

This walkaway Congress is the least
effective in which I've served, and I've
been here for 31 years.

I want to yield to my friend who
came to Congress the same year I did,
who unfortunately is leaving, one of
the great leaders of this Congress and
responsible for putting the referee back
on the field so that we will not have
another financial meltdown that
plunged this country almost into de-
pression, the distinguished Member
from Massachusetts, BARNEY FRANK.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
thank the Democratic whip, and I
thank him for the leadership he pro-
vided during his years as majority
leader when we were able to do some
things.

You know, we’re talking about what
this Congress didn’t do. I suppose in
some ways we ought to be happy be-
cause some of what they said they
wanted to do would have been totally
destructive.

This is the party that let the finan-
cial community run riot for years when
they had both the White House and
both Houses of Congress, did no regula-
tion, so that we got the worst recession
in 80 years, a near depression, because
of their irresponsibility. They were
threatening to undo it. Unfortunately,
they were able to accomplish one
thing.

One of the things we did was to give
the Federal regulatory agencies the
power to regulate derivatives, a seri-
ous, obscure, powerful instrument that
was a major cause of our crisis. While
they were not able to repeal the rules,
they were able to reduce the funding of
the agencies that have to deal with
this complex matter to a level where
they have not been very effective.

So that’s one of the things they were
able to do—undo by financial stealth
what we tried to get done.

But I want to come to their defense
to some extent, Mr. Whip, because
there may be some implication that
they’re not willing to work hard. No,
let’s be very clear. The reason we have
such a dismal record here is not be-
cause they are lazy, our Republican
colleagues. It’s more because of a word
that rhymes with ‘‘lazy,” which the
House rules will prohibit me from
using.

The problem is this: in 2010, a signifi-
cant number of Republicans were elect-
ed who do not understand the impor-
tance of governance in a free enterprise
society in which there has to be a vig-
orous private sector creating goods and
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services and a public sector that works
with it.

That’s why we have no postal bill, al-
though the Senate passed one; why we
have no agricultural bill; why they
couldn’t pass a highway bill and had to
be dependent on the Democratic Senate
to pass one, so they could catch on to
it.

They simply do not understand the
importance of our coming together and
doing things in this complex economic
society that cannot be done by the pri-
vate sector.

It is an extremism. It is not laziness.
It is extremism that grips the Repub-
lican Party so they are not able to dis-
charge the normal functions of govern-
ment.

By the way, there is one particular
inaction that I want to stress. It has to
do with Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.
When my Republican friends are out of
power, they know exactly what to do
about housing. When they’re in power,
they forget. It’s a peculiar form of am-
nesia.

From 1995 until 2006, they controlled
the Congress and did nothing about
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. We came
into office in 2007. At the request of
Henry Paulson, George Bush’s Sec-
retary of the Treasury, we took action
and put them in a conservatorship and
stopped them from losing money.

The next step was to go forward with
replacing them. We said that we would
do that. We did financial reform first.
The Republicans said, in 2009 and 2010,
you must do reform of Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac, and we thought financial
reform came first because we already
stopped the bleeding. Then they came
to power in 2011, and they’ve done
nothing.

The reason they’ve done nothing
about Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac,
and the reason they’ve done nothing
about the post office and agriculture
and couldn’t do anything about the
highways is very simple: they are a
party torn between extremists and peo-
ple who are afraid of extremists. Peo-
ple who will not take them on. A
Speaker who will not bring an agri-
culture bill to the floor that might
very well pass because he’s intimidated
by his own Tea Party extremist wing
which rules him.

They could not come forward with
housing legislation because what a ma-
jority knows should be done to put in
some kind of Federal-private coopera-
tion without the mistakes we’ve made
in the past, they couldn’t get the votes
for it because their extremists had a
veto over it.

Last point, Mr. Whip. I want to talk
a little bit about bipartisanship.

In 2007, things began to buckle in our
financial system. I, as the chairman of
the committee, worked closely with
Mr. PAULson to deal with it. In 2008,
the Bush administration came to us,
and you know what they wanted? You
remember, a stimulus. That terrible
word ‘‘stimulus.” George Bush, that
radical, and Ben Bernanke, his ap-
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pointee, the Chairman of the Fed, and
Hank Paulson, his Secretary of Treas-
ury, said, Let’s do a stimulus.

This Democratic leadership worked
with them. Then-Speaker PELOSI nego-
tiated with them. We did a bipartisan
stimulus.

Then later on when the economy
began to collapse because of financial
dissolution, Hank Paulson came to us
and asked for cooperation, and we gave
him cooperation.

From 2007 through 2008, we had a
very bipartisan approach in the eco-
nomic crisis. Then one thing happened:
Barack Obama became President and
bipartisanship disappeared because ex-
tremism took over the Republican
Party, first when they were in the mi-
nority and now when they are in the
majority. That’s why nothing has hap-
pened.

I thank the whip.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his very cogent comments. I would
remind him the Leader talked about
that, and he’s talked about it.

Mr. Speaker, I think you will recall—
George Bush, Republican President of
the United States; Hank Paulson, Re-
publican Secretary of the Treasury;
and Ben Bernanke, who I think is nei-
ther Republican nor Democrat but ap-
pointed by the Republican President.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. He was
a registered Republican but was three
times appointed by George Bush to
high economic positions.

Mr. HOYER. President Bush came to
us and said: The country’s in trouble,
at risk of going into depression. We
need you to act.

Who acted? The Democrats, in a bi-
partisan response to President Bush.
Who walked away? Two-thirds of the
Republican Party, the President’s
party. Two-thirds of them walked
away. As a result, we failed the first
time. We came back and added another
30 Democrats, 172, and the Republicans
couldn’t even get to 100 to support
their own President to keep this coun-
try out of depression.

Ladies and gentlemen, 2 years ago as
the previous election approached, Re-
publicans unveiled a long list of
pledges. Their Pledge to America
reads, and I quote:

A plan to create jobs, end economic uncer-
tainty, and make America more competitive
must be the first urgent domestic priority of
our government. So, first we offer a plan to
get people working again.

That’s what they said. We are still
waiting for that plan, and we have
walked away.
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Twenty-one months later, Repub-
licans have not offered a comprehen-
sive plan to create jobs and boost com-
petitiveness. Nor have they allowed
Democrats to bring major items of our
Make It in America—expand manufac-
turing, create jobs, give good-paying
jobs with good security to Americans
that will then redound to the benefit of
all agencies and job creators and small
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businesses that service those manufac-
turers.

When President Obama proposed his
plan, the American Jobs Act—which
economists say would have expanded
by 1 million or 1.5 million jobs—Repub-
licans blocked it outright, not brought
to the floor, not given a vote. Instead
of making jobs their priority, it seems
to have been last on their to-do list, at
a time when it remains the first con-
cern for millions and millions of Amer-
icans and for our side of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, let me read another ex-
cerpt from the Republican pledge:

With common-sense exceptions for seniors,
veterans, and our troops, we will roll back
government spending, putting us on a path
to balance the budget and pay down the debt.

However, over the last 21 months Re-
publicans have torpedoed every serious
attempt to reach agreement on deficit
reduction. Why? No revenues from the
very wealthy in America. Not because
we don’t like the very wealthy, not be-
cause we want to penalize the very
wealthy, but because we need to keep
our country on a financially secure
path, and those of us on this floor can
contribute a little more to that effort.

Pushed to the extreme by their Tea
Party wing, House Republicans early
on embraced an ‘‘our way or no way’’
that made compromise impossible, re-
fusing to accept any solution that in-
cluded revenues or that ended unneces-
sary tax breaks for the wealthiest in
our country. That’s why the middle
class tax cut passed overwhelmingly in
the United States—well, passed by a
majority—in the United States Senate
languishes here unconsidered, which
would keep 98 percent of America from
any concern about having their taxes
increased on January 1. Why? To pro-
tect the 2 percent. How sad.

In pursuit of their extreme budget
agenda, they pushed our country to the
brink of default, leading to—for the
first time ever in the history of our Na-
tion—the most creditworthy nation on
Earth being downgraded by the Stand-
ard & Poor’s rating agency. To avert
that default, Republicans insisted on
creating the sequester that so many of
them now lament. It was their cre-
ation. In fact, in their cap, cut, and
balance bill, what is the default posi-
tion they take? Sequester.

Meanwhile, led by Chairman PAUL
RYAN, Republicans passed two budgets
that would end Medicare as we know it,
end the guarantee, end the security
that it gives to people who are seniors
and going to be seniors; guts social pro-
grams that keep millions out of pov-
erty; and doesn’t balance over the next
30 years.

SUSAN COLLINS, Republican Member
of the United States Senate—I showed
you JOHN MCcCAIN, Mr. Speaker—she
says:

It is very frustrating to have worked on
legislation that really matters to our coun-
try, like the cybersecurity bill and legisla-
tion to save the postal service, and just have
them gather dust.

In other words, she worked in the
Senate across the aisle with Democrats
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and sent that bill here—both those
bills—and we have not acted. We have
walked away.

Mr. Speaker, we have made our
point: Walking away has been the prac-
tice of this Congress. Not getting the
work done has been the practice of this
Congress. How lamentable it is for the
American people. But as President
Obama said: They have a choice. May
they make it well.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today to congratulate the Republican
leadership in the House on their two greatest
accomplishments this Congress: 1) thanks to
their leadership, we have had the least pro-
ductive Congress in modern history and 2)
thanks to their leadership Congress has the
lowest approval rating ever.

Time and time again, the House Repub-
licans showed Americans that they would rath-
er play politics by putting messaging bills on
the Floor that never stood a chance of passing
in the Senate than work with us and the Sen-
ate on legislation our country desperately
needs.

House Republicans found time to vote to re-
peal the Affordable Care Act 33 times but we
can’t find the time to extend the Farm Bill.

In fact, halfway through 2012, the House
Majority Leader ERIC CANTOR declared that
“serious legislating is all but done until after
the election.”

This is not what Americans want and the
majority should be ashamed of themselves for
creating an environment where compromise is
avoided at all costs.

Mr. Speaker, | have served many years in
the House of Representatives and am proud
of the fact that | often work with my colleagues
across the aisle to find solutions that make
sense for my constituents, industry and the
environment.

But this Congress, it's been different. Their
mentality is that you're either with us or
against us. But Mr. Speaker, that is no way to
lead a chamber that represents various con-
stituencies around the country.

PERSPECTIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, well,
my head is spinning a bit after hearing
my friends across the aisle. I heard our
former Speaker ask about whether
we’'re better off now than we were 4
years ago, and actually ask how can
people who perpetuated this economic
disaster ask that question. And it was
amazing, because former Speaker
PELOSI and I were on exactly the same
wavelength. She was asking: Are we
better off now than we were 4 years
ago? And I was thinking the same
thing that she was: How could people
who perpetuated this economic disaster
ask that question? But she asked it
anyway.

You heard our friends talk about the
economic disaster. Some of us remem-
ber back into the early point of the
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21st century when there was an effort
by first-term President Bush, George
W. Bush, calling for reform of Fannie
and Freddie, and I seem to recall my
friend from Massachusetts who resisted
such reform. In fact, there were people
here on the Democratic side of the
aisle that resisted such reform; they
prevented such reform. There were
Members on the Republican side—not
all of them, but there were Members
who were calling for reform of Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac, but it didn’t
happen. In fact, our friends across the
aisle were in control of the House and
Senate for 4 years.

In 2005 and 2006, as a freshman, I
often heard our colleagues across the
aisle asking how we could do such a
terrible, terrible thing of spending 100
to $200 billion more than we had com-
ing in. And they were right, they were
right: we should not have been spend-
ing $160 billion more than we had com-
ing in. The Democrats were right. And
because Republicans did not stay true
to what we had promised—our leader-
ship just wouldn’t dig in and stop it,
even though we had a Republican
President, you know, well, we’ve got a
Republican President, don’t want to
hurt his feelings—we spent $160 billion
more than we had coming in.

So, the American public sounded like
they weren’t thrilled with what they
heard from the Democrats, but they
figured they’d give them a chance. So,
November 2006, Democrats—who had
promised to end the deficit spending—
took over and the deficit spending,
rather than coming under control,
went out of sight.

O 1330

They passed the Dodd-Frank bill. It
has historic overregulation of commu-
nity banks.

Now, why would a group who is so
upset with Wall Street pass legislation
that devastates community banks that
are closest to the community, know
the borrowers the best, that have been
the real foundation of this country?
Why would they strangle out commu-
nity banks with this massive overregu-
lation that really doesn’t hurt the mas-
sive, big banks?

Well, someone said years ago, follow
the money. And if you look at the
money that has been contributed to
campaigns for many years, you find
out that the Wall Street executives and
their immediate family normally do-
nate about four times more to Demo-
crats than they do to Republicans.

Now, the Wall Street executives have
to endure being called fat cats by a
Democratic President, but they know,
perhaps it’s a wink and a nod, I'll call
you fat cats, but I'm going to destroy
your competition. We’ll get rid of com-
munity banks. We’ll strangle them
with overregulation. They can’t make
loans. We’ll threaten them through the
FDIC and the regulators to prevent
them from making loans that they
know are to good, reliable people who
have never missed a payment. We’ll
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threaten them not to do that, and we’ll
choke them out. And the only people to
be left are the big investment banks on
Wall Street that got us into the big
mess in the first place.

So if you follow the money and you
follow the contributions, you find out,
gee, Democrats talk about Wall Street
as if they’re Republicans, but there are
four times more Democrats on Wall
Street as executives than there are Re-
publicans. What a shock. Because they
talk a good game, I thought for so long
that Wall Street executives must be
Republicans, the way the Democrats
talk. Not so. President Obama got four
times more contributions from execu-
tives and their immediate family than
did a guy named JOHN MCCAIN.

So, we look on further. What about
jobs?

How about when we have a disaster,
by British Petroleum, who has been al-
lowed to operate in the gulf coast with
800 or so egregious safety violations,
but that’s okay. According to the
Obama administration, they didn’t
want to step in.

I read an account that at the very
time Deepwater Horizon had blown out,
and this administration, Obama admin-
istration, should have been all over
them, the executives of British Petro-
leum were negotiating with the Demo-
crats to be the one big o0il company
that rolled out support in favor of cap-
and-trade.

I said I wouldn’t use the term ‘‘crap-
and-trade’” anymore, so I'll avoid say-
ing that.

But they had a big oil company that
was willing to come out and support
cap-and-trade. So certainly this admin-
istration and the Democrats in the
House and Senate wouldn’t want to do
anything too detrimental to British
Petroleum because they’re going to
come out on our side. That meant that
they ended up actually believing BP
when they said, Oh, we’ll get it under
control.

Well, they didn’t get it under control.

So then there was this bipartisan
group of experts peer-reviewing what
was going on in the gulf coast, and
they came back with a report that
made recommendations of what should
be done. One of those recommendations
was not to have a moratorium on drill-
ing, not only of the deep water, but
also the very shallow water. They
didn’t recommend it. And yet this ad-
ministration goes through and changes
the report the way it’s printed and put
out so that it makes it sound like these
experts recommended a moratorium.
They did not. But that’s the way this
administration wanted to manipulate
what the American public believed so
that the President could sign off on a
moratorium.

Other than those precious lives that
were lost and those who were harmed
out there on the Deepwater Horizon rig
because this administration had al-
lowed them to continue to operate, the
biggest damage to the people in the
gulf area was from the President’s mor-
atorium.
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There were people who were making
$75,000 in salary working on rigs—and
that was the minimum, basically, from
what I was told by people that worked
on rigs—and that income stopped, and
those families had nothing because this
President perverted a report into mak-
ing people believe that it said we
should cut off drilling in the gulf coast,
and it devastated so many in the gulf
coast region.

If you want to look at what the
President really thinks about big oil
companies, it’s very similar to what is
said and done about Wall Street. They
call the Wall Street executives all
kinds of names—wink, wink, nod, nod.
We’re going to pass legislation that
eliminates your competition, and then
you’ll be in charge, and then maybe
you can make eight times as many
contributions to Democrats as you do
to Republicans in both Wall Street and
among Big Oil.

How would that happen?

Well, if you read the bill that Presi-
dent Obama put together—and it was
the second American Jobs Act that was
filed, because I filed the first one, be-
cause he ran around the country for
weeks saying, Pass the American Jobs
Act. There wasn’t one filed. I figure if
he’s going to run around America say-
ing, Pass the American Jobs Act, there
ought to be one. So I put a two-page
bill together that would have elimi-
nated the 35 percent tariff we put on
every American-made good by any
company in America.

If we eliminate that 35 percent tariff,
also called a corporate tax, you would
see companies flocking into America.
You would see people with jobs. They
wouldn’t be standing in line trying to
get food stamps, standing in line trying
to get more government help. They
would have a job and all the pride that
comes from that, of doing a good job
and making your own money and mak-
ing your own way.

But we have a group in this Congress,
in both ends. They’re in the majority
down in the Senate, in the minority
down here; and it’s certainly not all of
my Democratic friends, but they think
the best way to help a country is just
to give away more of other people’s
money.

If you look at the President’s pro-
posal in his so-called American Jobs
Act, he told people, I'm going to just
really take after Big Oil.

Well, I was one who actually read all
135 or 138 pages, whatever it was, and in
the last part is where he got around to
Big 0il, except it doesn’t hurt Big Oil.
It absolutely devastates and would
eliminate all the small independent oil
companies operating in America. And
those small independent oil companies
happen to drill and operate nearly 95
percent of all the oil and gas wells in
America.

He takes away deductions of the nor-
mal cost of doing business that any-
body in business is allowed to take as
a deduction. Why not? It’s the cost of
doing business. It’s not profit. That
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way, you only tax the profit. And it
eliminates deductions that actually do
not help big o0il companies. They can’t
take those deductions. Only the small
companies can take that deduction.

So the President’s plan, when you
really look at it, instead of looking at
what he says, look at what he did.
What he did was provide the elimi-
nation of the independent oil and gas
companies in America.

And you don’t have to have been to
an Ivy League school. In fact, you’re
better off maybe in figuring this out if
you didn’t, because he had a Harvard
economic advisor at the time. And of
course, Art Laffer, I think the world of
him. I think he’s maybe the best eco-
nomic advisor any President’s ever
had, despite his Harvard education. But
you don’t have to have an Ivy League
education to understand that if this
President had been successful in elimi-
nating every independent oil and gas
company, as his bill would have done,
not only will you eliminate millions of
jobs, including those who derive jobs
from the independent oil and gas busi-
ness as well as the business itself, not
only would you do that, you would
eliminate most of the production in
America.

What does that do? That drives the
price of oil and gasoline way up, dra-
matically up. Natural gas, oil, all of
that goes dramatically up, because the
major oil companies in the world are
not interested in coming in and oper-
ating smaller wells. They go for the big
ones.
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That means there is no competition
to the massive oil and gas companies in
the world. I was shocked to find out in
our Natural Resources Committee
that, if you look at all of the big oil
companies in the world and if you see
them listed just by how much they’ve
got in reserves, the American compa-
nies like Exxon are way down the list.
The biggest oil companies are those op-
erating as single companies in OPEC
nations.

And what would this President do?

He would do what he has done repeat-
edly—he would help foreign countries.
He would help the bigger folks, the big-
ger o0il companies. I'm sure it would
have benefited the fat cats, as he calls
them, on Wall Street, but it would
have put out of business 94, 95 percent
of the oil and gas wells in America.
That meant everybody’s price went up.
How sad is it that one of the few prom-
ises that he kept—I don’t know, it may
be the main promise—was to drive up
the cost of energy in America. Boy, has
he done that.

Now, I love having quotes from peo-
ple who talk about the Congress being
the worst Congress that they can re-
call, especially Republicans, when the
body at the other end of the Hall has
not fulfilled the obligation that they
are required by law to do, and that’s to
pass a budget. Not in over 3 years. So
how are we going to get anything done
in Congress?
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We’ve got a Senate down there, con-
trolled by Democrats, who say, We’re
not going to do our job, and we’re
going to leave over and over on recess,
and we’re never going to do our job be-
cause, if people saw what our budget
really is, they’d get mad at us, so we
don’t want a budget. We just want to
keep spending at these ridiculously
high levels. If we work through a budg-
et, we might have to do like the House
did when they worked through a budg-
et, and we may actually have to cut
some things.

How incredibly disingenuous for any-
one in America to stand up and say,
Gee, we really want to bring down our
spending, and yet everything they pro-
pose, except for the military, creates
more spending. How disingenuous for
anybody in America who stands up and
says, These Republicans want to cut
Medicare; they’re going to destroy
Medicare, if they’ve been awake during
any of the actual bills that have been
passed by the Democrats, especially
during that whole long ordeal when the
Democrats had the House and they had
the Senate and they had the White
House, and when America made it clear
we do not want ObamaCare. They said,
We don’t care. We want it. It’s going to
be more government control.

It really was about the GRE, the gov-
ernment running everything, not just
health care. By the passage of
ObamaCare without one single Repub-
lican vote—mnot a one; it was com-
pletely done with Democratic votes,
this $716 billion in cuts to Medicare—
the Democrats voted that in. The
Democratic President signed it in. It
devastates Medicare more than any-
thing that has ever been done to Medi-
care, and it was without one single Re-
publican vote.

So how in the world could somebody
come in here or anywhere and blame
Republicans for wanting to cut Medi-
care? Now, I blame my leadership. Any-
body who is around can find it.

We should never have agreed with the
Democrats to that stupid supercom-
mittee, deficit ceiling bill. We should
not have. I was assured, No, no, no.
They don’t want $300 billion or $400 bil-
lion-$500 billion in cuts in Medicare,
which would be a sequester. They will
come together, and we’ll reach an
agreement. I pointed out that these are
the same people who cut $716 billion
out of Medicare in ObamaCare. So, of
course. I pointed out, if they don’t have
this supercommittee structure and
refuse to let there be any agreement,
then there is no one in the country who
can be blamed for cutting Medicare ex-
cept the Democrats.

But if they get this bill passed on the
deficit-raising bill and if it requires a
supercommittee to reach an agree-
ment—if they can get that through and
get us to go along with it, thinking
that they’re going to actually reach an
agreement—then they can stonewall
and not reach an agreement no matter
what we offer, and then they get a
twofer. They get hundreds of billions in
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cuts to our national security at a time
when our national security has not
been in this kind of jeopardy since 9/11.
Actually, on 9/11 it wasn’t in the kind
of jeopardy we are in right now, today.

Under this administration, we have
seen a win in Iraq turned into a loss be-
cause of just the total abandonment of
what we created in the way of a friend
in Iraq. Maliki—mow, he’s no friend of
mine. He says I can’t come back in the
country. Yet if I put myself in Maliki’s
situation, who is the leader of Iraq—
and I know Obama has said we’re leav-
ing and we’re not leaving anybody or
anything; we’re leaving—and if you see
America is pulling out and if you see
all this radical stuff going on across
the border in Iran, well, you realize
America is not going to be around to
keep any stability, and I’'m going to
have to start doing what Iran says.

So what did we do?

We created a country. We had a vic-
tory. Even though President Obama, as
a Senator, was against the surge, ev-
erybody said it worked, that we’d won.
Then he pulled us out in such a way
that he snatched defeat out of the jaws
of victory. Now you’ve got Iraq that is
under heavy influence by Iran. Thank
you, President Obama. We’ve got Syria
that is run by a tyrant. Perhaps Syria
was the only place we should have in-
tervened, and this President still
hasn’t gone in and helped there—oh,
no. Because the 57 States that make up
the Organization of the Islamic Con-
ference were all for us going into Egypt
and going into Libya and taking out
two people with whom this administra-
tion had agreements. They loved the
idea of America taking out and helping
take out people that were allies of
ours. They loved that.

Some of us in this body were saying,
Don’t do this. We don’t know who’s
going to take over. These could be
some radicals who will even empower
the radicals more. I mean, you look
across at Tunisia and Libya and Egypt
and Iraq and Iran and Syria and Leb-
anon. You look at these countries and
come on over to Afghanistan—that this
President is losing as we speak—and
Pakistan, which has been harming us
all they could while still taking our
money. Thank you, Secretary of State
Clinton and President Obama. You
look, and you go, oh, my gosh. This is
the makings. This is the massive begin-
ning of a new Ottoman Empire that
President Obama can take great credit
for. Yes, we’re in big trouble here in
America, but, wow, look what he has
helped do in the Middle East. It’s a new
Ottoman Empire. Thank you, Presi-
dent Barack Hussein Obama. This will
be quite a legacy for you.

I'm not one of those who says he is
not a Christian. All I know is that’s be-
tween him and God. What I do know is
he has helped jump-start a new Otto-
man Empire and left our friend and
ally Israel so vulnerable in this sea of
radicalism that he has helped bring to
the surface.

How could any of us who were around
in ’79 not be reminded of President Car-
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ter? He has got to be happy—thank
you. Now I'm not the worst President
in the world. But at the time, he
thought we’ll just turn our backs on
the Shah—not a nice guy, but he was
creating some form of stability. When
he was gone, President Carter called
Ayatollah Khomeini a man of peace.

What a welcome thing.

He came in, and he was the supreme
leader when our Embassy was at-
tacked, which is an act of war—just as
it was in Libya, just like it is in Cairo.
It’s an act of war. Any commander
would make it clear, except President
Carter and President Obama, that
you’ve attacked American soil. You’'ve
attacked us. Under everybody’s form of
international law, you either straight-
en it out, or we’re coming in because
we have a right under international
law to protect ourselves, and if it
means taking your government out be-
cause of what you’ve done or have al-
lowed to be done or have helped fo-
ment, then we do it.

O 1350

In Egypt, this administration helped
bring about what they thought would
be a great thing, an Arab Spring. It’s
turned into an American winter. At the
same time, this administration was
blessing and loving the Occupy Wall
Street movement, even though they
were clearly a bunch of Democrats, a
bunch of kids with iPads, iPhones out
there. There was rape, drugs, all kinds
of illegality and immorality out there
abounding. This administration is say-
ing this is a good thing.

You see the signs all over the place.
Let me show you. At the Occupy move-
ment, you would see signs like this:
ACAB, all cops are—some people said
“bad,” but I've been corrected. The B
stands for something to do with father-
less children. ACAB, that’s at the Oc-
cupy Oakland movement. You can look
at pictures and see all these Occupy
movements and see ACAB everywhere.

Well, I was a little shocked when my
staff points out, Look at that. This was
on a wall in Egypt, and I need some-
body to explain how, among all this Ar-
abic writing by the radicals that have
charged our Embassy in Egypt, how in
the middle of all this Arabic do we get
ACAB? Who’s doing that? There were
rumors of some type of collusion, but
who among those radicals in Egypt is
writing ACAB, which is what you see
at all the Occupy movements in Amer-
ica? Somebody has got some explaining
to do, I would think, but not to this ad-
ministration, because this administra-
tion thinks both the Occupy movement
and the Arab Spring are a great thing,
even though it’s brought to power radi-
cals who want to destroy America, who
want to destroy Israel. How frustrating
for our friend Israel.

When we had friends come in here in
the last hour, they were talking about
Fannie and Freddie. On a personal
basis, I like BARNEY FRANK. He is a
brilliant guy. But it’s not that hard to
go back and find quotes from him
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about the wonderful condition that
Fannie and Freddie were in, and it’s
not hard to find people here on Capitol
Hill that can explain how he stood in
the way of the reforms that some here
on Capitol Hill wanted to do.

We also heard from him that in 2010,
that there was a bunch elected that
don’t understand Congress and a free
society. They were called ‘‘extrem-
ists.” These freshmen that came in
saying, You know what? Everybody
should pay their fair share. It shouldn’t
be 51 percent of Americans paying for
everybody else just because Democrats
want to keep people beholden to them
so they’ll keep voting for them. Once
they get more than half of all the vot-
ers who are getting more than they’re
putting in, we’ve lost the country. It
will be in complete demise. It may be
10 years or so, but once we get to that
point, historically, you do not get that
country back. We would not either, ab-
sent a miracle of God.

We were told during the conventions
that the Republicans do not have a
franchise on God. Everybody at the
Democratic convention was saying, We
love God; we worship God; we love
Israel; we like Jerusalem as a capital.
We heard all this stuff until there was
a vote, and, holy cow, we saw plain and
clear that everybody in the Democratic
convention does not want God men-
tioned. They don’t want to hear about
God. They don’t want to hear about Je-
rusalem being the capital of Israel.
They don’t want it. They apparently
side more with the Palestinians than
they do those who were possessing and
in that land 1,600 years before there
was a man ever talked about named
Muhammad is all you can figure. King
David was there in Hebron, which now
we’re told, Oh, do the Israelis have his-
tory in this land? It’s where David
ruled for 7 years, about 16 to 17 cen-
turies before anybody had ever heard of
Muhammad. How would they not have
a history in that land?

I was talking to Prime Minister
Netanyahu about the history in the
land. He mentioned the story of Ben-
Gurion, who led the ragtag forces to
fight their way back to Jerusalem after
overwhelming forces had driven them
out. The story was—and this was the
first I had heard it, was when the
Prime Minister mentioned it to me,
but I've heard it a number of times
since. He said Ben Gurion was chal-
lenged with, What is your voucher for
claiming this land? And Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu used the word,
“Bible.” I'm sure it was a Torah. He
said that Ben Gurion held up a Bible
and yelled, This is my voucher.

Do they have a history in the land?
How blind do you have to be to not see
it?

With cap-and-trade legislation,
thankfully, we had just a handful of
enough friends on the Democratic side
of the aisle that we were able to stop
that, or it would have tripled or quad-
rupled the price of gasoline. It would
have devastated industry. Industry
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would have had to leave in even bigger
numbers from this country.

We were told about the Bush stim-
ulus, that they got bipartisan votes on
the Bush stimulus. I guess so. Any time
either party talks about giving away
other people’s money, we’re going to
get a bunch of Democrats to go along
with the Republicans that mistakenly
agree to that.

While standing right here in this
aisle as he came by, I asked President
Bush a question. We had found out that
$40 billion of the $160 billion Bush stim-
ulus was going to go to people as re-
bates, even though they didn’t pay an
income tax. Standing right up there,
that’s when I asked the question: Mr.
President, how do you give a rebate to
somebody that didn’t put any bait in?
It’s not a rebate. It’s welfare. Call it
what it is.

My friends across the aisle in the last
hour said they couldn’t even get 100
votes to support President Bush’s ef-
fort to save the economy. He’s talking
about TARP. I would have supported
President Bush’s efforts to save the
economy, but unfortunately that really
good man, smarter than most people
around here give him credit for, witty,
clever, just a joy to be around, but the
problem there was he listened to Hank
Paulson and his cronies who were going
to bail out their buddies who give four
to one to Democrats over Republicans.
That’s what happened.

Paulson did get his way, but we
didn’t have 100 people on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle vote for that be-
cause there was a former FDIC Chair
named Isaac. He and a bunch of econo-
mists had some recommendations.
These were free market recommenda-
tions. The projection was even then
that we have at least $700 billion in
banks overseas that American compa-
nies and American individuals had
earned overseas. They know that if
they bring it into the U.S., they’ll have
to pay 40 to 50 percent tax with all of
the interest and penalties, so they just
leave it in banks overseas. They’d love
to bring it in here, but we’re the only
country that double taxes because we
don’t let people bring in money with-
out hammering the heck out of them,
even though they’ve done a favor, done
a good thing and earned money over-
seas that they’d like to bring here into
America.

Proposal-wise, all you have to do is
say that instead of borrowing 41 cents
to 42 cents out of every dollar and com-
ing up with $700 billion to give away to
Hank Paulson so he can enrich his
friends under that bill—I read it. It was
a disaster. I couldn’t vote for that, be-
cause I read it. It would let him give
money to anybody he wants to, loan
money to whoever he wants to, pay
more than fair market value if, in his
mind somehow, some way, some day, it
might have some possible way of help-
ing our economy.

We don’t do that in America, and
that bill did it. That’s why you didn’t
have 100 votes on this Republican side
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of the aisle for it. Our leadership made
a mistake in supporting it on that Fri-
day. I just call them like I see them.
That was a mistake, but that’s where
we are.

O 1400

We heard, in the last hour, about Re-
publicans who say my way or the high-
way. Are you kidding me? We reached
across the aisle during ObamaCare,
saying, look, there’s a bunch of these
things we can agree on, insurance for
people in your household under 26. We
could do it for insurance across State
lines. There were a number of things
we could agree on.

Insurance companies shouldn’t be
able to punish people for having a pre-
existing condition when the insured
has acted in good faith all along the
way and the insurer messes them
around. We were willing to work things
out. They said, we’ve got the votes. We
don’t need your votes, we don’t want
them.

Well, the truth is we want Demo-
cratic votes on the Republican side,
but we don’t want to keep taking other
people’s money to give it away. I have
heard in here so many times, well, you
know, Jesus talked about helping other
people, the orphans and widows. Well, a
lot of us belong to churches, and we be-
lieve in doing that, that that is what
Jesus said to do.

But I can’t find anywhere in the
Bible where it says, go ye, therefore,
take somebody else’s money—because
you don’t want to do your own—take
somebody else’s money and help the
widows and orphans and other people.
He said you do it, you help them. When
you do that, I can personally tell you,
when you do that you’re individually
blessed. That’s why Jesus said he knew
it would bless the giver more even than
the one who received the gift.

In fact, you want a real example,
what did Zacchaeus do after he met
Jesus? He went and cut taxes. We don’t
even have to get into the fact that he
was going to give a 4-1 rebate, did, to
the people that he had wronged. You
don’t hear that around here.

To continue to hear our friends talk
about ending Medicare as we know it,
that disastrous ObamaCare bill will
end Medicare forever when you cut $716
billion. When you create this
ObamaCare monstrosity, it’s a govern-
ment takeover of so many things, and
it’s disastrous.

Yes, we’re having to leave here, and
I'm not happy about it. I didn’t want
another CR passed. We should have de-
manded that this Democratic majority
at the other end of the hall stick
around until they got a budget as the
law requires them to do and don’t leave
until you do it, and let’s stay here and
get it.

I can promise my friends across the
aisle that all we have to hear is any in-
clination that the Democrats, con-
trolled by HARRY REID in the Senate,
as dictated by President Obama down
Pennsylvania Avenue, if they want to
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work a budget out together, and we can
work these things out together, we will
come back in a heartbeat. We will be
ready to go.

We saw with that supercommittee,
just as I predicted in July of last year,
they didn’t want an agreement. Appar-
ently my friends who were talking in
the last hour didn’t know, but PAT
TOOMEY and some others made a pro-
posal that would have caused more
taxes to have to be paid by the wealthi-
est in the Nation. The top 1 percent
paid 39 percent of the taxes. Well, if
they get 39 percent of the income they
should, but they only get 13 percent of
the income.

They wanted them to pay more.
There was a proposal in good faith by
Republicans, we’ll raise revenue, and it
was reported here locally that, gee,
some of the Democrats said, you know,
this may do the trick. We may get to
an agreement now. This is great.
Thanks for doing this. Since you’re
willing to raise revenue on the rich, we
can reach an agreement.

Then they go away, and they must
have talked to HARRY REID and Presi-
dent Obama, and you can see the game
playing. You have got to go back and
tell them we’re not going to reach an
agreement because our best hope for
winning the Presidency again and hav-
ing control in the Senate is if we tell
America the Republicans won’t reach
an agreement, they are a do-nothing
group. I hope and pray people will look
beyond that and see who really is the
do-nothing.

We have got jobs bills down the hall.
This ought to be a day of renaissance.
This ought to be a day when the econ-
omy is booming. We now know we
could be exporters of energy. We could
be energy independent and export en-
ergy. But this President has a war
against all of the below—that means
all of the energy below the ground—
that we could be using and exporting.
He has got a war against it. All he is in
favor of—as he said, he is for all of the
above—that means wind and solar.

Well, guess what? The sun doesn’t al-
ways shine, the wind doesn’t always
blow. So if that’s what you want for en-
ergy it means you are going to have a
coal plant, a natural gas plant, some-
thing, a hydroelectric plant, and then
you are going to have two or three
times as many transmission lines.

When you mandate wind and solar,
and they don’t provide energy all the
time, they can’t, then you are going to
have a source from somewhere. Now we
are doubling and tripling and going to
force the price of energy to go up be-
cause we’re going to demand Solyndras
and that kind of thing so this adminis-
tration can reward their cronies.

We’re at trouble within and without.
I just want to remind my friends, this
was reported in The New York Times,
December 9, 2008, ‘6 Charged in 9/11 At-
tacks Seek to Plead Guilty”:

At the start of what had been listed as rou-
tine proceedings Monday, Judge Henley said
he had received a written statement from
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the five men dated November 4 saying they
planned to stop filing legal motions and ‘‘to
announce our confessions to plea in full.”

They were pleading guilty. We got
the transcript. Khalid Sheikh Moham-
med admitted guilt. He admitted. He
confessed to all kinds of heinous kinds.

Then this administration, President
Obama and Eric Holder announced they
want a New York City show trial that
would have endangered New York yet
again, as if they hadn’t had enough
trauma, and would have put a trial in
there. Immediately these guys with-
draw their plea. We’re not going to
plead guilty, we can get a show trial in
New York. These guys who are running
things here don’t know what they’re
doing. What a disaster that would have
been.

As far as the great contribution, the
great work that’s being done in Af-
ghanistan, we took a war where we
were making progress, and here are the
actual DOD numbers. You see that
under Commander in Chief Bush there
were 625 Americans, our precious,
priceless men and women, who were
killed from October of 2001 to the end
of 2008, 625 precious lives.

Bush goes out, President Obama
comes in, January of 2009, and by the
end of August there had been a sub-
total of 1,474 additional American men
and women Kkilled under Commander
Obama. Not only that, 14,817 people had
been wounded, Americans had been
wounded, lose arms, lose legs, disas-
trous disabilities, under Commander
Obama as compared to the 2,638 ter-
rible wounds that were inflicted on
Americans under Commander Bush.

Our President has been in command
of 70 percent of the deaths in Afghani-
stan, though he has been commanding
half the time, and has 84 percent of the
wounds.

The parents of one of the SEAL Team
6 that was Kkilled on the Chinook Au-
gust 6 of 2011, they were in the briefing.
They have said this publicly, that’s
why I will say it again. One of the par-
ents asked, ‘‘If this was so terrible, this
was such a hotbed, you knew it was a
hotbed, a lot of aircraft, American air-
craft have been fired on recently, why
would you allow this Chinook to go in?
Why wouldn’t you send in a drone?”’

The answer from the general who was
doing the briefing, they said was, be-
cause we’re trying to win the hearts
and minds in Afghanistan. You’re let-
ting our SEAL team be killed when
you are trying to win the hearts and
minds? That’s not the job of the mili-
tary. The military’s job is to go in, de-
feat an enemy, and come out, and
we’ve got to get back to that.

This President has presided over 70
percent of the deaths in Afghanistan, a
disastrous job. It’s time to bring the
President home, as well as bringing our
military home. We could just say what
President Bush did in October of 2001.
We are going to provide embedded
troops. We are going to let the enemy
of our enemy be our friend. Not to this
administration; they are the enemy.
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The enemy of our enemy is our enemy
to Obama. But I have met with them a
couple of times this year. They are our
friends.

0 1410

They’re Muslim. They’re our friends.
They don’t want to live under the ty-
rannical rule of the Taliban. And
they’re willing to fight, as they have,
and die with Americans for that free-
dom. And so we don’t let a renegade
group like the Taliban that wants to
destroy America be out.

Make no mistake, the Blind Sheik
was the object of release by a candidate
named Morsi in Egypt. He said, I want
the Blind Sheik released. When I'm
elected president, I'm going to demand
and I'm going to get it.

Just a day before 9/11 this year, last
week, you had the brother of the al
Qaeda leader, Zawahiri, saying he was
ready to broker a deal that would pre-
vent lots of violence. He also knew the
day before that there was an obscure
video nobody had ever seen and wasn’t
going to inflame anybody, but he knew
that his buddies, the Muslim Brother-
hood, the Egyptian Government, the
Egyptian television stations would
convert that, translate that into a lan-
guage that they would inflame people
that they would do violence in the Mid-
dle East. And they did. The second day
of that broadcasting here is Zawahiri
saying, Hey, I can broker a deal. Just
release the Blind Sheik, some other
murdering thugs, and we’ll work a deal
out.

This administration has offered to re-
lease other murdering thugs of the
Taliban and to buy them an office in
Qatar if they’ll just sit down and talk.
That’s not the way you do foreign di-
plomacy. You reward our friends so
others want to be our friends and you
punish our enemies so they don’t want
to be our enemies. This President has
it backwards. He said, They’ll look at
me different because I'm the first
President to have ever grown up in a
Muslim country—the years he spent in
Indonesia. Well, I wonder if that might
be true. Maybe they will. Maybe they’ll
want to be friends.

Well, the proof is in. The approval
rating of the United States in those
Muslim countries where we’ve been was
33 percent—which was terrible—under
President Bush in 2008. And now under
this President we see a report it’s now
15 percent, under this guy who was
going to be our President and the Mus-
lim countries would love us. They
don’t. Because in Muslim countries the
real people, the people that we really
need to reach out to, not the leaders
that hate us and want to destroy us but
the real people, they respect a country
who understands who’s their enemy
and who’s their friend. They have no
respect for a country that tries to do
what would be the equivalent of a
child—and TI've been there on the
schoolyard, picked on by bullies. I was
little growing up. But I can tell you, I
had my nose bloodied many a time.
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You don’t win respect nor love from a
bully by giving him your lunch money
or begging him to be nice to you. Not
only do they not love you, not respect
you; they gain even more contempt for
you. And that’s what we’re seeing hap-
pen.

This President is trying to buy affec-
tion from people who were bullies, who
are radical Islamists that want to de-
stroy us. You’re not going to get love
and affection. You get contempt. It
helps other people join in the fight
against us. This President is doing
great damage to us. And it’s time to
bring his Presidency to a peaceful, law-
abiding end with the election.

Things look tragic around the world
unless we have a new Commander in
Chief and a new leader who wants to
rein in the spending. And one thing I'll
promise my colleagues across the aisle,
if you want to go back to that runaway
spending that was too much in 2008,
that Speaker PELOSI presided over and
HARRY REID had in the Senate and that
ended in the last day of September, you
want to go right back to that total
amount being spent, I'm with you. I'll
vote. I'll do it bipartisan and I’ll bring
a bunch of people with us and we’ll
bring down a trillion dollars a year in
spending. How about that? That’s pret-
ty bipartisan, isn’t it? Go back to a
Democratic budget of 2008. Well, I offer
that. Let’s see how many Democrats
are bipartisan enough to take us up on
it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———

RHETORIC VERSUS REALITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
5, 2011, the Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) for
30 minutes.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, nearly 4 years ago, Barack Obama
was swept into office by the strength of
his rhetoric; but the profound dif-
ference between Mr. Obama’s rhetoric
and the reality Americans have actu-
ally lived under in his Presidency is
something every American has a pro-
found responsibility to understand.

Mr. Obama’s rhetoric on jobs and the
economy 4 years ago was:

We have to have a President who under-
stands that the essence of the American
Dream is a good job.

But the reality under Mr. Obama’s
Presidency is the highest sustained un-
employment since the Great Depres-
sion. The percentage of people partici-
pating in America’s labor market
under this Presidency has fallen to 63.5
percent. That is the lowest rate since
Jimmy Carter was President 31 years
ago. Manufacturing unemployment has
fallen to its lowest levels since 1941.
The number of unemployed Americans
eclipsed 15 million for the first time in
history. The number of people forced to
work part-time for economic reasons
eclipsed 8 million for the first time in
history.
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Under Mr. Obama’s Presidency, the
average time it takes Americans to
find a job reached the highest total in
the history of the statistics being
measured. And for the first time in his-
tory, Mr. Speaker, over 4 million
Americans have stopped looking for
work altogether.

Mr. Obama’s rhetoric on government
spending and debt 4 years ago was:

America has a debt problem and a failure
of leadership. That’s irresponsible. That’s
unpatriotic.

But the reality under Mr. Obama’s
Presidency is that he had in the first
year he was in office the first $1 tril-
lion deficit in history. He’s done that 4
years in a row now. Mr. Obama always
loves to blame his predecessor. How-
ever, the deficit for all of 2007 was $161
billion, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Obama in-
creased the debt by that much in just 1
month. In 2007, America’s debt to GDP
ratio was 62 percent. According to IMF,
it will hit 100 percent this year.

Mr. Obama spent nearly $1 trillion on
a failed stimulus bill shortly after
being reelected and then shoved a gov-
ernment takeover of our health care
industry down the throats of the Amer-
ican people, which is now projected to
cost well over $2 trillion. He spent $3
billion on a Cash for Clunkers program
that went bankrupt the first week. He
spent $29 million to bail out Bear
Stearns, $300 to bail out Citigroup, $85
to bail out AIG, $10 billion to bail out
union pension plans, and $50 billion to
bail out General Motors.

Mr. Speaker, under the budgets
Barack Obama has already submitted
to the Congress, he will add more to
America’s debt than all of the out-
standing debt of all of the other 43
Presidents in American history com-
bined. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if we all
understand where America is headed
under this President.

Mr. Obama’s rhetoric on health care
4 years ago was:

We’ll work with your employer to lower
your premiums by $24,600 per family, per
year.

But the reality under Mr. Obama’s
Presidency was that the cost of Amer-
ican family health insurance per year
has gone from $12,680 per year to over
$20,000 per year in 2012. And that’s be-
fore the enormous increases Americans
will inevitably see under ObamaCare.

Mr. Speaker, the European socialist
health care system is a nightmare, a
bureaucracy, rationing, and sub-
standard health care. Yet it is Mr.
Obama’s model for America.

Mr. Obama’s rhetoric on energy 4
years ago was:

Creating a new energy economy isn’t just a
challenge to me, it’s an opportunity to
seize—an opportunity that will create new
businesses, new industries, and millions of
new jobs.

That sounded good, but the reality
under Mr. Obama’s Presidency is that
his much-touted green jobs economy
never materialized. The administration
forced through a $5635 million loan for
Solyndra, a solar company backed by a
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major Obama supporter and praised by
Mr. Obama himself. The company filed
for bankruptcy 15 months later, after
the administration intervened on the
company’s behalf, leaving taxpayers on
the hook.

But far from learning his lesson, a
few months later the administration
was again doling out billions more in
loan guarantees to more solar compa-
nies, many of which later held massive
layoffs and went bankrupt.
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All told, of the $9 billion the Presi-
dent has spent so far on green jobs, 910
new, long-term jobs have been created.
That’s $9.8 million per job charged to
the American taxpayer, Mr. Speaker.
So much for his millions of green jobs.

Meanwhile, the President has op-
posed actual progress in the energy
sector, including his continued efforts
to block new domestic drilling, the ad-
ministration’s seizure and closing of
millions of acres of uranium-rich land
in my own district and the Keystone
Pipeline project that would have im-
mediately created 20,000 jobs, in addi-
tion to attracting billions of dollars in
new investments to a struggling
Obama economy.

Perhaps none of this should be sur-
prising coming from a President whose
own Energy Secretary said:

Somehow, we have to figure out how to
boost the price of gasoline to the levels of
Europe.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Obama’s rhetoric
on poverty 4 years ago was:

Poverty is not an issue I just discovered
for the purposes of a campaign. It is the
cause that led me to a life of public service
for almost 25 years.

But the reality under Mr. Obama’s
Presidency is that the income gap be-
tween rich and poor reached its highest
level in over 40 years. In 2008, just be-
fore the President took office, there
were about 39.8 million Americans liv-
ing in poverty. Today, that number is
nearly 50 million. Under Mr. Obama’s
policies, the American poverty rate hit
the highest level in the 52-year history
of the statistic being measured.

According to a report in the Wash-
ington Examiner, the number of able-
bodied adults on food stamps doubled
since Mr. Obama suspended the work
requirement. More than 46 million
Americans are now receiving food
stamps. That’s an increase of 44 per-
cent since January of 2009. And it is
higher than at any other time in Amer-
ican history.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Obama seems to be-
lieve that a dependent population will
also be an obedient population. And so
dependency and deception have become
the core essence of his Presidency.

President Obama’s rhetoric on for-
eign policy and national security 4
yvears ago was many different things,
but the reality, under Mr. Obama, was
that he has broken promises to trusted
allies and told the Kremlin that he will
have more ‘‘flexibility” to do what
they want him to do after he’s re-
elected, after the election.
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Iran publicly proclaims their anx-
iousness to share the nuclear tech-
nology that they are so rapidly work-
ing to develop. If Iran successfully
gains nuclear weapons, they will give
them to terrorists the world over, Mr.
Speaker, and you and I and our chil-
dren, and perhaps our children’s chil-
dren, will live in the shadow of nuclear
terrorism. Yet President Obama is ac-
tively working against efforts to secure
even America’s porous southern border,
which is currently an incredibly invit-
ing target for terrorists looking to
smuggle a weapon of mass destruction
into the United States.

Mr. Obama pledged ‘‘unshakeable
commitment’ to Israel’s security. Yet
he turned down a meeting with the
Prime Minister of Israel to appear in-
stead on David Letterman, and he re-
fuses to even acknowledge Jerusalem
as Israel’s capital.

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad recently said
Israel’s existence is ‘‘an insult to all
humanity,” and Iran’s Ayatollah
Khamenei has called Israel a ‘‘can-
cerous tumor’”’ that must be wiped out.
Yet Mr. Obama has expressed more
open rebuke toward Israel for building
houses in their own capital city than
he has toward Iran for building nuclear
weapons with which to threaten the en-
tire human family.

Mr. Speaker, I literally don’t have
time to thoroughly cover all of this ad-
ministration’s broken promises.

He promised to hold televised debate
forums over ObamaCare. That never
happened. He promised lobbyists
“won’t find a job in my White House,”
but that happened at least a dozen
times within the first month of his ad-
ministration. He appointed more czars
in his administration in America than
all of the czars that ever existed in the
history of Imperial Russia.

He promised to eliminate income
taxes for seniors making less than
$50,000. He never even tried.

He promised he wouldn’t ‘‘sign any
nonemergency bill without giving the
American public an opportunity to re-
view and comment on the White House
Web site for 5 days.” A little over a
month into his term, that section of
the White House Web site was com-
pletely removed.

Mr. Obama said the Federal Govern-
ment was ‘‘not living up to its own re-
sponsibilities,”” while his own campaign
has actually sued to make it more dif-
ficult for our men and women in uni-
form to even vote.

Mr. Obama gave lip service to enforc-
ing immigration laws, and then sued
my State of Arizona for enforcing im-
migration laws his administration re-
fused to enforce.

While forcing through government
loans to failed green energy companies
led by his friends like Solyndra, he has
stood in the way of domestic energy
production, seizing hundreds of thou-
sands of acres of resource-rich land and
blocking domestic drilling for oil, in-
cluding in areas that were already open
to drilling.
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The day he took office, a gallon of
gas was $1.89. It is almost $4 a gallon
today.

Mr. Speaker, if America produced its
own energy and did not buy so much
oil from the Middle Eastern countries,
terrorists wouldn’t have enough money
to buy a box of sparklers to hurt this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I have tried to lay out
the difference between the rhetoric and
the reality of this administration.

You know, I've often heard it said in
recent days that America faces a cross-
roads in the approaching election, but
I’'m afraid that’s no longer the case,
Mr. Speaker. No, I'm afraid America
took the wrong fork in the road back
when we elected Barack Obama 4 years
ago, and we are now heading rapidly
and precisely the wrong direction.

He has nominated judges who con-
temptuously ignore the Constitution.
He has proudly served as the most pro-
abortion President in history. He has
forced government-run healthcare
down the throats of unwilling Ameri-
cans. He oversaw the first downgrade of
America’s AAA credit rating. He has
increased unemployment, increased the
number of Americans on food stamps.
He has thrown hundreds of billions of
dollars at failed programs. He has
weakened our military. He has bla-
tantly attacked religious freedoms in
America. He has allowed Iran to ad-
vance their nuclear weapons program;
and while abroad, he has continually
apologized for America, betrayed our
friends, and emboldened our enemies.
I’'m afraid we see the results of some of
that even in these recent days.

I would suggest to you that his prom-
ise to fundamentally transform Amer-
ica was no bluff, Mr. Speaker. If this is
what Mr. Obama has done in his first 4
years, how much more radical will his
agenda be if he secures a second term
and no longer has to worry about re-
election?

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of our chil-
dren and our children’s children, and
for all of America’s most noble dreams
and ideals, it is absolutely vital that
we elect a President who will stand up
and arrest this national freefall into
which Mr. Obama and his radical leftist
ideology have hurled America.

May God give us all the wisdom and
the courage to remember who we are as
Americans and that there is still hope
and time to be all that we were called
by God to be as a Nation.

We must not fail, Mr. Speaker.

I yield back the balance of my time.

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 31 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 4
o’clock and 10 minutes p.m.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BERMAN (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.

————————

ADJOURNMENT

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the House stands adjourned until 10
a.m. on Tuesday next.

There was no objection.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 11 min-
utes p.m.), under its previous order, the

House adjourned until Tuesday, Sep-
tember 25, 2012, at 10 a.m.
——
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

7963. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Flumioxazin; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0593; FRI.-9358-3]
received September 20, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

7964. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Cyazofamid; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0906; FRI.-9361-8]
received September 20, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

7965. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Didecyl Dimethyl Ammo-
nium Carbonate and Didecyl Dimethyl Am-
monium Bicarbonate; Exemption from the
Requirement of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-
2011-0950; FRIL-9359-5] received August 21,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

7966. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Pesticide Tolerance Crop
Grouping Program III; Revisions to General
Tolerance Regulations [EPA-HQ-OPP-2006-
0766; FRL-9354-3] (RIN: 2070-AJ28) received

August 21, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

7967. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for Legislation and Regulations, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Federal Housing Administration
(FHA): Section 232 Healthcare Facility In-
surance Program-Strengthening Account-
ability and Regulatory Revisions Update
[Docket No.: FR-5465 F-02] (RIN: 2502-AJ05)
received September 18, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

7968. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans-
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mitting the Commission’s final rule — Revi-
sions of Safety Standards for Durable Infant
or Toddler Products: Infant Bath Seats and
Full-Size Cribs received September 18, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7969. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Divison, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — protection of Stratospheric
Ozone: Listing Substitutes for Ozone-Deplet-
ing Substances —— Fire Suppression and Ex-
plosion Protection [EPA-HQ-OAR-2011-0111;
FRL-9729-5] received September 18, 2012, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7970. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; State of Missouri
[EPA-R07-OAR-2012-0596;  FRL-9731-3] re-
ceived September 18, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

7971. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Revisions to the
Nevada State Implementation Plan; Sta-
tionary Source Permits [EPA-R09-OAR-2012-
0141; FR1-9728-6] received September 18, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7972. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Mississippi: New
Source Review-Prevention of Significant De-
terioration; Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
[EPA-R04-2012-0081; FRIL.-9728-2] received Sep-
tember 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7973. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Arizona; Nogales
PM10 Nonattainment Area Plan [EPA-R09-
OAR-2012-0458; FRL-9730-8] received Sep-
tember 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7974. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; New Mexico; Albu-
querque/Bernalillo County: Infrastructure
and Interstate Transport Requirements for
the 1997 and 2008 Ozone and the 1997 and 2006
PM2.5 NAAQS [EPA-R06-OAR-2009-0648- FRL-
9728-7] received September 18, 2012, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

7975. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Mangement Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
Maryland- Revision for the Control of Vola-
tile Organic Compounds Emissions from Ve-
hicle Refinishing [EPA-R03-OAR-2012-0468;
FRL-9731-7] received September 20, 2012, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7976. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania; Section 110(a)(2)
Infrastructure Requirements for the 1997 8-
Hour Ozone and the 1997 and 2006 Fine Par-
ticulate Matter National Ambient Air Qual-
ity Standards [EPA-R03-OAR-2010-0159; FRL-
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9731-9] received September 20, 2012, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

7977. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; Adhesives and Sealants Rule [EPA-
R03-OAR-2011-0617; FRL-9731-6] received Sep-
tember 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7978. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Disapproval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
State of Utah; Revisions to Open Burning
Regulations [EPA-R08-OAR-2007-1034; FRL-
9732-1] received September 20, 2012, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

7979. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Regulation of Fuels and
Fuel Additives: 2013 Biomass-Based Diesel
Renewable Fuel Volume [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0133; FRL-9678-7] (RIN: 2060-AR55) received
September 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7980. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
[EPA-R09-OAR-2012-0236; FRL-9711-2]  re-
ceived August 31, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7981. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions of Five California
Clean Air Act Title V Operating Permits
Programs [EPA-R09-OAR-2011-0955; FR1-9724-
2] received August 31, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

7982. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Standards of Performance
for Petroleum Refineries; Standards of Per-
formance for Petroleum Refineries for Which
Construction, Reconstruction, or Modifica-
tion Commenced After May 14, 2007 [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2007-0011; FRL-9672-3] (RIN: 2060-
ANT2) received August 31, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

7983. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Polychlorinated Biphenyls
(PCBs): Revisions to Manifesting Regula-
tions [EPA-HQ-RCRA-2011-0524; FRL-9703-1]
(RIN: 2050-AGT71) received August 31, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7984. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Dela-
ware; Section 110(a)(2) Infrastructure Re-
quirements for the 2008 Lead National Ambi-
ent Air Quality Standards [EPA-R03-OAR-
2012-0376; FRIL-9725-3] received September 5,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

7985. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — LAND DISPOSAL RE-
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STRICTIONS: Site Specific Treatment Vari-
ance for Hazardous Selenium-Bearing Waste
Treated by U.S. Ecology Nevada in Beatty,
Nevada [EPA-HQ-RCRA-2010-0851; FRL-9715-
3] received August 21, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

7986. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West
Virginia; Section 110(a)(2) Infrastructure Re-
quirements for the 2008 Lead National Ambi-
ent Air Quality Standards [EPA-R03-OAR-
2012-0436; FRL-9725-1] received September 5,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

7987. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Nonconformance Penalities
for On-highway Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines
[AMS-FRL-9716-5] received September 5, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7988. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Divison, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — National Emission Stand-
ards for Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions:
Hard and Decorative Chromium Electro-
plating and Chromium Anodizing Tanks; and
Steel Picking—HC1 Process Facilities and
Hydrochloric Acid Regeneration Plants
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0600; FRL-9709-9] (RIN:
2060-AQ60) received August 21, 2012, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

7989. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Evironmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Significant New Use Rules
on Certain Chemical Substances [EPA-HQ-
OPPT-2011-0941; FRL-9357-2] (RIN: 2070-AB27)
received September 18, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

7990. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Alabama: General
and Transportation Conformity & New
Source Review Prevention of Significant for
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) [EPA-R04-
0OAR-2012-0079; FRL-9731-5] received Sep-
tember 20, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7991. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Initial Test Program of Conden-
sate and Feedwater Systems for Light-Water
Reactors [Regulatory Guide 1.68.1] received
September 18, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7992. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Model Safety Evaluation for
Plant-Specific Adoption of Technical Speci-
fications Task Force Traveler TSTF-522, Re-
vision 0, ‘“Revise Ventilation System Sur-
veillance Requirements to Operate for 10
Hours per Month”, Using the Consolidated
Line Item Improvement Process [Project No.
7563; NRC-2012-XXXX] received September 18,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

7993. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — NRC Procedures for Placement
and Monitoring of Work with Federal Agen-
cies other than U.S. Department of Energy
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(DOE) Laboratory Work received September
20, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

7994. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Addition of Certain Persons to
the Entity List; Removal of Person from the
Entity List Based on Removal Request; and
Implementation of Entity List Annual Re-
view Changes [Docket No.: 120813330-2330-01]
(RIN: 0694-AF74) received September 13, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

7995. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Updated Statements of Legal
Authority for the Export Administration
Regulations [Docket No.: 120820369-2369-01]
(RIN: 0694-AF178) received September 13, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

7996. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Privacy Act; Implementation [Docket Num-
ber: NIH-2011-0001] received August 28, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

7997. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Privacy Act, Exempt Record System [Docket
No. FDA-2011-N-0252] received August 28,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

7998. A letter from the Senior Procurement
Executive/Deputy Chief Acquisition Officer,
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation; Federal Acqui-
sition Circular 2005-61; Introduction [Docket
FAR: 2012-0080, Sequence 6] received Sep-
tember 13, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

7999. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Montana Regulatory Program [STATS No.:
MT-034-FOR; Docket ID No. OSM-2011-0018]
received September 13, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

8000. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Texas Regulatory Program [STATS No.: TX-
064-FOR; Docket ID: OSM-2012-0005] received
September 13, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

8001. A letter from the Chief, Branch of
Listing, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — En-
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Determination of Endangered Status
for the Chupadera Springsnail and Designa-
tion of Critical Habitat [Docket No.: FWS-
R2-ES-2011-0042] (RIN: 1018-AV86) received
September 19, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

8002. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic; 2012-2013 Accountability
Measure and Closure for Gulf King Mackerel
in Western Zone [Docket No.: 001005281-0369-
02] (RIN: 0648-XC160) received September 12,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.
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8003. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Atlantic Mackerel,
Squid, and Butterfish Fisheries; Closure of
the 2012 Trimester 2 Directed Longfin Squid
Fishery [Docket No.: 110707371-2136-02] (RIN:
0648-XC098) received September 19, 2012, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

8004. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Snapper-Grouper Fishery of the
South Atlantic; 2012 Recreational Account-
ability Measure and Closure for South Atlan-
tic Golden Tilefish [Docket No.: 0907271173-
0629-03] (RIN: 0648-XC025) received September
19, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

8005. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Marine Recreational Fisheries of the United
States; National Saltwater Angler Registry
and State Exemption Program [Docket No.:
12018050-2049-01] (RIN: 0648-BB49) received
September 19, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

8006. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mex-
ico; 2012 Commercial Accountability Meas-
ure and Closure for Gulf of Mexico Gray
Triggerfish [Docket No.: 120417412-2412-01]
(RIN: 0648-XCOQO76) received August 24, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

8007. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pacific Cod
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man-
agement Area [Docket No.: 111213751-2102-02]
(RIN: 0648-XC202) received September 19,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

8008. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
transmitting the 2011 annual report on the
activities and operations of the Public Integ-
rity Section, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 529; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

8009. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Carbon
Dioxide Fire Suppression Systems on Com-
mercial Vessels [USCG-2006-24797] (RIN: 1625-
AB44) received August 28, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

8010. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Ocean Dumping; Designa-
tion of Ocean Dredged Material Disposal
Sites Offshore of Yaquina Bay, Oregon [EPA-
R10-OW-2012-0197; FRL-9724-7] received Sep-
tember 5, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8011. A letter from the Director of Regula-
tion Policy and Management; Office of the
General Counsel, Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Sharing Information Between the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs and the Depart-
ment of Defense (RIN: 2900-AN95) received
September 5, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

8012. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tion Policy and Management; Office of the
General Counsel, Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Guide and Service Dogs (RIN: 2900-
ANb51) received September 5, 2012, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

8013. A letter from the Chief, Trade and
Commercial Regulations Branch, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Extension of
Import Restrictions Imposed on Archae-
ological Material from Mali [CBP Dec. 12-14]
(RIN: 15615-AD91) received September 19, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

8014. A letter from the Chief, Trade and
Commercial Regulations Branch, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Technical Cor-
rections Relating to the Rules of Origin for
Goods Imported Under the NAFTA and for
Textile and Apparel Products [CBP Dec. 12-
15] received September 19, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

8015. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Rev-
enue Procedure Modifying Rev. Proc. 2011-14
and Rev. Proc. 97-27 (Rev. Proc. 2012-39) re-
ceived September 19, 2012; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

8016. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Ex-
amination of returns and claims for refund,
credit, or abatement; determination of tax
liability (Rev. Proc. 2012-40) received Sep-
tember 19, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

8017. A letter from the Director, Acquisi-
tion Policy and Legislation Branch, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Homeland Se-
curity Acquisition Regulation (HSAR); Revi-
sion Initiative [HSAR Case 2009-002] [Docket
No.: DHS-2009-0085] (RIN: 1601-AA28) received
September 4, 2012, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Homeland
Security.

—————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 6016. A bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to provide
for administrative leave requirements with
respect to Senior Executive Service employ-
ees, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 112-686). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. H.R. 4369. A bill to amend title 11 of
the United States Code to require the public
disclosure by trusts established under sec-
tion 524(g) of such title, of quarterly reports
that contain detailed information regarding
the receipt and disposition of claims for inju-
ries based on exposure to asbestos, and the
filing of such reports with the Executive Of-
fice for United States Trustees; with amend-
ments (Rept. 112-687). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. H.R. 2572. A billto amend title 18,
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United States Code, to deter public corrup-
tion, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 112-688). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. A Citizen’s Guide On
Using The Freedom Of Information Act And
The Privacy Act Of 1974 To Request Govern-
ment Records (Rept. 112-689). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce discharged
from further consideration. H.R. 3674 re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

———

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII, the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

[Omitted from the Record of September 20, 2012]

H.R. 3283. Referral to the Committee on
Agriculture extended for a period ending not
later than November 30, 2012.

—————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr.
Poris, Mr. IssA, and Ms. ZOE LoOF-
GREN of California):

H.R. 6480. A bill to adopt fair standards and
procedures by which determinations of Copy-
right Royalty Judges are made with respect
to webcasting, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LATHAM (for himself and Mr.
MCINTYRE):

H.R. 6481. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to issue loan guarantees for pur-
poses of financing improvements to school
lunch facilities, training school food service
personnel, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
and in addition to the Committee on Agri-
culture, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BURGESS (for himself, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr.
WOMACK, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. LANCE,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. GINGREY of
Georgia, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. GRIFFIN of
Arkansas, Ms. GRANGER, Ms. LEE of

California, Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms.
MOORE, Mr. DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr.
FLEISCHMANN, and Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD):

H.R. 6482. A Dbill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 respecting the scor-
ing of preventive health savings; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

By Ms. BONAMICI (for herself, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. CLARKE
of Michigan, Mr. FILNER, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. SAR-
BANES, and Ms. CHU):

H.R. 6483. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to address certain issues related
to the extension of consumer credit, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Mr. GARAMENDI (for himself, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.



H6274

THOMPSON of California, Mr. MCNER-
NEY, and Ms. MATSUI):

H.R. 6484. A bill to amend the Calfed Bay-
Delta Authorization Act to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to provide assist-
ance to non-Federal interests for levee sta-
bility improvements located within the Sac-
ramento-San Joaquin Delta related to Bu-
reau of Reclamation Central Valley Project
water deliveries, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself and
Mr. TIERNEY):

H.R. 6485. A bill to establish requirements
relating to the provision of certain products
to the Government of Afghanistan, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. McCKINLEY (for himself, Mr.
BisHOP of Utah, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr.
GARDNER):

H.R. 6486. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to decrease the annual effect on
the economy that a rule must have to be a
major rule from $100,000,000 to $50,000,000 for
the purpose of increasing the number of rules
for which Congress can use the resolution of
disapproval procedure to disapprove a major
rule, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McKINLEY (for himself, Mr.
CRITZ, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr. RUSH):

H.R. 6487. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for
the expansion of manufacturing in the
United States; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DENHAM (for himself, Mr.
McKEON, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr.
WALz of Minnesota, Mr. WEST, Mr.
STIVERS, Mr. RIGELL, Mr. CRAVAACK,
Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, and Mr.
FARENTHOLD):

H.R. 6488. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to extend military commissary
and exchange store privileges, without time-
period limitation, to members of the Armed
Forces who are involuntarily separated with
a service-connected disability and also to ex-
tend such privileges to their dependents; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HALL (for himself and Mr.
BOREN):

H.R. 6489. A bill to reauthorize the Na-
tional Integrated Drought Information Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology.

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. ALTMIRE, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
DEUTCH, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, Ms. CAsTOR of Florida, Mr.
TIBERI, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. BARROW, Mr. KING of
Iowa, Mr. KELLY, Mr. LATOURETTE,
and Mrs. ELLMERS):

H.R. 6490. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to establish a market
pricing program for durable medical equip-
ment, prosthetics, orthotics, and supplies
(DMEPOS) under part B of the Medicare pro-
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. CULBERSON (for himself, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
CUELLAR, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
OLSON, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. WEST, Mr.
MACK, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. CARTER,
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Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
McCAUL, and Mr. WITTMAN):

H.R. 6491. A bill to preserve American
space leadership, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, and in addition to the Committee on
the Budget, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6492. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment, in the Office of Pavement Tech-
nology of the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, of the position of Recovered Mineral
Component Ombudsman; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6493. A bill to create jobs by attract-
ing global investment to economically dis-
tressed urban areas, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for
himself, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. LAR-
SEN of Washington, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
DINGELL, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. LUJAN, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. McCOLLUM,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. CHU, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
HEINRICH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KING of
New York, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
STARK, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. MORAN,
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. KIND, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Mr. FARR, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
PERLMUTTER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Ms. NORTON, Mr. DEFA-
710, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. PINGREE of
Maine, Ms. EsHOO, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
KUCINICH, and Mr. REICHERT):

H.R. 6494. A bill to award posthumously a
Congressional Gold Medal to Stewart Lee
Udall, in recognition of his contributions to
the nation; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mr. AMASH (for himself and Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina):

H.R. 6495. A bill to prohibit the payment of
surcharges for commemorative coin pro-
grams to private organizations or entities,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. AMODETI:

H.R. 6496. A bill to reauthorize grants to
enhance State and local efforts to combat
trafficking in persons; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. AMODEI:

H.R. 6497. A Dbill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain public lands under the juris-
diction of the Bureau of Land Management
in and around historic mining townsites in
Nevada, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mrs. BACHMANN:

H.R. 6498. A Dbill to amend section 1932 of
the Social Security Act to require inde-
pendent audits and actuarial services under
Medicaid managed care programs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. BARROW:

H.R. 6499. A Dbill to amend part C of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 to include the pay of
Members of Congress within the coverage of
the Act; to the Committee on the Budget.

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. CLAY, and Ms. NORTON):

H.R. 6500. A bill to establish the Detroit
Jobs Trust Fund and to temporarily provide
a zero percent capital gains rate for certain
new investments in Detroit, Michigan; to the
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Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BERG:

H.R. 6501. A bill to prohibit the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency from finalizing certain proposed
rules under the Clean Air Act if a State regu-
latory authority gives notice that such a
rule will lead to a 3 percent or greater in-
crease in the price of electricity for end-use
consumers; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY, and Ms. DELAURO):

H.R. 6502. A Dbill to amend title V of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to
provide for extensions of marketing exclu-
sivity periods for drugs in certain combina-
tions of such drugs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BILBRAY:

H.R. 6503. A bill to promote the develop-
ment of renewable energy on certain Federal
land, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, and in addition
to the Committees on Agriculture, and
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Mrs.
ELLMERS, and Mr. CICILLINE):

H.R. 6504. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 to provide for in-
creased limitations on leverage for multiple
licenses under common control, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Small
Business.

By Mr. CICILLINE:

H.R. 6505. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Commission on the Advance-
ment of Social Enterprise; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. COURTNEY (for himself, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. TONKO, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Mr. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, and
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut):

H.R. 6506. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Opportunity Act to add disclosure re-
quirements to the institution financial aid
offer form and to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to make such form manda-
tory; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. CRAVAACK:

H.R. 6507. A bill to provide that any State
implementation plan submitted pursuant to
the Clean Air Act to address impairment of
visibility shall apply for such State until
2022 with respect to emissions from taconite
ore processing facilities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self, Ms. RICHARDSON, and Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY):

H.R. 6508. A bill to direct the Federal Trade
Commission to promulgate rules requiring
an Internet merchant to disclose the use of a
price-altering computer program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. PAL-
LONE, and Mrs. LOWEY):

H.R. 6509. A bill to establish limitations on
the quantity of total arsenic in rice and rice
products under chapter IV of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.
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By Mr. DEUTCH (for himself, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, and Mr. ANDREWS):

H.R. 6510. A bill to require holders of Fed-
eral student loans and private education
loans to apply prepayment amounts toward
loans with the highest rates of interest; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

By Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina (for
himself, Mr. WEST, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. MARINO, Mr. GRIFFIN
of Arkansas, Mr. GOwDY, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. FRANKS of
Arizona, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. KISSELL,
Ms. BUERKLE, Mr. HARRIS, and Mr.
ROGERS of Michigan):

H.R. 6511. A bill to require investigations
into and a report on the September 11-13,
2012, attacks on the United States missions
in Libya, Egypt, and Yemen, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, and in addition to the Committee on
Intelligence (Permanent Select), for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FITZPATRICK:

H.R. 6512. A Dbill to amend the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 to require nationally
recognized statistical rating organizations to
certify that they monitor the accuracy of
each credit ratings issued by the organiza-
tion; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN (for himself,
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr.
GERLACH, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. HINCHEY,
Ms. HAYWORTH, Mr. PASCRELL, and
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut):

H.R. 6513. A bill to extend the authoriza-
tion of the Highlands Conservation Act
through fiscal year 2024; to the Committee
on Natural Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GIBSON:

H.R. 6514. A bill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to promulgate
regulations regarding the authorship, con-
tent, format, and dissemination of Patient
Medication Information to ensure patients
receive consistent and high-quality informa-
tion about their prescription medications
and are aware of the potential risks and ben-
efits of prescription medications; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GRIMM:

H.R. 6515. A bill to stop excessive toll hikes
which harm our local economies, small busi-
nesses, and hard working families; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Ms. HOCHUL (for herself and Mr.
HIGGINS):

H.R. 6516. A bill to award a Congressional
Gold Medal to the members of the Tuscarora
Nation who fought to protect the residents
of Lewiston, New York, from the British in-
vasion during the War of 1812; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. SIRES, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Ms. LEE of California, Mr.
PoLIs, and Ms. MATSUI):

H.R. 6517. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Education to make grants to State-based
STEM networks to expand STEM education;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. HUELSKAMP (for himself, Mr.
BROUN of Georgia, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
JORDAN, and Mr. KING of Iowa):

H.R. 65618. A bill to replace certain Federal
nutrition programs with a block grant to the
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States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and in addition to the
Committees on Ways and Means, and Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. DREIER, Mr. CAMPBELL,
and Mrs. BONO MACK):

H.R. 6519. A bill to provide an expedited
permit process to authorize private land-
owners to conduct limited vegetation re-
moval activities on National Forest System
land or Bureau of Land Management land ad-
jacent to their private property to reduce
the risk of catastrophic wildfire that would
threaten residential structures on the pri-
vate property, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Natural Resources, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Agriculture, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HURT:

H.R. 65620. A Dbill to prohibit the use of ap-
propriated funds for publicity, propaganda,
or certain lobbying purposes, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. ACK-
ERMAN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York,
Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
OWENS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. BISHOP of
New York, and Mr. DEUTCH):

H.R. 65621. A bill to provide payment for pa-
tient navigator services under title XIX of
the Social Security Act; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. ISRAEL:

H.R. 6522. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend and modify the
American Opportunity Tax Credit, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas:

H.R. 6523. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to require that ITIN appli-
cants submit their application in person at
taxpayer assistance centers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself,
Mr. GRIMM, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi-
gan, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. CAMPBELL):

H.R. 6524. A bill to make improvements to
provisions of the Bank Holding Company Act
of 1956 relating to proprietary trading by
banking entities; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. WALSH of
Illinois, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr.
COOPER, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BOSWELL,
Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. MATHESON, Mr.
GARDNER, Mr. SCHILLING, and Mr.
SCHOCK):

H.R. 6525. A bill to increase the long-term
fiscal accountability of direct spending legis-
lation; to the Committee on the Budget, and
in addition to the Committee on Rules, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LANDRY:

H.R. 6526. A bill to provide that an Order of
the Federal Communications Commission
adopting a methodology for establishing cer-
tain benchmarks for Universal Service Fund
high-cost loop support shall have no force or
effect and to require the Commission to pre-
pare a report on alternatives to such meth-
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odology; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington (for
himself, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.
RANGEL, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. KISSELL,
Mr. FILNER, and Ms. BONAMICI):

H.R. 65627. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the assistance pro-
vided by the Department of Veterans Affairs
to women veterans, to improve health care
furnished by the Department, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself,
Mr. STARK, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 6528. A bill to reduce by 5 percent the
discretionary budget authority of any Fed-
eral agency for a fiscal year if the financial
statement of the agency for the previous fis-
cal year does not receive an unqualified
audit opinion by an external independent
auditor, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California:

H.R. 6529. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to disclosures to
governments by communications-related
service providers of certain information con-
sisting of or relating to communications,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Intelligence (Permanent Select),
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California:

H.R. 6530. A bill to combat trade barriers
that threaten the maintenance of an open
Internet, that mandate unique technology
standards as a condition of market access
and related measures, and to promote online
free expression and the free flow of informa-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committees on For-
eign Affairs, the Judiciary, and Energy and
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MARKEY:

H.R. 6531. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act to require a refund value for
certain beverage containers, and to provide
resources for State pollution prevention and
recycling programs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MCcCLINTOCK:

H.R. 6532. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain Federal land under the ad-
ministrative jurisdiction of the Bureau of
Land Management in El Dorado County,
California, to the Shingle Springs Band of
Miwok Indians, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. MICHAUD (for himself, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. NEAL, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. WELCH, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
KIiNG of New York, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr.
GUINTA, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. LANGEVIN,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LYNCH,
Mr. TONKO, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. TIER-
NEY, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. OLVER):

H.R. 65633. A bill to establish minimum lev-
els of assistance for certain States under the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Education and
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the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. MICHAUD (for himself, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. WELCH, and
Ms. PINGREE of Maine):

H.R. 6534. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a registry of
certain veterans who were stationed at or
underwent training at Canadian Forces Base
Gagetown, New Brunswick, Canada, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 6635. A bill to amend the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 to repeal the sequestration added by
the Budget Control Act of 2011, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Budget,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 6536. A bill to authorize the President
to seek to conduct negotiations with the Eu-
ropean Union for purposes of entering into a
trade agreement with the European Union,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 65637. A bill to amend the Trade Act of
1974 to make improvements to the General-
ized System of Preferences, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 6538. A bill to establish trade negoti-
ating objectives with respect to the applica-
tion of sanitary and phytosanitary measures
to agricultural products, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 65639. A bill to establish United States-
Brazil Joint Commission on Commerce and
Trade, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POSEY:

H.R. 6540. A bill to amend title 51, United
States Code, to authorize the Director of the
Kennedy Space Center to convey excess prop-
erty at the Kennedy Space Center to a State
or political subdivision, municipality, or in-
strumentality of a State for the development
and operation of a spaceport; to the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mr. REED:

H.R. 6541. A Dbill to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to conduct a study of eco-
nomically beneficial uses of the rights-of-
way associated with certain highways, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. RICHMOND:

H.R. 6542. A Dbill to improve assistance
after a hurricane or major disaster; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. SCHWARTZ:

H.R. 65643. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to define care coordination,
include care coordination as a fully restora-
tive service, and detail the care coordination
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functions of the Assistant Secretary, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Ms. SCHWARTZ:

H.R. 6544. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for
patent box profit from the use of United
States patents; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:

H.R. 6545. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to use the commercially available
volume of cellulosic biofuel in setting re-
quirements for the renewable fuel program
under the Clean Air Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for himself
and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 6546. A bill to amend the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy Reauthorization
Act of 2006 to increase congressional over-
sight of the United States Anti-Doping Agen-
cy; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself and Mr.
BUCSHON):

H.R. 65647. A bill to amend the Federal Mine
Safety and Health Act of 1977 to require
greater experience of mine safety inspectors
under that Act; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. SHULER (for himself and Mrs.
DAVIS of California):

H.R. 6548. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide coverage
under the Medicare program for diabetes pre-
vention services; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr.
PETERS, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia):

H.R. 6549. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the enhanced
charitable deduction for corporate contribu-
tions of computer inventory for educational
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6550. A bill to establish an advisory
committee on national security tele-
communications; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6551. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to ensure that security is
taken into account in certain efforts related
to the interconnectivity of telecommuni-
cations networks, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6552. A bill to continue an advisory
committee considering the optimal security,
reliability, and interoperability of commu-
nications systems; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6553. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to add an additional purpose
to section 1 of such Act; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. TIERNEY (for himself and Mr.
MARKEY):

H.R. 6554. A bill to limit the period in ad-
vance of a nuclear reactor licence renewal
that the application for such renewal may be
submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. TURNER of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. BROOKS,
Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
LAMBORN, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama,
and Mr. FLEMING):
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H.R. 6555. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Defense to use the Armed Forces to protect
certain nuclear material of the National Nu-
clear Security Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ:

H.R. 65656. A bill to amend the Jeanne Clery
Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and
Campus Crime Statistics Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R. 6557. A Dbill to establish the Higher
Education Regulatory Reform Task Force,
to establish procedures for the presentation
and expedited consideration by Congress of
the recommendations of the Higher Edu-
cation Regulatory Reform Task Force, to es-
tablish requirements for college cost reduc-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and
in addition to the Committee on Rules, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R. 6558. A Dbill to simplify the process for
determining the need and eligibility of stu-
dents for financial assistance under the
Higher Education Act of 1965, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FITZPATRICK (for himself, Mr.
DEUTCH, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
LANCE, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. LANDRY, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
WALSH of Illinois, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. PETERS, Mr.

MEEHAN, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr.
POSEY):

H. Con. Res. 139. Concurrent resolution

condemning President Mahmoud

Ahmadinejad and the leaders of the Islamic
Republic of Iran for addressing the United
Nations on Yom Kippur; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. BUERKLE:

H. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the disappointment and concern of
the Congress on the failure of the United
States to properly investigate the Pan Am
103 bombing and the failure of Libya to grant
permission for United States Pan Am 103
criminal investigators to investigate and
gather evidence in Libya regarding the Pan
Am 103 bombing; to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. CHU:

H. Res. 802. A resolution commemorating
the Tlst anniversary of the creation of the
““Special Air Unit” of the 1st American Vol-
unteer Group (AVG), which became known as
the Flying Tigers; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. BIsHOP of Georgia,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RUSH, Mr. CUM-
MINGS, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. MEEKS, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. MOORE, Ms. RICHARD-
SON, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. CHU, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. WATT, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. CLEAVER,
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Mr. FARR, Mr. PoLIS, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. DINGELL, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. ELLISON,
Mr. COHEN, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Ms. EDWARDS, and Ms. WATERS):

H. Res. 803. A resolution recognizing Na-
tional Emancipation Day, marking the 150th
anniversary of the end of slavery in areas of
rebellion, and the significance of the Eman-
cipation Proclamation in the struggle for the
equal rights and freedoms afforded to all
United States citizens; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. LUMMIS (for herself and Mr.
BISHOP of Utah):

H. Res. 804. A resolution recognizing the
importance of animal-based protein as a
component of the balanced diet of most indi-
viduals in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. YODER:

H. Res. 805. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that in
order to create certainty in the United
States economy so that small businesses and
job creators can invest and hire, Congress
should enact long-term, predictable tax pol-
icy and, in the event that Congress and the
President choose to raise taxes, they should
give United States citizens at least one year
after the enactment or expiration of the leg-
islation to prepare for and adjust to any im-
pact that such increase in taxes may have;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

—————

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ:

H.R. 6480.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article 1,
Section 8, Clause 8 of the U.S. Constitution

By Mr. LATHAM:

H.R. 6481.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 1; and Article I, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. BURGESS:

H.R. 6482.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Congress has the authority under Article I,
Section 9, Clause 7, ‘“‘No Money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in Con-
sequence of Appropriations made by Law.”” It
is within Congress’ power to regulate the ap-
propriation of money from the Treasury and
this bill is directly related to this authority
to ensure cost saving calculations are taken
into account into the budgeting and appro-
priation of such funds.

By Ms. BONAMICI:

H.R. 6483.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. GARAMENDI:

H.R. 6484.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Commerce clause found in Art. 1, Section 8
of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. CHAFFETZ:

H.R. 6485.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defence and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the United
States;

By Mr. MCKINLEY:

H.R. 6486.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

According to Article I, Section 8, Clause 18
of the Constitution: The Congress shall have
power to enact this legislation to make all
laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. MCKINLEY:
H.R. 6487.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

According to Article I, Section 8, Clause 3
of the Constitution: The Congress shall have
power to enact this legislation to regulate
commerce with foreign nations, among the
several states, and with the Indian tribes.

By Mr. DENHAM:

H.R. 6488.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. HALL:

H.R. 6489.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3—To regulate
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among
the several States, and with the Indian
Tribes; and

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18—To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. PRICE of Georgia:
H.R. 6490.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Current law has created a health care pro-
gram called Medicare that is operated by the
federal government. This bill would improve
the efficiency and fairness of the operation
of parts of that program, especially the pur-
chase of goods and services, while affecting
interstate commerce, which Congress has the
power to regulate under Article I, Section 8,
Clause 3.

By Mr. CULBERSON:

H.R. 6491.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

General Welfare Clause

Article I, Section 8

The Commerce Clause.

Necessary and Proper Clause

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6492.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 and Article 1,
Section 8, Clause 18 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6493.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 and Article 1,
Section 8, Clause 18 of the United States
Constitution.
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By Mr. THOMPSON of California:

H.R. 6494.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 12-14, and
Clause 18 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. AMASH:

H.R. 6495.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, clause 5 of the U.S.
Constitution empowers Congress ‘‘To coin
Money, [and] regulate the Value thereof.”
Congress currently authorizes the minting of
commemorative coins, and this bill directs
the proceeds of the minting.

By Mr. AMODEI:

H.R. 6496.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to regulate
interstate and foreign commerce, as enumer-
ated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the
United States Constitution, to define and
punish felonies committed outside of U.S.
borders and offenses against the Law of Na-
tions, as enumerated in Article I, Section 8,
Clause 10, and to make all laws necessary
and proper for carrying into execution all
other powers vested in the federal govern-
ment and its departments and officers, as
enumerated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 18.

By Mr. AMODET:

H.R. 6497.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to make
rules for the government and regulation of
the land and naval forces, as enumerated in
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mrs. BACHMANN:

H.R. 6498.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8 Clause 18: To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. BARROW:
H.R. 6499.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section VI of the Constitution.

By Mr. CLARKE of Michigan:

H.R. 6500.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. BERG:

H.R. 6501.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 section 8 clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. BILBRAY:

H.R. 6502.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, To regulate Commerce
with foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes; Congress
has the authority under this section to regu-
late commerce and FDA products.

By Mr. BILBRAY:

H.R. 6503.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, To regulate Commerce
with foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes; Congress
has the authority under this section to regu-
late commerce and renewable fuels.
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By Mr. CHABOT:

H.R. 6504.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8 clause 3 ‘‘To regulate
commerce with foreign nations, and among
the several states and with the Indian
tribes;”

By Mr. CICILLINE:

H.R. 6505.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. COURTNEY:

H.R. 6506.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to
the power of Congress to provide for the gen-
eral welfare of the United States) and Clause
18 (relating to the power to make all laws
necessary and proper for carrying out the
powers vested in Congress)

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (relating to
the power of Congress to dispose of and make
all needful rules and regulations respecting
the territory or other property belonging to
the United States).

By Mr. CRAVACK:

H.R. 6507.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. The Congress
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with
foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California:

H.R. 6508.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 6509.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. DEUTCH:

H.R. 6510.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States
Constitution, which grants Congress the
power to regulate commerce among the sev-
eral States.

By Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina:

H.R. 6511.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

““This bill follows the Constitutional pre-
rogatives of Congress under Article I, Sec-
tion 8, pertaining to the clauses to ‘provide
for the common Defense’ and ‘make Rules
for the Government.”

By Mr. FITZPATRICK:

H.R. 6512.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R. 6513.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. GIBSON:

H.R. 6514.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution gives Congress the power to regu-
late commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. GRIMM:

H.R. 6515.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

By Ms. HOCHUL:

H.R. 6516.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. HONDA:

H.R. 6517.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. HUELSKAMP:

H.R. 6518.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This legislation is introduced under the au-
thority of Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and
the Tenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution. This bill restores the proper
balance of power between the federal and
state governments as intended under the
Tenth Amendment to the United States Con-
stitution by devolving the responsibility of
providing food assistance for low income
citizens to the states. It reinforces the
founding constitutional principle that state
governments are properly situated with at-
tending to their citizens’ health, safety, and
general welfare.

By Mr. HUNTER:

H.R. 6519.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress to make
needful rules and regulations regarding the
territory of the United States, as enumer-
ated in Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the
United States Constitution.

By Mr. HURT:

H.R. 6520.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The principal constitutional authority for
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which
states: ‘“No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . . .”’ In addition, clause
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution
(the spending power) provides: ‘“The Con-
gress shall have the Power . .. to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States
..... »’ Together, these specific constitu-
tional provisions establish the congressional
power of the purse, granting Congress the
authority to appropriate funds, to determine
their purpose, amount, and period of avail-
ability, and to set forth terms and conditions
governing their use.

By Mr. ISRAEL:

H.R. 6521.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. ISRAEL:

H.R. 6522.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 and the 16th Amend-
ment of the United States Constitution

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas:

H.R. 6523.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

By Mr. KING of New York:

H.R. 6524.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3:
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The Congress shall have Power . . To
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations,
and among the several States, and with the
Indian Tribes.

By Mr. KINZINGER of I1linois:

H.R. 6525.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

The Congress shall have Power *** To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
the Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.

By Mr. LANDRY:

H.R. 6526.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 3 of section 8 of Article I of the Con-
stitution

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington:

H.R. 6527.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

As described in Article 1, Section 1 ‘“‘all
legislative powers herein granted shall be
vested in a Congress.”’

By Ms. LEE of California:

H.R. 6528.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I of the
United States Constitution and its subse-
quent amendments, and further clarified and
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California:

H.R. 6529.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clauses 3 and 18 of Section 8 of Article 1 of
the U.S. Constitution.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California:

H.R. 6530.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clauses 3 and 18 of Section 8 of Article 1 of
the U.S. Constitution.

By Mr. MARKEY:

H.R. 6531.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. MCCLINTOCK:

H.R. 6532.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

U.S. Constitution, Article IV, Section 3,
Clause 2 (the Property Clause), which confers
on Congress the power to dispose of property
belonging to the United States.

By Mr. MICHAUD:

H.R. 6533.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. MICHAUD:

H.R. 6534.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-
gress shall have Power to make all Laws
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
and all other Powers vested by the Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States,
or in any Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. NADLER:

H.R. 6535.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution, clause 18 of section 8 of article I of
the Constitution, and clause 7 of section 9 of
article I of the Constitution.
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By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 6536.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

US Constitution, Article 1, Section 8,
Clause 3 provides Congress the power to reg-
ulate commerce with foreign nations and
among the various states.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 6537.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

US Constitution, Article 1, Section 8,
Clause 3 provides Congress the power to reg-
ulate commerce with foreign nations and
among the various states.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 6538.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

US Constitution, Article 1, Section 8,
Clause 3 provides Congress the power to reg-
ulate commerce with foreign nations and
among the various states.

By Mr. NUNES:

H.R. 6539.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: Congress
has the power to enact this legislation pur-
suant to the following: Article I, Section 8,
provides Congress the power to regulate
commerce with foreign nations.

By Mr. POSEY:

H.R. 6540.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, section 8, clause 1; Article 1, sec-
tion 8, clause 8; Article IV, section 3, clause
2

By Mr. REED:

H.R. 6541.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8

By Mr. RICHMOND:

H.R. 6542.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is introduced pursuant to the
powers granted to Congress under the Gen-
eral Welfare Clause (Art. 1 Sec. 8 Cl. 1) and
the Necessary and Proper Clause (Art. 1 Sec.
8 Cl. 18).

Further, this statement of constitutional
authority is made for the sole purpose of
compliance with clause 7 of Rule XII of the
Rules of the House of Representatives and
shall have no bearing on judicial review of
the accompanying bill.

By Ms. SCHWARTZ:

H.R. 6543.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Ms. SCHWARTZ:

H.R. 6544.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:

H.R. 6545.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:

H.R. 6546.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States

By Mr. SHIMKUS:

H.R. 6547.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: To regulate
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among
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the several States, and with the Indian
Tribes.
By Mr. SHULER:

H.R. 6548.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8 Clause 1 gives Congress
the authority to ‘‘provide for the common
defense and general welfare of the United
States.”

Article I Section 8 Clause 3—The Congress
shall have power***To regulate commerce
with foreign nations and among the several
states, and with the Indian tribes.

By Mr. STARK:

H.R. 6549.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause I of Section 8 of Article I of the
Constitution

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6550.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6551.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6552.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 6553.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. TIERNEY:

H.R. 6554.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. TURNER of Ohio:

H.R. 6555.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clauses 1, 14, and 18 of Section 8 of Article
I of the Constitution

By Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ:

H.R. 6556.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section VIII

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R. 6557.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 16, to make all
laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying to execution the foregoing powers,
and all other powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the government of the United States,
or in any Department or Office thereof.

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R. 6558.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 16, to make all
laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying to execution the foregoing powers,
and all other powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the government of the United States,
or in any Department or Office thereof.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
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. 100: Mrs. ROBY.

. 127: Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia.
. 212: Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia.
. 360: Mrs. EMERSON.

. 390: Mr. BARBER.

. 574: Mr. KUCINICH.

. 615: Mr. YODER.

. 718: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

. 719: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio.

. 791: Mr. CARNEY.

. 835: Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 860: Mrs. ROBY, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr.
CANSECO.

H.R. 904: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 905: Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 1054: Mr. PETERSON and Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 1057: Mr. BARBER.

H.R. 1063: Mrs. BLACK and Mr. KINZINGER of
Illinois.

H.R. 1116: Mr. CLYBURN.

H.R. 1127: Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 1195: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia and
Mr. MCNERNEY.

H.R. 1219: Mr. MCNERNEY.

H.R. 1244: Mrs. BIGGERT, Ms. BONAMICI, and
Mr. STIVERS.

H.R. 1322: Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 1370: Mr. ROONEY, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
RUNYAN, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1397: Mr. Barber.

H.R. 1418: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1426: Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 1462: Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 1489: Mr. DOGGETT.

H.R. 15613: Mr. RIVERA and Mr. GARY G.
MILLER of California.

H.R. 1537: Ms. EDWARDS.

H.R. 1639: Mr. SCHRADER.

H.R. 1675: Mr. MARINO and Mr. LANCE.

H.R. 1676: Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 1687: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 1744: Mr. CAMPBELL.

H.R. 1802: Mr. STARK and Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 1845: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1867: Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 1876: Mr. FARR and Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 1936: Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 1968: Mr. HANNA.

H.R. 2016: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 2020: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut.

H.R. 2030: Mr. COURTNEY and Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 2069: Ms. MATSUI and Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 2088: Mr. PoLIS and Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 2256: Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 2267: Ms. HOCHUL.

H.R. 2359: Ms. SPEIER.

H.R. 2364: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 2382: . NEAL and Ms. HIRONO.

. 2402: . HUELSKAMP.

. 2485: . BUERKLE.

. 2492: . RIVERA and Mr. TERRY.
. 2499: . DEUTCH.

. 2557: Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 2563: Mr. JONES.

H.R. 2600: Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana, Mr.
MARINO, and Mr. ROONEY.

. 2669: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. GUTIERREZ.
. 2672: Mr. NEAL.

. 2698: Mr. PAULSEN.

. 2746: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. DEGETTE.
. 2787: Ms. HOCHUL.

. 2885: Mrs. ROBY.

H.R. 2925: Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 2969: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs. CAPITO,
Mr. SIRES, and Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 2985: Mr. WITTMAN.

H.R. 3056: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Ms.
WATERS, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. TOwWNS, and
Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 3097: Mr. GIBSON.

H.R. 3238: Mr. GARAMENDI, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 3359: Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 3381: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. SEWELL, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CON-
NOLLY of Virginia, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Ms. NORTON, Ms. LEE
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of California, Ms. CHU, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAvIs of Illinois, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. SPEIER, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 3395: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 3423: Mr. MACK, Mr. NUGENT, Mr. ELLI-
SON, and Mr. FITZPATRICK.

H.R. 3458: Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 3466: Mr. HEINRICH.

H.R. 3481: Mr. GARDNER.

H.R. 3485: Mr. NEAL and Ms. EDWARDS.

H.R. 3489: Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 3497: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 3506: Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H.R. 3510: Ms. HOCHUL.

H.R. 3515: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia and Mrs.
CAPPS.

H.R. 3522: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa and Mr.
COHEN.

H.R. 3591: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 3664: Mr. CASSIDY.

H.R. 3677: Mr. KIND.

H.R. 3713: Mr. BROUN of Georgia and Mrs.
BACHMANN.

H.R. 3767: Mr.

H.R. 3790: Mr.

H.R. 3798: Mr.

H.R. 4017: Mr.

H.R. 4103: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 4115: Mr. BOSWELL.

H.R. 4122: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 4137: Mr. KIND and Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 4169: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina.

H.R. 4173: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 4202: Mr. COSTA.

H.R. 4209: Mr. BISHOP of New York and Ms.
BONAMICI.

H.R. 4238: Ms. MCCOLLUM.

H.R. 4256: Mr. ROSKAM.

H.R. 4290: Mr. LYNCH, Ms. CHU, and Ms.
WATERS.

H.R. 4322: Mr. LUETKEMEYER.

H.R. 4336: Mr. COBLE and Mr. GARDNER.

H.R. 4378: Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr.
BisHOP of New York, Mr. PETERSON, and Mr.
BARROW.

H.R. 4379: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas.

H.R. 4385: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 5741: Mr. CHANDLER.

H.R. 5796: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. HANNA, and Mr.
GRIFFIN of Arkansas.

H.R. 5817: Mr. POSEY, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr.
KISSELL, Mr. PETERS, Mr. DOLD, Mr. SHULER,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. MICHAUD,
Mr. KIND, and Mrs. MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 5839: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. CARNAHAN, and
Mr. CHANDLER.

H.R. 5840: Mr. PETERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. CRITZ, Mr.
REICHERT, and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 5846: Mr. POSEY and Mr. CARTER.

H.R. 5879: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 5914: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. HALL.

H.R. 5925: Mr. WITTMAN.

. 5943: Mr. MANZULLO.

. 5953: Mrs. ROBY.

. 5969: Mr. BENISHEK.

. 5970: Mr. BENISHEK.

. 5996: Mr. BARBER.

. 5998: Ms. BUERKLE.

. 6015: Mr. HoLT and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 6033: Mr. HEINRICH.

H.R. 6038: Ms. PINGREE of Maine and Mr.
MICHAUD.

H.R. 6043: Mr. MATHESON, Mr. GRIJALVA,
and Mr. CASSIDY.

H.R. 6046: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

WELCH.

GARAMENDI.

RICHMOND.

PRICE of North Carolina.
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H.R. 6098: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and
Mr. STARK.

H.R. 6110: Ms.

H.R. 6119: Mr.

H.R. 6125: Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 6128: Mr. FARR, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. LEE
of California, Mr. STARK, and Mr. POLIS.

H.R. 6134: Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 6140: Mr. YODER.

H.R. 6144: Mr. HANNA.

H.R. 6150: Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 6154: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr.
MENAUER.

H.R. 6155: Mr. BIsHOP of New York, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. ALTMIRE, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jer-
sey.

H.R. 6157: Mr. FILNER, Ms. MATSUI, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. MURPHY
of Connecticut.

H.R. 6159: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 6172: Mr. PETERSON.

H.R. 6179: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 6200: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 6242: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. SHER-
MAN.

H.R. 6248:

H.R. 6273:

H.R. 6280:

H.R. 6284:

H.R. 6289:

H.R. 6291:

H.R. 6292:

H.R. 6293:

H.R. 6302: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 6304: Mr. KLINE, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska,
and Mr. KING of New York.

H.R. 6310: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 6312: Mr. DENT.

H.R. 6326: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H.R. 6328: Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 6352: Mr. SHULER.

H.R. 6373: Ms. HOCHUL.

H.R. 6374: Mr. BROUN of Georgia.

H.R. 6385: Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 6388: Mr. GRIMM, Mr. STIVERS, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. PETERS, Mr.
JONES, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
HIMES, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina.

H.R. 6397: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 6398: Mr. KIND and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 6404: Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 6411: Ms. CHU.

H.R. 6413: Mr. ALTMIRE and Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 6415: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H.R. 6418: Ms. BUERKLE and Mr. POMPEO.

H.R. 6419: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. SERRANO,
Ms. LEE of California, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. ELLISON, Mr.
COHEN, Ms. McCoLLUM, Ms. WOOLSEY, and
Mr. COSTA.

H.R. 6420: Mr. ScoTT of South Carolina.

H.R. 6421: Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Ms.
WOOLSEY, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 6426: Ms. LEE of California, Ms. CHU,
Mr. COHEN, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
CICILLINE, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 6428: Mr. TOWNS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and
Ms. HIRONO.

H.R. 6436: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 6438: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. GIBSON, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. COFFMAN of Colo-
rado, Ms. HAYWORTH, Mr. GARDNER, Mr.
BENISHEK, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. CRAVAACK.

H.R. 6439: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. SCHRADER,
and Mr. PETERSON.

ROYBAL-ALLARD.
GRIJALVA.

BLU-

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

JONES.

SCHAKOWSKY.

JONES.

KUCINICH.

YODER.

DEFAZIO.

NADLER.

JONES and Ms. HIRONO.
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H.R. 6441: Mr. KIND.

H.R. 6444: Mr. BARTON of Texas.

H.R. 64562: Mr. AKIN, Mr. HUELSKAMP, and
Mr. DUFFY.

H.R. 6456: Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. THOMPSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. COSTELLO,
and Mr. CRAVAACK.

H.R. 6460: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 6462: Mr. BIsHOP of Utah and Mr.
SIMPSON.

H.R. 6467:
HIRONO.

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.J. Res. 78: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.J. Res. 106: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.J. Res. 115: Ms. HIRONO.

H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. BROOKS.

H. Con. Res. 116: Mr. KELLY, Mr. CARTER,
Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
PETERSON, Mr. KING of New York, and Mrs.
LUMMIS.

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. BARTON of Texas.

H. Res. 111: Mrs. CAPPS.

H. Res. 134: Ms. BoNAMICI and Ms. HIRONO.

H. Res. 298: Mr. PETERSON.

H. Res. 319: Mr. CICILLINE.

H. Res. 387: Mr. PETERS, Mr. GARAMENDI,
and Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey.

H. Res. 415: Mr. SIRES.

H. Res. 704: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Res. 733: Mr. FARR.

H. Res. 734: Mr. SHULER and Mr. MURPHY of
Connecticut.

H. Res. 736: Ms. HIRONO and Mr. ROTHMAN
of New Jersey.

H. Res. 745: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. CANSECO.

H. Res. 759: Ms. WOOLSEY.

H. Res. 760: Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. HAHN, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CUMMINGS, and
Mr. GARAMENDI.

H. Res. 763: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. BURTON
of Indiana.

H. Res. 774: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. CARTER, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr.
DEFAZzIO, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. DUNCAN of Ten-
nessee, Mr. LANGEVIN, and Mr. COSTELLO.

H. Res. 776: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr.
MARINO, Mr. BONNER, and Mr. GRIMM.

H. Res. 785: Mr. GARAMENDI and Mr. MUR-
PHY of Connecticut.

H. Res. 790: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. BURTON of
Indiana.

H. Res. 793: Mr. HANNA, Mr. RIVERA, Mr.
WEST, Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr.
RICHMOND, Ms. CHU, Mr. LANDRY, Mr. WALSH
of Illinois, and Mrs. ELLMERS.

Mr. BLUMENAUER and Ms.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tion:

Petition 5 by Mr. BRALEY on House Reso-
lution 739: Walter B. Jones, John D. Dingell,
Tom Latham, Lynn C. Woolsey, Allyson Y.
Schwartz, Charles B. Rangel, Earl Blu-
menauer, Brian Higgins, Jerry F. Costello,
Ben Ray Lujan, Mazie K. Hirono, Daniel
Lipinski, Henry C. ‘‘Hank’ Johnson Jr., Brad
Sherman.
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The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the Honorable RICH-
ARD BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the
State of Connecticut.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty and everlasting God, we
praise Your Name for all those who an-
swer the call to serve You and country.
We confess that we often pay honor to
people who labored for liberty long ago,
but we sometimes neglect to appre-
ciate those who sacrifice for freedom
today. Forgive us when we resist those
in our own time and in our own asso-
ciations who, for our own good and for
the good of the Nation, challenge our
rigid ideas of thought and patterns of
action.

Make our lawmakers, this day, open
to greater creativity in their convic-
tions so that they may become part-
ners with You in these challenging
times by paying the price for unity.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 21, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable RICHARD
BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the State of
Connecticut, to perform the duties of the
Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,

President pro tempore.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL thereupon as-

sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SPORTSMEN’S ACT OF 2012—
MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
proceed to Calendar No. 504.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 504, S.
35625, a bill to protect and enhance opportuni-
ties for recreational hunting, fishing, and
shooting, and for other purposes.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the next
hour will be equally divided between
the two leaders or their designees. The
majority will control the first half and
the Republicans the final half.

As I think we should know, and I am
happy to restate it, the next rollcall
vote will occur about 1 a.m. this morn-
ing, an hour after we come in. I am, of
course, hopeful we can work something
out in order to complete our work. We
can either do it all tonight, tomorrow,
or, if that doesn’t work out, as the Pre-
siding Officer knows, under the rules of
the Senate we will have that vote at 1
a.m., and then we would have another
vote on the CR. Final passage of that
would be around 7:30, 8 o’clock in the
morning on Sunday. Then we would
immediately follow to the motion to
proceed on the sportsmen’s package.

We continue to have discussions. We
are working to see if we can schedule

these votes at a more convenient time
for Senators. Everyone should know we
would finish by Sunday morning. We
are not going to go into next week.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR—S. 3607

Mr. REID. Mr. President, S. 3607 is at
the desk and due for a second reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the bill by
title for the second time.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 3607) to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline.

Mr. REID. I object to any further
proceedings with regard to this bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection having been heard, the
bill will be placed on the calendar.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, over the
past week I have listened to my Repub-
lican colleagues come to the floor and
lament how little the Senate has ac-
complished during the 112th Congress.
I, above all, share that concern. In fact,
it is a wonder we have gotten anything
done at all, considering the lack of co-
operation Democrats have gotten from
Republican colleagues.

I have said before, and it bears re-
peating: In my time as the majority
leader, I have faced 382 Republican fili-
busters. That is 381 more filibusters
than Lyndon Johnson faced during his
6 years as majority leader.

Time and time again my Republican
colleagues have stalled or blocked per-
fectly good pieces of legislation to
score points with the tea party, and
they have done nothing but hurt the
middle class in this process. Even the
most noncontroversial, consensus mat-
ters—items that would have passed by
unanimous consent in the past—have
been obstructed or stalled.

Take, for example, the bipartisan
sportsmen’s bill. The junior Senator
from Montana, Mr. TESTER, has assem-
bled a broad package to support the
needs of sportsmen across the country.
Just so everyone understands I am not
making this up, there are more than 50
groups—>b0 organizations in this coun-
try—who support this legislation. It is

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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a wide range of organizations, includ-
ing the National Rifle Association,
Ducks Unlimited, American Sports
Fishing Association which, by the way,
has more than 2 million members,
Boone and Crockett Club, National
Shooting Sports Foundation, Theodore
Roosevelt Conservation Partnership,
The Nature Conservancy, the National
Wildlife Federation, Trout Unlimited.
If we put labels on just these 10 organi-
zations I have mentioned, it goes from
the more conservative, many would
say, National Rifle Association, to the
more progressive Trout Unlimited.

I ask unanimous consent that a list
of these organizations I have referred
to, as well as others, be made a part of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

American Fisheries Society

American Fly Fishing Trade Association

American Sportfishing Association

Archery Trade Association

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

B.A.S.S., LLC

Berkley Conservation Institute

Boone and Crockett Club

Bowhunting Preservation Alliance

Campfire Club of America

Catch-A-Dream Foundation

Center for Costal Conservation

Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation

Conservation Force

Costal Conservation Association

Dallas Safari Club

Delta Waterfowl Foundation

Ducks Unlimited

Houston Safari Club

Isaac Walton League

International Game Fish Association

Mule Deer Foundation

National Marine Manufacturers Associa-
tion

National Rifle Association

National Wildlife Refuge Association

National Wildlife Federation

National Shooting Sports Foundation

National Trappers Association

National Wild Turkey Federation

North American Bear Foundation

North American Grouse Partnership

Orion—the Hunter’s Institute

Pheasants Forever

Pope and Young Club

Public Lands Foundation

Quail Forever

Quality Deer Management Association

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

Ruffed Grouse Society

Shimano Sport Fisheries Initiative

Texas Wildlife Association

The Conservation Fund

The Nature Conservancy

Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partner-
ship

TreadLightly!

Trout Unlimited

Trust for Public Lands

U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance

Wild Sheep Foundation

The Wilderness Society

Wildlife Forever

Wildlife Management Institute

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this meas-
ure combines about 20 bills important
to the sportsmen’s community—bills
that promote hunting, fishing, and
recreation. They would foster habitat
conservation through voluntary pro-
grams and, as I have indicated, more
than 50 national sportsmen and con-
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servation groups support this bill un-
equivocally.

This legislation should be passed like
that. As I indicated yesterday, I have
read Capitol Hill newspapers where Re-
publican Senators said: What a great
piece of legislation; I will vote for it.

We should pass this in a matter of
seconds. We shouldn’t be spending all
this time on it. It is one of those things
where there shouldn’t be a fight and
there has been a fight.

So I hope, as we try to get back to
working on campaigns and doing the
work things we have to do at home,
that we can move along and get this
done.

In the process, though, we are hold-
ing up a lot of other things. I am hope-
ful we can get something done on the
Iran containment resolution, which is
something LINDSEY GRAHAM, Senator
LIEBERMAN, Senator MENENDEZ, and
many others, have pushed very hard to
get done. I hope we can confirm our
Ambassadors to Iraq and Pakistan, and
the continuing resolution to fund the
government for 6 months.

Republicans say this Congress has
been unproductive, but if Republicans
want to know why it has been unpro-
ductive, they should take a look in the
mirror. Benjamin Franklin once said:
“Well done is better than well said.”
Well done is better than well said.

So it is time Republicans stop talk-
ing about how much they want to get
things done and start working with us
to actually get things done.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

ADDRESSING CHALLENGES

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-
terday dozens of Republican Senators
came to the Senate floor one after the
other to register their complete frus-
tration with the way Democrats are
running this place. Never before—
never—has a President and a majority
party in the Senate done so little to
address challenges as great as the ones
our Nation faces right now—never.

I mean, we have a $16 trillion debt
and they haven’t bothered to put to-
gether a budget in 3 years. They
haven’t passed a single appropriations
bill. They haven’t passed a Defense au-
thorization bill for the first time in a
half a century. These things are usu-
ally about as standard as turning the
lights on. They haven’t done any of
them. It is a disgrace.

Think about it: The Middle East is in
turmoil, we are fighting a war in Af-
ghanistan and against al-Qaida, and
they can’t even bother to pass a De-
fense authorization bill.

We are fed up with the way this place
is being run. No legislation, no amend-
ments, no action on taxes, no action on
Defense cuts. Nothing. Now we are at it
again. All Republicans want to do is
extend government funding for a few
months, and the majority leader won’t
even do that unless he can squeeze in
yvet another political vote.
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Democrats have treated the Senate
floor like an extension of the Obama
campaign for 2 years. Now they are
holding the CR hostage for no other
reason than to help one of their incum-
bents on the campaign trail.

Well, we are ready to vote on three
bills—the same ones the majority lead-
er asked for votes on earlier this week.

We have responsibilities to meet.
Let’s meet them, and leave the politics
of the campaign trail where it belongs.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the fol-
lowing hour will be equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the majority con-
trolling the first half.

The Senator from Illinois.

STRATEGY OF OBSTRUCTION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to the statement made on the
floor by the Republican leader. It was a
statement similar to one that was
made yesterday. I responded to it yes-
terday and I wish to make a response
today.

I am disappointed that this session of
Congress has been so unproductive, but
I know the reason why. It isn’t for lack
of effort. We have tried to bring to the
floor time and time again legislation
to help create more jobs in America,
create a more positive business cli-
mate, create more consumer con-
fidence in middle-income families, and
we have consistently run into the same
problem over and over.

In the last 6 years, since HARRY REID
of Nevada has been the majority leader
on the Democratic side, the Repub-
licans have created 382 filibusters. How
does this compare with previous years?
There is no comparison. We have never,
ever, in the history of the U.S. Senate,
run into such a consistent strategy of
obstruction by one party in the Senate.

It was no surprise, because the Sen-
ator from Kentucky who just spoke an-
nounced 4 years ago exactly what his
strategy would be. He said his No. 1
goal was to make sure that Barack
Obama was a one-term President.

I have served in the House and in the
Senate with Republican Presidents,
and certainly I supported their oppo-
nents whenever they ran for election,
but I felt a moral and civic obligation
to do my best to work with those
Presidents to achieve some good for
this country.

I would say that President George W.
Bush is a classic example. He and I saw
the world so differently, and yet when
it came to specific issues I was pre-
pared to stand and not only praise his
work but join him in trying to pass im-
portant legislation.

President George W. Bush may not be
remembered for this, but he should be:
He spoke in favor of immigration re-
form. When is the last time you heard
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a Republican leader speak about immi-
gration reform? But George W. Bush
understood it, and I admired him for it
and complimented him for it, as I do
today.

He stood and said the United States
should lead the world in eradicating
the HIV/AIDS epidemic, and he put his
money and the money of the American
taxpayers where his promises were, and
I supported him for it. He was right to
do it.

President George W. Bush stood up
after 9/11 and reminded America we are
not at war with people of the Muslim
religion. George W. Bush told us it is a
good and peaceful religion. Those who
would corrupt it, those extremists in
the name of Islam, are not a credit to
that religion and do not reflect it, and
I admired him for that. At a time when
America was so angry over 9/11 and the
loss of all those innocent lives, he
showed real leadership.

What a contrast with those who come
to the floor of the House and Senate
and say our No. 1 goal is to make sure
this President fails no matter what he
tries. That is not good for America,
and that is one of the reasons we have
been as unproductive as we have been.
But there have been exceptions. Let me
tell you some of those exceptions.

We passed the Violence Against
Women Act—an important piece of leg-
islation. Go to a domestic violence
shelter. I am sure the Acting President
pro tempore did as attorney general of
the State of Connecticut and as U.S.
Senator, as I did, and sit across the
table from a victim of domestic vio-
lence—a poor woman with two black
eyes crying her heart out, saying: I
just had to get out of that house.

Go to a domestic violence center in
Little Village or in Pilsen in the city of
Chicago where immigrant women come
in, holding their children close by, for
fear that drunken husband is going to
take another swing at them or at her
and tell me we could not agree, Demo-
crats and Republicans, to put the re-
sources together to protect those peo-
ple.

Well, we passed it over here. We
passed it in the Senate—a bipartisan
bill—and it died in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The same thing happened on impor-
tant legislation such as transportation.
That used to be the easiest bill to pass.
Who in the world, elected in the House
and the Senate, does not want to see
better highways and bridges and run-
ways and ports across America? We
know it is key to our economic devel-
opment. We passed it on a bipartisan
basis. What happened? It died in the
House of Representatives. They ended
up sending us a shell of a bill so we
could go to conference and finally
come up with something.

Then the farm bill. This one troubles
me. I say to the Acting President pro
tempore, I know Connecticut has some
farmers. We have a few more in Illi-
nois. My farmers have been through a
pretty tough time of it. This summer
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has been exceptional when it comes to
weather. Virtually every county in my
State has been declared a disaster area
because of drought.

It used to be routine on the Fourth of
July to have shoulder-high corn, to
watch in August as it just grew even
more and was ready for harvest. It was
a magnificent scene. I have seen it
every year of my life. This year it was
a sad scene in too many places in Illi-
nois. The farmers—many of them will
get through; 80 percent of them bought
crop insurance—but they want to know
what the farm bill is going to be next
year so they can get ready.

Well, we told them in the Senate. We
passed a bipartisan farm bill in the
Senate. Senator DEBBIE STABENOW of
Michigan—what a great example of
leadership. She not only put a good
farm bill together, she brought PAT
ROBERTS, a Republican from Kansas on
her committee, with her to the Senate
floor and passed it with 64 votes—a bi-
partisan bill. It not only wrote the
farm programs for the next 5 years, it
saved $23 billion, cut it off the deficit.
Pretty good work. I am proud of her.

So what happened to that important
bill we sent to the House of Represent-
atives 3 months ago? It died. The House
announced this week they were unable
to pass a farm bill. Do you know why?
For the same reason they have been
unable to pass major legislation
through the course of the last 2 years.
They insist it be passed only with Re-
publican votes.

Two of the bills I mentioned—trans-
portation and the farm bill—have tra-
ditionally been the most bipartisan
bills to come to the Congress. Why? Be-
cause we all share the concern about
the infrastructure of America and the
agricultural sector of America, Demo-
crats and Republicans. But those bills
have died in the House of Representa-
tives.

When the Senate Republican leader
comes to the floor and talks about how
unproductive we have been, he fails to
mention 382 Republican filibusters—an
all-time record of obstruction. He fails
to mention his promise to make sure
his guiding principle would be the de-
feat of this incumbent President. And
he fails to mention that graveyard of
important legislation across the Ro-
tunda in the House of Representatives.
That is the reality, and the reality is a
troubling one.

Yesterday, I did satellite radio and
television feeds back to Illinois, and a
number of the reporters said: Well,
what can we do about it? I said: You
get your chance November 6. Decide.
Decide what you want. Decide if you
want to send Democrats and Repub-
licans to this Capitol with an awesome
responsibility and also with the spirit
of consensus and cooperation.

We have had one Senate candidate in
the Midwest who announced: I am not
going to compromise with anybody
when I get to Washington. I hope the
people of Indiana remember that on
November 6. If that is what they want,
that is what they will get.
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But I sense the American people
want more from us. They want us to
work together. There have been in-
stances, examples where that has hap-
pened. President Obama created a def-
icit commission called the Simpson-
Bowles Commission. Eighteen people
were appointed to it. Senator HARRY
REID asked me to join the commission,
and I did. I did not think much would
come of it, to be honest with you.
There have been a lot of commissions
around here. They spend taxpayers’
dollars and a lot of time and generate
reports that are quickly forgotten.
This was an exception simply because
Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson
came together and did an extraor-
dinarily good job.

We spent a year looking at this budg-
et and realizing that this deficit is
unsustainable and unacceptable. We
borrow 40 cents for every $1 we spend in
this town. Whether we are spending it
on food stamps, on missiles, on foreign
aid, or on agricultural programs, we
borrow 40 cents of it. And who is our
No. 1 creditor in the world? The same
nation that is our No. 1 competitor in
the world, China. How about that? We
are borrowing money from China. Bor-
rowing that money, of course, is at the
expense of interest payments which
continue to grow because of the costs
we are faced with across the board.

So we talked in the Simpson-Bowles
Commission about coming up with a
way to reduce the deficit in a respon-
sible fashion. I was certain, when I
walked in the door, that we were not
going to get much done there, and I
was even certain that I was not going
to vote for it because I thought there
were some issues I just could not see
my way through. But I came to a dif-
ferent conclusion. I voted yes on the
Simpson-Bowles bipartisan deficit
commission, and out of the six Sen-
ators who sat on the commission—
three Democrats and three Repub-
licans—five of us voted yes. We believe
it showed the path to a responsible re-
duction of the deficit.

Well, it did not go any further, unfor-
tunately, because the commission did
not have 14 votes, which it needed, and
it did not have the power of law, which
it needed. It turns out that the original
legislation creating the commission
had failed on the floor of the Senate
when seven Republicans switched their
votes and voted against it. After co-
sponsoring it, they voted against it.

Thank goodness the ideas behind
Simpson-Bowles are still alive and con-
tinue to be alive. We have continued to
meet. We have had Democratic and Re-
publican Senators meeting almost non-
stop for a long time trying to push for-
ward this concept of reducing the def-
icit in a responsible way while still
growing our economy and creating
jobs.

We are going to have our chance soon
to put on the table whatever we can
come up with. Right after the election,
on December 31, we face what is known
as the cliff. At that point, many impor-
tant pieces of legislation and laws will
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expire and automatic spending cuts
will go into place. It is a pretty serious
outcome. This is our chance to come up
with a bipartisan answer to it. We can-
not get to it until after the election,
which I think is understandable. It is
such a highly charged political atmos-
phere until November 6. But after the
election, it is a test—a test of the
House and Senate as to whether the
Democrats and Republicans can put
the campaign behind them and work
together to solve some of this Nation’s
problems.

The path that Simpson-Bowles laid
out is a pretty direct one and a pretty
obvious one. We need to do two things
to reduce our deficit. We need more
revenue and we need to reduce spend-
ing. Those are the two things that re-
duce the deficit. I think we can do
that. I think we can achieve that in a
fair way. I have tried to work and con-
tinue to work toward that goal.

I would say despite the statement of
the Republican leader just a few min-
utes ago, I am more hopeful, even for
the rest of this session. If we can put
these filibusters behind us for a mo-
ment, if we can come to the floor and
work together, I think we can achieve
something. We did with the farm bill,
we did with the Transportation bill, we
did with the Violence Against Women
Act, and we did with postal reform—bi-
partisan bills, important bills that
passed the Senate and died in the
House. I hope if we show some leader-
ship over here the House will follow in
a bipartisan fashion to deal with these
same issues. We know we have major
problems facing us in this country,
problems that will not be resolved un-
less we work together.

SUPER PACS

Mr. President, I would like to make a
statement about another issue, which I
think relates directly to the perform-
ance of Congress and what is going on
in American politics today.

Across the street, the U.S. Supreme
Court reached a decision known as
Citizens United. It was a decision
which has had a dramatic impact on
the way campaigns are waged in Amer-
ica. We have seen unprecedented—un-
precedented—influence buying by cor-
porations and wealthy individuals in a
way we have never seen in the history
of the United States.

There are about 16 or 17 multi-
millionaires who are investing millions
and millions of dollars—hundreds of
millions of dollars—into our election
process. The same thing holds true for
major corporations.

Let me tell you some of the numbers
to compare.

In the 2006 congressional midterm
elections, outside groups spent $70 mil-
lion to influence the result, Mr. Presi-
dent. 2006, $70 million.

Four years later, in 2010, outside
groups raised the $70 million figure to
$294 million—four times the amount
they spent in 2006.

In the current Presidential election
cycle outside special interest groups
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and wealthy individuals have already
broken the record of 2010. These out-
side groups—and these are not the
campaigns of any candidates or even
political parties—have already spent,
with 7 weeks to go, $350 million, break-
ing all records for outside money.

How is this money being spent? Turn
on your television in a battleground
State and try to get around the tele-
vision ads. They have spent $50 million
more than they did in 2008—and we are
just entering the end of this campaign
when the expenditures will skyrocket.

If there was ever any doubt that the
Citizens United decision would lead to
a flood of campaign cash from wealthy
individuals and corporations, we have
our answer.

At the end of 2010, there were 84 ac-
tive super PACs. Two years later, there
are now 657 super PACs prepared to
spend hundreds of millions of dollars to
persuade voters.

The only thing worse than this un-
precedented amount of money from
special interest groups and wealthy in-
dividuals flooding our airwaves is the
fact that ordinary Americans often
have no idea where this money is com-
ing from.

In 2006, only 1 percent of all outside
spending came from secret donors. In
2010, after Citizens United and the rise
of super PACs, secret donors rocketed
to 46 percent of the outside spending in
campaigns, which means when we see
the ads on television, we have no idea,
generally—in half the cases at least—
who is paying for it.

As I have said before, these are not
just super PACs, these are outside
groups pouring money into elections.
They are super secret PACs in many
instances because the public has
shockingly little information about the
sources of the money. These super se-
cret PACs and the wealthy individuals
and corporations behind them are
drowning out the voices of average citi-
zens, and many times the voices of the
candidates themselves.

Our representative democracy values
transparency, participation, and open
debates. TUnfortunately, nonpartisan
reports indicate that as the amount of
money flooding into campaigns in-
creases, core democratic principles are
diminished.

The little that we have been able to
learn about the major donors to these
super PACs is very disturbing. Mr.
President, 17 percent of all funds raised
by super PACs came from for-profit
businesses. It is safe to say that their
primary goal is generally not advanc-
ing the public interest but, rather, en-
hancing their corporate bottom line.

Mr. President, 80 percent of funds
given to super PACs during this Presi-
dential election—80 percent of all the
$350 million that I mentioned—came
from 196 people—196 people who want
to control our campaign process.

Moreover, there is an ultra-elite club
of 22 millionaires and billionaires who
provided half of all super-PAC money
being spent in this Presidential elec-
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tion—22 Americans. I do not begrudge
anyone their success in life or in busi-
ness. I applaud it. The voices of busi-
ness leaders, wealthy individuals, and
special interests should be heard as
part of the public debate. They are an
important part of our country, and
they need a seat at the policymaking
table. Their voices, however, are not
the only voices and opinions that mat-
ter. They should not occupy every seat
at the policymaking table or buy con-
trol of what is served on that table.

A Las Vegas casino magnate, Shel-
don Adelson; billionaire oil tycoons,
two brothers, Charles and David Koch;
and the multimillionaire head of a re-
tail empire, Art Pope, may have
achieved laudable business success, but
their economic success does not entitle
them to secretly use their virtually un-
limited resources and impose their po-
litical will and their political agenda
on America. Unfortunately, after the
Citizens United case, that is exactly
what they are trying to do.

The Las Vegas casino magnate Shel-
don Adelson is reportedly the most
generous super-PAC donor. He has con-
tributed $36 million and threatens to
spend even more. His first spend was on
a candidate named Newt Gingrich.
When he did not make it to the finish
line, Mr. Adelson said that he is now
going to give it to the Republican
nominee for President. That is a lot of
money and a lot of influence and prob-
ably more, but for this particular
super-PAC donor, that $36 million con-
tribution, when you look at his wealth,
is equivalent to $168 from the average
American.

The terms of the political debate and,
I fear, the outcome of many elections
are not being set by 314 million Ameri-
cans whose lives, jobs, safety, and
health are impacted by the decisions of
the people they elect; instead, it is the
22, 22 wealthy individuals pouring
money into super PACs that have out-
sized influence on the terms of our po-
litical debate and the outcome of our
elections.

Our fellow Americans may not know
the intricate details of campaign fi-
nance laws, but they know their voices
are being drowned out by these cor-
porations, special interests, and
wealthy individuals. Many people are
losing confidence in this democracy as
a result. According to a recent survey,
three out of four Americans believe
corruption has increased over the last 3
years. Well, in some part, we can thank
the Citizens United decision for that.

The time to fix our broken campaign
finance system is now. I am a realist. I
understand that most Americans view
this flood of spending by special inter-
est groups and wealthy individuals on
political campaigns the same way they
view gangland slayings: Let them
shoot one another as much as they
want. As long as the bullets do not hit
us, as long as we do not have to watch,
let them have their fun.

But it is more serious than that. If
our political process is stolen away
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from the average American, even the
average candidate, by these special in-
terest groups and wealthy individuals,
it will diminish our democracy, there
is no question. So here is an idea, one
I have been pushing for a long time. I
introduced the Fair Elections Now Act,
which would create a public financing
system that would free candidates from
the dangerous reliance on super PACs
once and for all. Under Fair Elections,
viable candidates who qualify for Fair
Elections programs would raise cam-
paign funds in small amounts from in-
dividual donors—small amounts. Once
they have raised a certain threshold
number of small donations, they could
receive matching funds and grants suf-
ficient to run a competitive campaign.
Fair Elections would fundamentally re-
form our broken system and put the
average citizens back in control of
their elections and their country.

I wonder what the American people
would think of shorter campaigns di-
rected to the issues, actual debates be-
tween the candidates? Would they miss
us if they did not see all of those ads on
television? I do not think they would
miss us.

I also support the DISCLOSE Act.
The Supreme Court got it wrong in
Citizens United, but this bill we have
tried to pass would require super PACs
and other big spenders to disclose all
donors who give $10,000 or more to in-
fluence an election. What is wrong with
transparency and disclosure when it
comes to our democratic political proc-
ess?

I chair the Judiciary Committee’s
Subcommittee on the Constitution,
Civil Rights and Human Rights.

I will tell you that when it comes to
constitutional amendments, I have
been pretty picky as a Member of the
House and Senate. I think the Con-
stitution which I have sworn to uphold
and defend as a Member of the Senate
and the House is an extraordinary doc-
ument. I am not so bold or bigheaded
to think I have a great idea that ought
to be parked right in the middle of that
fantastic and sacred document. I have
been skeptical of those who have of-
fered amendments over the years. As I
have said, I do not believe we should
take a roller brush to a Rembrandt. It
is an amazing work of political art, and
we should take care not to amend it ex-
cept in the most extraordinary situa-
tions.

During the most recent hearing 1
chaired on the impact of Citizens
United, our subcommittee received
1,959,063 petition signatures from
Americans representing every State in
the Union, almost 2 million Americans.
These Americans support the constitu-
tional amendment that would stop the
pernicious influence of secret corporate
and special interest money.

I see on the floor Senator UDALL of
New Mexico, who has been a leader on
this issue on this constitutional
amendment. As I have said, I am very
selective in the constitutional amend-
ments to which I will add my name. I
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have joined him because I think he is
right.

Citizens United has corrupted this
political process. The likelihood that
Congress can change it is a long shot.
If it is going to be changed, it needs to
be changed in a meaningful way so that
we can reclaim our political process for
the people of this country and take it
away from the 22 multimillionaires and
billionaires who are trying to take con-
trol of this political process.

I stand with these 2 million Ameri-
cans, and I stand with Senator UDALL
and so many others because the way we
finance our campaigns in this country
is in urgent need of reform.

This will be the last day or two the
Senate meets before the elections. I
wanted to come to the floor and speak
to this issue before the election, what-
ever the outcome may be. America is
not a better and stronger nation when
we give up our political process to the
wealthy and politically articulate. The
strength of America is when every per-
son has a voice and a vote and they are
not going to be overshadowed or out-
distanced because of someone who hap-
pens to be very wealthy and very suc-
cessful and wants to buy their way into
our political system.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
President, before my colleague, Sen-
ator DURBIN, leaves the floor, let me
just say that this whole issue, as he has
pointed out, of campaign finance is a
pressing issue. It is one that is before
us now. We are seeing it play out in the
campaign. I am sure that at the end of
this campaign, citizens across this
country are going to demand reform,
they are going to demand change. The
Senator has outlined several pieces of
legislation that I believe really do
that. This constitutional amendment is
one. The DISCLOSE Act, a piece of leg-
islation the Senator has offered and
fought for, I think both in the House
and the Senate, really brings trans-
parency to the process. They bring dis-
closure to the process, and we need to
do it. So I really appreciate the Sen-
ator’s leadership and look forward to
working with the Senator very closely
on this issue as we get into the next
Congress.

TRIBUTE TO RUSSELL TRAIN

I rise today to pay tribute to a gen-
tleman by the name of Russell Train.
On Monday of this week, our Nation
lost a great friend of the environment.
I was saddened to learn of the passing
of Russell Train. Russ was a true pio-
neer in the history of environmental
protection. He was a part of that great
generation of bipartisan leaders, that
remarkable group of men and women,
Democrats and Republicans, who put
the environment center stage, who
championed conservation. My father,
who knew and admired Russ, was also a
part of that generation. They leave
very big shoes to fill. Their legacy is
monumental.
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Russ Train’s life parallels so much of
the history of the environmental move-
ment in this country because he was
part of that history because he did so
much to make it happen. In 1965, when
he was 45, Russ left his position as U.S.
Tax Court judge. He decided to devote
himself full time to conservation and
became president of the Conservation
Foundation. His midlife career change
may have been a loss for the Tax
Court, but it was a huge gain for the
environment.

Brilliant, tenacious, committed, he
dedicated the rest of his life to the en-
vironment. Along with Rachel Carson,
the celebrated author of ‘Silent
Spring,” Russ helped raise environ-
mental issues to the national level. He
served as Under Secretary of Interior
from in 1969 to 1970. He was the first
Chairman of the White House Council
on Environmental Quality from 1970 to
1973. He was instrumental in the cre-
ation of the Environmental Protection
Agency and headed it from 1973 to 1977.
During those years, he oversaw land-
mark legislation: the Clean Air Act,
the Clean Water Act, the Endangered
Species Act, the Toxic Substance Con-
trol Act. All bore the imprint of Rus-
sell Train.

Perhaps his most lasting achieve-
ment was the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1970. He helped see that
groundbreaking legislation through the
Nixon White House and through Con-
gress. For over 40 years now, NEPA has
required Federal agencies to prepare
environmental impact statements for
any major projects. NEPA is justly re-
garded as the foundation for U.S. envi-
ronmental protections.

But what began as a bipartisan tri-
umph was later subject to partisan di-
vide. While in the House in 2005, I
served as the ranking member of a task
force whose stated purpose was to re-
view and improve NEPA. But there
were those who wanted to destroy it—
with 1 swift blow or by 1,000 cuts but
destroy it all the same. Many of us
fought very hard not to let that hap-
pen. As I said at that time, where crit-
ics of NEPA saw only delay, we saw de-
liberation. Where they saw postponed
profits, we saw public input. NEPA was
then and is now an antidote to the po-
tential arrogance of government power.
It listens to the community, it address-
es opposition early on, and in the long
run it minimizes conflict and protects
the environment. It trusts the Amer-
ican people to take part in managing
their public resources. And it remains
one of Russell Train’s greatest leg-
acies.

Russ himself stated it best at the
40th anniversary of NEPA. He said:

NEPA is America’s most-imitated environ-
mental legislation around the globe. What
we launched in 1970 has become a contribu-
tion to the planet not less than to our citi-
zenry . .. NEPA’s legacy is that what the
people know has great value to a government
that seeks their knowledge and takes it seri-
ously.

After leaving the government, Rus-
sell led the U.S. branch of the World
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Wildlife Fund for many years. He did so
with his usual passion and commit-
ment, always engaged, always prag-
matic and reasonable but ever the vi-
sionary for a better world.

In 1991 President Bush awarded Russ
the Presidential Medal of Freedom.

Russell Train was a remarkable man.
Jill and I have been honored to call
him and his wonderful wife Aileen our
friends. We extend our sincere condo-
lences to Aileen and their children and
hope they will take comfort in know-
ing the world is a better place for Rus-
sell’s life and work.

NEW MEXICO’S CENTENNIAL

On January 16, 1912, President Taft
signed the proclamation making New
Mexico the 47th State. So it is with
great pride that I join Senator BINGA-
MAN in submitting a resolution recog-
nizing the centennial anniversary of
our State.

For those of us who are blessed to
call New Mexico home, we are im-
printed by its remarkable history and
its awesome beauty. We are part of the
rich diversity of its people.

One hundred years ago, the popu-
lation of New Mexico was 327,000 peo-
ple. Now it is over 2 million. But the
mix of Native American, Hispanic, and
European tradition has long been a
part of our State. New Mexico is a land
of deep roots. We are enriched by this
mosaic of culture. It has informed our
history, our art, and our sense of who
we are as a people. Our State is rightly
called the Land of Enchantment. It is
also a land of courage. From the Civil
War to Teddy Roosevelt’s Rough Rid-
ers, from the Navajo Code Talkers to
Bataan and Corregidor, and from Korea
and Vietnam to the brave men and
women who have served in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, when our Nation has called,
New Mexico has always stood ready to
answer that call.

The story of New Mexico is a long
and proud one. It goes back well over
10,000 years to the Clovis people. It
goes back to Santa Fe, founded in 1610,
the oldest capital city in the United
States. In 1920, Route 66 connected New
Mexico to California and to the Mid-
west. This and other interstate
projects that followed brought jobs and
more people to our State, and today we
need a new commitment to investing in
the infrastructure that is essential to
renewed prosperity.

In the 1920s and 1930s, New Mexico
was part of an oil boom that fueled the
rest of the Nation, and today we are on
the cutting edge of clean energy tech-
nology, helping to reduce our Nation’s
dependence on foreign oil. In the 1940s
and 1950s Sandia and Los Alamos Na-
tional Labs became legendary centers
of scientific innovation and research.
Today they continue to play a vital
role in our Nation’s security. Our State
is also promoting STEM education—
science, technology, engineering, and
math—so that our graduates can get
good jobs, so they can compete in a
global economy.

How we address these issues will
shape the next 100 years in our State,
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but I am sure of one thing: We have a
blend of cultures and backgrounds like
nowhere else. It has helped bring us
where we are today. It will help take us
where we need to go tomorrow. The vi-
tality and creativity of our people is as
strong as ever. Working together, we
will continue to meet the challenges of
our State and our Nation. In this year
of our centennial, we look back to our
unique history and we look forward to
a bright future.

I thank the Senator from Kentucky,
Mr. PAUL, for allowing me to finish my
statement. I appreciate very much his
courtesy. With that, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky.

FOREIGN AID

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I am going
to tell you the story today of a love af-
fair. It is a story that is a steamy one.
It is a story of illicit behavior, of
treachery, and of gluttony. It is a story
that involves intrigue and deception. It
is a story of unintended consequences,
and it is a story of anger and violence.
It is the story of American foreign aid.

Joseph Sambayi Mukendie never
sleeps at home anymore. Mukendie’s
sleep is interrupted by dreams. He feels
unsafe even a continent away from his
attackers. Mukendie was arrested at
home one night. He was taken to an
underground cell at Camp Kongolo—a
military base in Kinshasha, Zaire. The
secret police of Mobutu stripped him
naked, stretched him out on the floor,
and then he was beaten with a large
stick with nails protruding from the
end.

Mobutu received billions of dollars in
foreign aid from our country. Over his
30-year bloody dictatorship, he re-
ceived billions of our taxpayer dollars.
As his people starved, his wife went to
Europe, spent millions of dollars on
spending sprees. Zaire has very little
running water and sporadic electricity.
It rotted under Mobutu’s rule, and yet
he received billions of American dol-
lars. Mobutu stole the lion’s share of
this. He became one of the richest men
in the world. Enough was stolen that
his wealth was estimated to be in the
billions. They called his wife Gucci
Mobutu. Her shoe collection rivaled
Imelda Marcos’. She was capable of
spending $1 million in one day in Eu-
rope.

Jean Nguza Karl-i-Bond was an ally
of Mobutu who fell out of his favor.
Mobutu accused him of trying to se-
duce the First Lady. Many believed his
only crime was that he was mentioned
in the foreign press as a possible suc-
cessor to Mobutu. Nguza was subjected
to physical and electric torture to the
genitals—too horrific to even repeat.
The administration of Jimmy Carter,
who ostensibly were champions of
human rights, nevertheless continued
the steady flow of foreign aid, for for-
eign aid is a bipartisan project. There
is a consensus in the United States and
in the Senate. We must send it no mat-
ter what the behavior of the recipients.

Not only did our leaders turn a blind
eye to Mobutu’s graft and human
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rights abuses, they bestowed upon him
inexplicable and personal friendship.
Mobutu was known as a personal friend
of the first President Bush and vaca-
tioned at his personal residence. When
Mobutu traveled to Europe, he would
stop by the Central Bank of Zaire.
Early in his reign, he would come by
with a Louie Vuitton bag and would
get about $50,000 in cash. Toward the
end of his career, he was getting
$500,000 in cash for these trips to Eu-
rope. One of his many foreign resi-
dences was in Switzerland. He appar-
ently had the time and money to vaca-
tion there, and even had his own bran-
dy being made at our taxpayers’ ex-
pense.

It is sad to contemplate what despots
and dictators have done and are doing
to their people. It is sadder still to re-
alize they are being subsidized in this
horrific behavior by taxpayer money.
And it continues. We are having a de-
bate now over foreign aid because they
still want to send more. Many people
think the answer is to send more;
maybe they will behave better if they
get more of our money.

Apologists for foreign aid don’t deny
foreign aid has often been stolen by
corrupt leaders, and there is evidence
the humanitarian outcomes are scant
and don’t occur. Nevertheless, the ad-
vocates of foreign aid justify the con-
tinuing aid with the argument we must
often choose the lesser of two evils. As
many have pointed out, the lesser of
two evils is still evil.

Throughout the Cold War, the per-
ceived threat of Soviet expansionism,
though, clouded the minds of many
leaders. American leaders would pick
one dictator over another if he or she
were a pro-American dictator. We
didn’t care what they were doing to
their people. We turned a blind eye.

We gave money to dictators from
Saddam Hussein, who was once our
ally, receiving billions of our tax dol-
lars, to the mujahedin, who were rad-
ical jihadists. But at the time, we
didn’t mind if they were a radical
jihadist if they were our radical
jihadist because they were opposing
the Soviet Union. But the mujahedin
actually, eventually, became the
Taliban, who are now our enemies. We
despise jihad now, and we fight against
radical Islamic jihad. But at one time
we subsidized jihad. In fact, there were
several weapons left over from the
time period when we were giving weap-
ons to the mujahedin.

We subsidized Qadhafi before we
fought Qadhafi. We gave Qadhafi for-
eign aid. He was our friend. In the year
preceding his overthrow, there were
Senators from this body speaking with
Qadhafi’s family about sending more
money to Qadhafi. Where does the in-
sanity end?

U.S. foreign aid has continued to flow
despite a long string of abuses well-
known to most of those who are dis-
pensing the aid. They simply turn a
blind eye. Except for Libya, Egypt, and
Tunisia, where many are saying let’s
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send the money to secularists; now
there is a question as to whether some
of that money may be going to radical
Islamists.

With the end of the Cold War, some
were finally cut off. Mobutu, whom I
mentioned, who committed these atro-
cious acts of torture, finally was cut
off, but only after 30 years of receiving
our taxpayer money, torturing his own
people, and stealing everyone blind.

Foreign aid from developed countries
in 2006 totaled $100 billion a year. Over
the past 50 years, we have given $2 tril-
lion to developing countries in foreign
aid. Over the past 42 years, Easterly
states that although $568 billion has
flowed into Africa, per-capita growth
in income in Africa has been flat. In
fact, in some countries, such as
Zimbabwe, where Mugabe was in
charge for several decades, the growth
rate has actually been negative.

So for those who say: I just simply
want to help people; I want to help
poor people around the world by send-
ing them money, it is stolen by their
leaders. It doesn’t get to the poor peo-
ple, and, besides, some may have heard
we are $1 trillion short in our budget.
How can we send more money over-
seas?

Some academics have argued that
with the Arab spring, the emerging de-
mocracies will require even more for-
eign aid. Hillary Clinton is on Capitol
Hill today asking for more money to go
to Egypt. As they burn our flag, as the
hordes gather by the tens of thousands,
she is asking to send Egypt more
money. There were no Egyptian police-
men or soldiers who showed up when
our Ambassador was attacked, and Hil-
lary Clinton is asking for more money
to go to Egypt.

According to Coyne and Ryan, the
world’s worst dictators have received
$105 billion under the guise of official
developmental assistance. Instead of
helping the poor, the assistance is aid-
ing the ability of the dictators to re-
main in power. In fact, it keeps them
in power long enough that it inflames
the populace so that we end up having
to go back in because of war because
the populace is so inflamed against the
dictator that we have propped up
against popular rule.

Some academics argue emerging de-
mocracies will require more aid. Pro-
fessors Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and
Alastair Smith argue:

Democracy would make the price much
higher. Democracy in Egypt comes at a big
price for U.S. voters. Good or bad—that is up
to the observer, but it will be costly, no
doubt.

The professors’ argument is that de-
mocracy is messy and costs more to
subsidize because the ballot box gives
voice to the minorities that dictators
would not hear, that they would si-
lence or imprison.

I think the real question and the
image we have to have in our mind is
when we see 10,000 people outside the
Embassy in Pakistan burning the U.S.
flag, imagine that we would send them
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more money. Imagine we would not ask
for restrictions on this money. I have
been asking for 6 weeks to place re-
strictions on foreign aid. I am not even
asking that it end, although I would,
but I am asking to simply place re-
strictions on it. Everyone should watch
this vote. If I get this vote, just watch.
The vast majority of the Senate is
going to vote for unlimited, unre-
stricted foreign aid. I will probably lose
this vote, but when we ask our friends,
when we go home and ask our friends:
Should we be sending money to coun-
tries that disrespect us, to countries
that burn our flag, I think most will
find that 80 to 90 percent of the Amer-
ican people wouldn’t send another
penny. That may be why Congress has
about a 10-percent approval rating.
They don’t get it. Ninety percent of the
folks up here are going to vote to con-
tinue sending taxpayer money with no
restrictions to countries that burn our
flag and disrespect us. Is it any wonder
that only 10 percent of America ap-
proves of Congress?

In fact, many people who claim to be
conservatives are for foreign aid. Big
government conservative advocates,
such as John Guardiano, try to couch
their support in feigned opposition. He
says:

Now, I don’t like foreign aid any more than
the next conservative. Most foreign aid is
probably economically wasteful and counter-
productive. But the point of foreign aid is
not economics. It is geopolitics.

That is what most of them will admit
around here. Continuing his quote:

It is intended to shape a recipient coun-
try’s behavior and, quite literally, buy
American influence.

To his mind he says it does that. But
if foreign aid is meant to shape a coun-
try’s behavior, advocates have a lot of
explaining to do. From Mobutu to
Mugabe, from Mubarak to Hussein to
Qadhafi, from the current Egypt to the
current Pakistan that is holding a gen-
tleman who helped us get bin Laden, to
the current Pakistan that seemed
somehow to let bin Laden live for 7
years in their midst with no knowledge
he was there—they have some explain-
ing to do. For those who advocate for-
eign aid, saying it is shaping the be-
havior of these countries, they have
some explaining to do because it
doesn’t appear as if these countries re-
spect America. It doesn’t appear as if
they even like us. And it also doesn’t
appear that if they want to be our ally
they are acting like it.

That is all I am asking. If a country
wants to be an ally of our country,
they should act like it. If they want to
receive and cash an American check,
they need to act like our ally at the
very least.

There is some question about wheth-
er the aid works when it is sent for
poverty or humanitarian purposes.

Doug Bandow asked this question
and argues that foreign aid actually
encourages poverty and starvation be-
cause African nations use displays of
poverty and starvation to seek more
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aid. Why get rid of your problem? Why
cure your problem if that is what you
are showing the world you have so you
can get more aid? We don’t seem to
care about results because we continue
to give it to some of these dictators for
decades, who produce no results and we
know are stealing the money.

Brautigram and Knack illustrate the
existence of a moral hazard problem
surrounding foreign aid. They contend
that aid allocation may actually en-
courage impoverishing policy because
as the damaging policies create misery,
the more likely the donors are to grant
more aid.

Herb Werlin maintains that Amer-
ican foreign aid is undermined by tar-
iffs and subsidies, including a $3 bil-
lion-a-year subsidy lavished on 25,000
cotton farmers. Because of high sub-
sidies, America is able to export corn
at two-thirds the cost of production,
making it impossible for African farm-
ers to compete. So our trade policy
makes it harder for African countries
to become self-sufficient. Peanuts are
protected by a tariff up to 164 percent,
thereby making Africa’s peanut-pro-
ducing nations, such as Uganda, even
more dependent on aid.

But it is not just rich people in poor
countries getting foreign aid; we also
continue to shift our dollars to rich
countries.

Michael Tennant reports:

According to a report from the Congres-
sional Research Service, in fiscal year 2010
the United States’ top creditor nations re-
ceived millions of dollars in aid.

So the countries we are borrowing
money from, we are sending them for-
eign aid. China, to whom we owe over
$1 trillion, still gets $27 million in aid.
Russia, to whom we owe $127 billion,
still gets $71 million in aid. To add in-
sult to injury, China gets economic de-
velopment assistance from the U.S.
taxpayer.

It just amazes me. But you mark my
words, you listen to the debate, and
you watch the vote today—the vast
majority does not want any change to
foreign aid other than that they would
increase it. If we are not getting the
behavior we want, they would increase
it.

Hillary Clinton is on Capitol Hill
today asking to increase aid to Egypt—
not to put restrictions on the aid, to
increase it. We currently do have some
restrictions on aid to Egypt. Hillary
Clinton has waived those and said they
are doing fine.

When the marauders, when the horde
came to the Embassy in Egypt last
week, there was a phone call made to
our Embassy saying: The mob is com-
ing. But no soldiers came. No one came
to protect our Embassy. In the civ-
ilized world, the host nation protecting
the guest nation’s Embassy is of pri-
mary concern. It is something every
civilized nation is expected to do. In
the case of Egypt, no one came. We
were lucky that we escaped death in
Egypt. We weren’t so lucky in Libya.

The report on China that found out
we were borrowing money and then
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giving foreign aid to countries we bor-
row from was commissioned by Senator
ToMm COBURN, who has been watching
out for your money. He demanded this
report, and he said:

Borrowing money from countries who re-
ceive our aid is dangerous for both the donor
and the recipient. If countries can afford to
buy our debt, perhaps they can afford to fund
their own assistance programs without rely-
ing on the American taxpayer.

Michael Tennant goes on to say this:

We give China 3.9 million to enforce the
rule of law and human rights, neither of
which are thought to be China’s selling
points.

The one that really burns, though, is
that $700,000 in economic development
assistance. It just boggles the mind
that the U.S. taxpayer is asked to send
money to China—which is
outcompeting us in virtually every sec-
tor—to send money to subsidize their
economic development assistance.

One would think that with all this
evidence that foreign aid doesn’t reach
the intended beneficiaries and often
winds up in the hands of dictators, this
information would make it easy to de-
feat foreign aid.

When you look at the polls of the
American people, you find that nearly
80 percent of the American people
think foreign aid in general is a bad
idea. We have roads in our country
that are crumbling and need repair. We
have bridges that are crumbling. In my
State alone, we had a bridge out 6
months last year. We have two bridges
in Kentucky that are older than I am
and need to be replaced. We don’t have
the money, but we somehow have bil-
lions of dollars to send to people who
disrespect us and burn our flag. I don’t
understand how we can send our money
to these countries that disdain us, dis-
respect us.

In Pakistan, they hold the doctor
who helped us get bin Laden. We fought
a 10-year war in Afghanistan to get bin
Laden and his followers. We finally got
him—no help from Pakistan. He lived
in Pakistan for many years. Pakistan
is now mad that we got him. In fact,
they riot over there and burn the
American flag because we killed bin
Laden. What do we do? Here is some
more money. If we give you some more
money, will you behave. If we give you
more money, will you let our supplies
g0 across your northern frontier.

But we don’t ask them the real ques-
tion: Are you our friend? If you are our
friend, act like it. If you are our ally,
act like it.

Anytime this question is broached
over foreign aid, the vast majority of
career politicians complain bitterly
and quash any debate. I have been try-
ing to have this vote for 6 weeks. I am
still hopeful we will get it, but they
don’t want to vote on this because they
know they are voting against the pop-
ular will, they are voting against the
wishes of their constituents.

There is not one Senator from any
one of the 50 States up here who, when
they vote against these limitations on
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foreign aid, won’t be voting against the
will of their State—they won’t be vot-
ing against the will of their people.
You can go to Massachusetts or Maine
or to conservative Texas and ask the
taxpayers, ask the voters: Are you in
favor of sending money to these coun-
tries where tens of thousands of people
are gathering and burning our flag?
Are you in favor of sending hard-earned
taxpayer money to countries that dis-
respect us? Are you in favor of sending
money to these countries when we have
s0 many problems at home that we
can’t handle? And in every State in the
Union, you will find that a majority of
voters—sometimes a vast majority of
the voters—think it is a mistake. So
what is happening here is that the will
of the people is not being transmitted
by this body because this body, when it
votes on this issue, will vote in direct
defiance of the will of the people.

It is often said that it is difficult to
determine whether a recipient is a
friend or a foe. Libya is an example.
One day Libya came in from the cold.
A longtime pariah among nations, ri-
valing Iran as a model for extreme
thuggishness, Libya came in from the
cold. Libya and her Colonel Qadhafi
phoned the West and said they would
change their ways, they would stop de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction
and become good neighbors to all. This
is before the recent Libyan revolution.
This is the Qadhafi, whom we helped to
overturn, who was by all accounts a
horrible dictator, but about 2 or 3 years
ago he came in from the cold and want-
ed to be a friend to America because he
wanted our assistance.

With an alacrity sped by naivete, the
West welcomed Qadhafi back into the
bosom of respected nations. Delega-
tions of U.S. Senators—ones who are
still in this body—went to meet with
Qadhafi, to meet with Qadhafi’s family,
to offer Qadhafi money. Prime Minister
Tony Blair gushed with praise for his
new friend Colonel Qadhafi. President
Bush concluded that Libya was no
longer a sponsor of terror. Three Sen-
ators met with Qadhafi’s son and, ac-
cording to leaked cables, offered him
aid. Fast-forward barely a year later
into the Arab spring, and these same
Senators who were offering Qadhafi aid
were back in Libya offering the rebels
aid.

We should scratch our heads and say:
My goodness. Maybe we should ques-
tion the judgment of these people who
tell you foreign aid should be given to
everyone all the time, and if they mis-
behave, give them more, because you
have Senators from this body going
and offering aid to Qadhafi and a year
later offering it to the rebels to over-
throw Qadhafi and saying Qadhafi is a
terrible dictator. He was. He always
was. But he played a game, and we ac-
cepted the game because we are always
willing to play the game with your
money.

Egypt. Egypt is a pile of contradic-
tions. In the words of former CIA
Agent Robert Baer, ‘“‘If you want a seri-
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ous interrogation, you send a prisoner
to Jordan. If you want them tortured,
you send them to Syria. But if you
want them to disappear—never to see
them again—you send them to Egypt.”

This was the Egypt under Mubarak,
who—when we felt someone needed to
be tortured or disappeared and we
didn’t want there to be any repercus-
sions coming back on us, that is where
they sent them—to Egypt.

Over the past 30 years, we bought
this sort of regime there to do our bid-
ding when we wished. It became very
unpopular with the people. So you won-
der about the Arab spring and you won-
der, why are these people so unhappy?
Well, they hated Mubarak because he
was a dictator, he was an autocrat, and
they didn’t have freedom of speech,
they didn’t have freedom of associa-
tion, and they were beaten with billy
clubs if they tried to gather. Their po-
litical parties were outlawed. They
hated Mubarak because he was
antidemocrat. He didn’t allow voting.
But he was our guy. We paid for him.

So you have to think this through.
Why is there such widespread anti-
Americanism? Because we have
propped up and given money to so
many despots, to so many dictators.
Over the past 30 years, the United
States sent over $30 billion to Egypt to
help finance a police state ruled by an
emergency decree that lasted several
decades.

Khaled Said became the face of that
foreign aid, as pictures of his bloody
beating at the hands of the Egyptian
police spurred the youth of Egypt to
take to the streets in the Arab spring
of 2011.

On June 6, 2010, Said had been sitting
on the second floor of a cyber cafe. Two
detectives from the Sidi Gaber police
station entered the premises and ar-
rested him. Multiple witnesses testified
that Said was beaten to death by the
police, who reportedly hit him and
smashed him against objects as he was
led outside to their police car.

The owner of the Internet cafe in
which Said was arrested stated that he
witnessed Said being beaten to death in
the doorway of the building across the
street after the detectives took him
out of the cafe at the owner’s request.

Another young man, Wael Ghonim, a
young Egyptian living in Dubai, found
the photos of Said after he was beaten
to death by police, and he started a
Facebook page. It is called ‘“We are all
Khaled Said.” It was moderated by
Wael Ghonim. It brought attention to
his death, and it became a phenomenon
and spread across the Middle East as
people saw the death of this man, beat-
en to death by the police.

So we have to think, why are we see-
ing people burning the American flag?
Why are we seeing such great unrest in
30 different countries? Because our for-
eign aid and our military aid have
propped up dictators who become, over
decades, despotic, autocratic, who tor-
ture their people and prevent freedom
from occurring, and then there is a
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backlash. What we are seeing is the
backlash of 30 years of foreign aid and
propping up military dictatorships sim-
ply because they were predisposed to
like us as opposed to someone else.

“We are all Khaled Said’’ was the ral-
lying cry that brought hundreds of
thousands of people to the streets in
Egypt. Ghonim’s Facebook, where he
posted ‘“We are all Khaled Said,”
spawned a revolution.

As hundreds of thousands of pro-
testers filled Tahrir Square, the police
beat them back.

David Reiff of the New Republic re-
ports:

U.S. military aid to Egypt, which averages
$1.3 billion annually, allowed the Egyptian
police and paramilitaries to bombard
protestors with volley after volley of tear
gas made by a company in Pennsylvania.

Why are they angry? They know this.
They know their protests are beaten
down by autocrats supported by the
United States who are spraying tear
gas on them that is made in the United
States. We have to understand the dy-
namic if we are ever to try to improve
the situation.

The protest in Egypt escalated day
after day. An unemployed man by the
name of Salah Mahmoud, who had
moved to Cairo in search of work to
save enough money to own a home and
marry but instead had been living on
small day’s wages, set himself on fire
in the middle of the street before being
put out by bystanders.

The U.S. military aid and tactical
training given to Libya, Egypt, and Tu-
nisia to fight terrorism was used to
fight against free association and free-
dom of speech of their people.

When we hear about the Arab spring,
we need to understand where the Arab
spring comes from. The Arab spring
was a rising up for democracy. There is
nothing wrong with that. But why
would a rising up for democracy take
on anti-American tones? I am as of-
fended as anybody else by people burn-
ing our flag. But we have to understand
why did the Arab spring that seemed to
be a search for freedom and democ-
racy—why did it get transformed into
an Arab winter? Why did it get trans-
formed into an anti-American protest?
Because the tear gas that rained down
on them for decades was made here, be-
cause the police batons were paid for
with our money, because Mubarak, who
stole millions of dollars and whose
family lived with such wealth and
abundance, with homes in London and
Paris and secret Swiss accounts, got
that at our expense. So when they
hated Mubarak, they hated us also.
They hated us because we were Muba-
rak. They hated us because we were
Ben Ali in Tunisia. They hated us be-
cause we were at one time Saddam
Hussein’s friend.

If we do not understand this, we are
never going to figure out a way to
make things better. There are many
and ample fiscal reasons to oppose for-
eign aid, but Thomas Eddlem puts it
succinctly when he writes: ‘“‘Foreign
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aid has historically been used to sup-
press freedom and has reduced the
moral influence of the example of the
U.S. Constitution.”

It is hard for us to imagine, because
we have such a great Constitution and
such great freedom here, why they
don’t appreciate that. Why don’t they
appreciate and look to the shining ex-
ample we set? We do set a great exam-
ple in our country for freedom and tol-
erance and association. Why can’t the
folks in the Middle East see that? Be-
cause they see the truncheon, they see
the police baton, they see the jail cells,
they see trial without jury from the
autocrats we have supported. We have
to understand why this anti-Ameri-
canism comes. It has come because,
largely, our foreign aid for decade upon
decade has been given to despots
throughout the Middle East. Those des-
pots have run roughshod on their peo-
ple and their people are unhappy.

It is not that they despise our Con-
stitution. I think many of them would
like to have the freedoms enshrined in
our Constitution, but it is confusing to
us because we think: Oh, they hate
what America is all about. They hate
America for our wealth and freedom.
They don’t hate wealth and freedom.
They probably don’t hate us in the ab-
stract, but they hate us because when
they see Mubarak, when they see the
other end of a truncheon coming from
the police of Mubarak or the police of
Saddam Hussein or the chemical weap-
onry and the chemical gas Hussein
sprayed on his people, they see where it
came from and they see the money
that came in to prop up these dic-
tators.

From 1980 to 1988, there was a war.
We have largely forgotten about it. It
was between Iran and Iraq. In that war
there were planes on both sides, Amer-
ican planes, because we had sold planes
to both sides. At the time, Iran was
still flying many F-4s, a couple hun-
dred F—-4 Phantoms, and on the other
side we had advisers on the ground ad-
vising Hussein.

Hussein was our ally. We sent money
to Hussein on a routine basis. There
are some reports that said Hussein di-
rectly got money from our CIA. So we
can understand the confusion over
there and we can understand that even
though Iraq was been liberated and
there is a democracy there, that some
of them still seem to hate us for some
reason. We wonder why they would
hate us if we freed them. Because some
still remember Hussein and they fear
there will be another Hussein.

One of the saddest stories that came
up in the last week was a young soldier
who was killed in Afghanistan. He was
killed by the policeman, the Afghan
policeman he was training. We have
had over 50 deaths in Afghanistan this
year from friendly fire, from our sup-
posed allies. This one was particularly
sad. This boy was to come home within
a week or two. His brother was having
a football game. He was supposed to
make his brother’s football game. This
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is a patriotic family, a military family.
This boy proudly served, and he de-
serves nothing but our admiration. But
he called his dad a week before and he
said to his dad: I think the guy I am
training is going to kill me. The Af-
ghan policeman had been coming up to
him for weeks saying, “We don’t want
you here.”

These are the people we are sending
our money to. We are sending our
young men and women to die over
there, but we are supporting people
who it is not clear want to be our
friends or want to be our allies. It is
not clear we can win their friendship.
The President of Afghanistan, Karzai,
we basically helped get in power. He
stays in power probably because of our
presence there. Yet he is disdainful of
us. They have said if there is a war
with Pakistan—Karzai said he would
side with Pakistan.

When there was a shooting recently
where an Afghan policeman shot sev-
eral of our officers in a government
building where they should not have
been armed—or were not armed—
Karzai’s response was to talk about the
burning of the Koran, as if there was
justification for these deaths.

When the riots erupted in Egypt re-
cently, what were the first words out of
President Mursi’s mouth, from Egypt?
The first words out of his mouth were:
How dare America produce this film?

America didn’t produce the film, but
those were the first words out of his
mouth, not that ‘“we should protect the
Embassy’ and that ‘‘there is no jus-
tification for attacking an embassy’’
regardless of any Kkind of discussion
over this movie.

We have to figure out how do we get
and retain valid allies? We do have al-
lies around the world we do not give
any money to. But too often through
the years we have decided to choose
one dictator over another, to choose
the lesser of two evils. Ultimately,
often we have had to go back in to
fight against our own weapons. Hussein
was our ally. We ended up going back
to fight against him. The mujahedin,
who became the Taliban, they were our
ally, too, against Russia. We were, in
fact, in favor of radical jihad when it
was directed against the Soviet Union.
Some of the weapons are left over. In
fact, when we look at Taliban weapons
captured now, many of them are Amer-
ican weapons because it is unclear
whether we have a good handle on what
we give to the Afghan police. We are
not positive they don’t wind up in the
hands of the Taliban.

It is a murky situation, but I don’t
think it is a situation that should con-
tinue. I think it is time to come home
from Afghanistan.

People on the other side say: You
want to disengage. No; I want to have
relationships with countries around
the world. I want to have diplomatic
relationships. I want to have trade. But
I don’t think having diplomatic rela-
tionships or engaging with other coun-
tries means we have to bribe them.



S6568

There are some people who hate us
enough that bribing them will not
work and often is counterproductive.

Thomas Eddlem reports that even:

Rieff—[from the New Republic, who is] no
opponent of foreign aid in theory—concluded
of [foreign] aid to Egypt [that] ‘‘this is not
only a moral scandal, it is a geo[political]
strategic blunder of huge portions.”’

Like so many authoritarian regimes,
the prime beneficiary of the U.S. for-
eign aid of Egypt was the leader for
life, Mubarak, and the end result of 30
years of supporting an unpopular dic-
tator is we are now seeing uprising in
the streets. Why are they anti-Amer-
ican? Because they see us as friends of
Mubarak. Mubarak was not a friend of
freedom.

Aladdin Elaasar, author of ‘“The Last
Pharaoh: Mubarak and the Uncertain
Future of Egypt in the Obama Age,”
said the Mubaraks owned several resi-
dences in Egypt, some inherited from
previous Presidents and the monarchy
and others he has built. ““He had a very
lavish lifestyle with many homes
around the country.”

He estimates the family’s wealth be-
tween $50 billion and $70 billion. The
gross national income is $2,000 per fam-
ily in Egypt. Do you think that might
make people a little bit mad? The guy
is worth $50 to $70 billion and the aver-
age income is $2,000. The average in-
come in Africa has not improved in
decades and they have dictators worth
billions of dollars. Do you think that
makes those people harbor anti-Amer-
ican sentiments because the leaders,
these dictators, have gotten American
money? About 20 percent of the popu-
lation in Egypt lives below the poverty
line, according to a 2010 report.

It is not just Hosni Mubarak himself,
it is his whole family who has been en-
riched. In 2001, they estimated his
wealth at $10 billion just in American
banks, Swiss, British banks, Bank of
Scotland, England, Credit Suisse of
Switzerland. You wonder what it is
worth today or if we found it all. You
also wonder how much of that money
in those secret bank accounts is actu-
ally just your money.

Egypt’s First Lady Suzanne
Mubarak’s wealth just by herself is es-
timated at $56 billion. How much of that
is your money?

When we hear these numbers of bil-
lions of dollars the dictators have se-
creted away in Swiss bank accounts,
listen to that and remember when we
hear the plethora of Senators who will
come to the floor and say that not one
penny of foreign aid should ever be
cut—ever. Not one penny of aid, they
argue, should have conditions placed
on it.

The amendment I will offer today
places conditions on foreign aid, but it
places conditions that have to pass the
Senate, not that can be rubberstamped
by Hillary Clinton. Hillary thinks
human rights are going fine in Egypt.
She rubberstamped and said: Give them
1 billion a couple months ago, no
human rights abuses in Egypt.
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She also approved an extra billion for
Pakistan 1 month ago. We cannot rely
on the purse strings to be transferred—
particularly to this administration but
even any administration, Republican
or Democratic. The purse strings are to
remain—were intended to remain and
the Constitution says are to remain—
in the legislature.

This is a real problem. My legislation
makes it come back, and we have to
vote on it here, that they are in com-
pliance, that there are no human rights
violations, that Egypt is not stealing
the money and that they are willing
and able—that they can and will pro-
tect our Embassy.

I think, at a very minimum, if they
are going to cash our check, if they are
going to have our foreign aid—which I
am not a big fan of—but if they are
going to get it, at the very least it
should have strings attached to say:
You have to protect the American Em-
bassy.

One of Mubarak’s friends was Gamal
Mubarak. He is the Assistant Secretary
General of the ruling Democratic Na-
tional Party in Egypt. His own wealth
is estimated at $17 billion, supposedly
spread through several banking insti-
tutions in Switzerland, Germany, the
United States, and Britain. You wonder
how much of the $17 billion is actually
your money.

Alaa Mubarak, the daughter, her
property has reached into nearly $8 bil-
lion. She has properties on Rodeo Drive
in Los Angeles, real estate in Wash-
ington State, New York, owns two
royal yachts with a value of 1 million
pounds. These are the yachts one can
land a helicopter on. These are the
yvachts that have a swimming pool on
them. How much of that $8 billion, how
much of the money that went to pay
for these yachts for the Mubarak fam-
ily is yours?

The thing is, you should be mad. I
think Americans are mad. But it is this
confusing situation. We should be mad
about the foreign aid and so are the
populations who are burning the Amer-
ican flag, they are mad—because they
did not receive the foreign aid. The for-
eign aid went to Mubarak. So you
should be mad that your Senators send
this money to dictators and that the
dictators live these lavish lifestyles in

mansions throughout the world,
throughout Switzerland, London,
Paris. Some of the largest private

homes in the world are owned by dic-
tators, paid for with your money.

You should be angry. You should be
frothing. You should be upset. You
should tell your Senators, you should
tell your Congressman: No more money
to these dictators.

But at the same time you become
angry, think it through and understand
why the Arab world is angry. They
don’t hate our freedom. They don’t
hate our Constitution. They are angry
at their own dictators, but they are
angry we propped up their dictators for
decade after decade. But it all has to do
with foreign aid.
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I have been arguing primarily about
Pakistan, but the thing is, this is big-
ger than Pakistan. Pakistan is just the
most egregious and one of the larger
recipients of our aid—$3 billion worth a
year, maybe more. Right now they are
holding Dr. Shakid Afridi, who is the
doctor who helped us get bin Laden.
They tortured him for a year, and he
will be in prison for the rest of his life.
That is not the way an ally acts.

I say no more money to Pakistan

until they release this doctor. I don’t
think that is too much to ask. We
would find very few in this body who
agree. Ask the American people and 80
to 90 percent agree no more money to
Pakistan until the doctor is free. I will
be lucky to get 20 percent of them to
agree to not just cut off aid, but have
restrictions on aid. That is how bad it
is.
The Arab spring brought corruption
and theft of U.S. aid to Libya and
Egypt, but Africa is rife with stories of
theft and dictator spoils.

Teodrin Obiang Nguema is the son of
Equatorial Guinea’s dictator. He re-
cently ran afoul of French customs
who discovered that his chartered jet
had 26 supercars on it, including seven
Ferraris, five Bentleys, four Rolls
Royces, and two Buggatis. Is anybody
besides me mad that we are sending
foreign aid to African dictators whose
sons are importing Rolls Royces, Bent-
leys, Ferraris, and Buggatis to Africa,
countries that have no electricity?

I don’t care if you are the biggest hu-
manitarian in the world and you want
to help people, it is not going to the
people. The foreign aid is stolen by the
leadership of these countries. This is
not one example; this is example after
example, decade after decade.

The learning curve around here is so
slow we will get 10, maybe 20 Senators
to place any restrictions on foreign aid.
Seventy percent of the people living in
Africa live under the poverty threshold
of $2 a day, and the son of a leader is
importing Buggatis, Bentleys, Rolls
Royces, and Ferraris on his own pri-
vate charter jet. It has to be a pretty
big jet to have 26 supercars on it. The
rest of Africa lives on $2 a day. It is our
money given by our government to dic-
tators in Africa. We have to get the
connection. We need to be mad. There
needs to be an ‘‘American spring”’
where we tell our leaders we are sick
and tired of our money going to fund
dictators—an American spring where
we understand what happened in the
Arab spring.

The Arab spring is a direct con-
sequence of us sending foreign aid and
lavishing it on people who don’t re-
spect the freedom of their constituents
and don’t allow constitutional free-
doms. The Arab spring’s anger, as
much as it is directed against America,
is not against our Comnstitution. It is
not because they don’t believe in free-
dom. It is because they are upset that
we have been funding and subsidizing
their dictators. The United States has
given Guinea almost $300 million over
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the past 10 years despite Guinea having
one of the worst human rights records
on the planet. Torture is said to be
commonplace.

The New York Times reported last
spring: ‘‘Any policeman can arrest any
citizen at any time.”’

Torture is a ‘‘current thing,” ‘‘cur-
rent,” said Mr. Mico, a lawyer who is
with an opposition party. He was re-
calling his own beating in the presence
of high officials.

Gonzalo Ndong Sima, a pharmacist in
the center of town, recounted his re-
cent encounter with the police over a
simple traffic mishap saying, ‘“They
beat me like an animal.”

So what do we do? We give Guinea
our money and people are beaten with
police truncheons at traffic accidents.
Who are they mad at? We need to begin
to understand where the anger is com-
ing from. When we prop up dictators in
third-world countries who beat their
subjects into submission, that is why
they are angry. They don’t care that
we are wealthy or free. They are angry
because we prop up dictators who beat
them with truncheons.

Despite widespread reports of abuse,
corruption, and ineffectiveness, foreign
aid continues unabated. Despite polls
that show over 70 percent of the Amer-
ican voters are opposed to foreign aid,
it continues unabated.

Even when advocates of foreign aid
are beaten down with stories such as I
have been telling today of human
rights abuses, starvation, and death
threats, hangings, shootings, execu-
tions, these advocates trot forward
their last defense: ‘“Foreign aid is less
than 1 percent of the whole budget.” It
is only $30 billion.

Do you know how many times they
use that argument? Every time I want
to cut $30 billion, it is only $30 billion.
They use it for $300 million too. It is
only $300 million. If we don’t get start-
ed somewhere, how are we ever going
to balance our budget? We can’t live on
the $1 trillion deficits.

They argue eliminating foreign aid
would not balance the budget. No, it
won’t, but it is a start. We have to
start somewhere, and why not start
with something that is counter-
productive? Why not start with elimi-
nating something from the budget that
is counterproductive and seems to cre-
ate some of the anger—at least it is
some explanation for the anger in the
Arab world.

The final arguments for foreign aid
are so flimsy one would not think they
would be worth much to even try to re-
fute. Proponents of the status quo use
this argument over and over for any
budgetary item. If we can’t cut mil-
lions now or even billions, how will we
ever get to trillions?

When conservatives argued for cut-
ting small subsidies to little airports
that sometimes subsidize one airline
ticket for $3,000, they argue it will only
save $300 million. It is not a valid argu-
ment, it is a weak argument, and we
should not accept it.
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Cutting $30 billion worth of foreign
aid would not balance the budget, but I
am not even asking to cut the foreign
aid. What I am asking for is that we
place contingencies on it, rules of be-
havior. If they want to be our ally, act
like it. If they want to be America’s
ally, act like it. If they want to cash
our check, act like an ally and behave.
At the very least shouldn’t there be
rules and restrictions on who gets it?

While there are reasons they are
burning the American flag, I am an
American and it upsets me. I am both-
ered by the fact that the American flag
is being burned, but I am also bothered
by the fact that we are sending money
to countries where this is occurring.
We are faced daily with tens of thou-
sands of protesters in these Middle
Eastern countries. We are faced with
the tragic assassination of Ambassador
Stevens.

With all the aid and all the evidence
that foreign aid is not working, that it
enables dictators and rarely buys the
behavior we want, Republicans and
Democrats still clamor for more. They
will fight tooth and nail against any
restrictions on the aid.

So one wonders, where are we going?
In fact, we will find in this argument—
and if we will read the paper, we will
find that Secretary of State Clinton is
arguing for more aid to Egypt. Their
argument is if a country doesn’t like
us, if they behave illy toward America,
if we give them more money, maybe
they will act better.

I think the opposite. One, we are out
of money. We are $1 trillion short. I
think if we give them less money, they
would think more about their behavior.
Perhaps if we gave less money or, in
my mind, no money to Pakistan until
Dr. Afridi is released, maybe he would
be released.

It boggles the mind to think these
Senators are in favor of no restrictions
and increasing aid despite decades of
evidence that aid is not working. Pro-
ponents of this aid continue to argue
that these mobs will be more inflamed
if we don’t give them money. I think it
is quite the opposite.

I think the other thing about it they
don’t quite get is that I don’t think the
people writing are writing and saying
give us more aid. What they are writ-
ing for is they don’t like what our aid
did in the first place. They are writing
against autocratic authoritarian gov-
ernments that were propped up by our
aid.

People arguing that taking away the
aid will inflame the Arab world, turn
on the television set. They are plenty
inflamed. Taking it away doesn’t make
it better, but at least we have some
consultation that we are trying to do
something about the deficit and maybe
we have problems at home that are
more pressing than this and maybe we
won’t reward bad behavior.

To say that taking away the aid may
inflame the Arab world, just turn on
the television set because they are
plenty inflamed already. If we don’t
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understand why they are inflamed, if
we don’t understand the Arab spring, if
we don’t understand why they are mad,
that they are mad that we propped up
dictators who kept them down and
kept them from freedom, we will never
understand or come to a resolution to
make things better.

I, for one, will not vote for one more
penny of foreign aid to anyone unless it
has restrictions on it. I will only vote
for it if the restrictions say they have
to behave and it has to be approved by
the Senate. We have tried it before.
The other side may come to the floor
and say foreign aid already has restric-
tions. Well, yes, they are not working
because we gave them to the executive
branch. Like so much in this body, we
have been giving up power to the Presi-
dency for 100 years. This is not a Re-
publican-Democrat thing. This is just a
legislative abdication of power, and we
let the President do whatever he
wants.

I am not arguing Republican or Dem-
ocrat. I am arguing any President. The
power should remain here with the
purse strings. We should control them
tightly, and we should say foreign aid
only goes out under strict conditions.
We should not let the final decision be
made by an administration that
doesn’t seem to have the fortitude to
make these tough decisions.

Enough is enough. We are running
trillion-dollar deficits, and it is time to
make a stand. I have been making a
stand for the last week by filibustering
this bill. It doesn’t make me the most
popular person here in Washington.
People’s travel schedules have been
disrupted because of my filibuster.
People’s campaigning has been dis-
rupted because of my filibuster. But
this is not a new problem, and it is not
a small problem.

We are talking about an aid program
that has gone on decade after decade.
We are talking about an enormous up-
rising in 30 countries, the Arab spring,
and now maybe the Arab winter. We
are talking about how we make things
better. Until we fully understand what
the Arab spring is about and also why
the huge amount of anti-Americanism
is running throughout the Middle East,
we can’t make it better.

I say throwing good money after bad
is not the answer. This evening I think
we will get to vote on my amendment.
My amendment is to simply say to
Libya, Egypt, and Pakistan that there
are restrictions. All three will have to
say that they will protect our embassy.
There is a question of whether Egypt
was forthcoming in protecting our em-
bassy, and there is no question Libya
was not.

In the case of Libya, I think there
are elements there that like America,
and there are also still elements that
don’t like America, but there is not
really a government. I wonder if an em-
bassy should be reopened in Libya. If
we reopen the embassy in Libya and we
put 50 marines in there, we may have a
catastrophe like we had in Lebanon
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when 200 marines were Kkilled in the
early 1980s. Without thousands of ma-
rines, I don’t think we can protect an
embassy in a large city in Libya.

It doesn’t mean we don’t have rela-
tions. When I argue for not putting the
embassy back in, it is because I think
long and hard about the danger to an-
other ambassador and what their fam-
ily will have to suffer if another am-
bassador is killed. I also think we can
have probably an embassy in a neigh-
boring country, and that is what I will
recommend until things stabilize.

If Libya wants to have aid, they
should keep cooperating with us with
regard to finding the assassins. They
should try to work where they can be-
come stable enough to have an em-
bassy. The bottom line with Libya that
a lot of people forget—as I talk about
foreign aid, so many people say we
can’t cut off aid to Libya; they want to
be pro-American. They have oil.

When President Obama was bombing
Libya, he kept saying: It will all be
free. They will pay us for it later. It
will be a free war. We heard that one
before. Iraq was going to be a free war
also. Iraqi oil was going to pay for it. It
never ends up happening. That is what
they told us about Libya.

With regard to Pakistan, I have one
additional requirement. They have to
prove to us they will protect our em-
bassy, and they have to release Dr.
Afridi. I think this is very little to ask.
He is under death threats in prison. His
family is under death threats in the
countryside. They are hiding and living
in fear because they helped us.

The other reason why this adminis-
tration should take it personally is
somebody leaked Dr. Afridi’s name. His
name should have never been known. I
doubt it was someone with the CIA, but
somebody who knew his name leaked
this story. There were some stories
about a month or two ago about how
the President was doing a great job
with terrorism. In those stories they
talked about a doctor with a vaccine
program and his name was found out.
Somebody leaked it. Somebody very
close to the President leaked it. I think
that needs to be investigated. It is a
crime and it should be punished. Not
only is it a crime, but whomever in the
administration leaked that informa-
tion about Dr. Afridi, I hope they lie
awake at night and worry about their
soul in the sense that this man may
well die. He is going to be in prison for
the rest of his life because his name
was leaked. That kind of behavior from
high-ranking government officials is
inexcusable.

This evening we will have this vote. I
will encourage Senators to vote for
this resolution. It doesn’t end aid. I
would prefer we end it. This is a mod-
erate step in the sense that it attaches
conditions to it. I think the American
people expect that of us, at the very
least, and I encourage my fellow Sen-
ators to vote for my resolution.

I thank the Chair.
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Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time, and I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
address the Senate as in morning busi-
ness, with a colloquy with the Senator
from South Carolina, and perhaps
other Senators who may wish to speak.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

IMMIGRATION

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, before I
get into the issue concerning the
amendment of the Senator from Ken-
tucky, I was just informed that the
President of the United States, while
speaking to Hispanic television, al-
leged that the reason why immigration
reform was not enacted in the last 4
years of his Presidency is because the
Senator from Arizona walked away. In-
credible. An incredible statement. I am
not often in the business of accusing
Presidents of the United States of not
telling the truth. But facts are stub-
born things.

First of all, it was then-Senator
Obama who joined with Senator Ken-
nedy and me when we were doing com-
prehensive immigration reform, and we
pledged that we would take tough
votes so the whole fragile coalition
would not fall apart.

Instead of doing that, the then-Sen-
ator from Illinois, Barack Obama, pro-
posed an amendment which would have
destroyed the entire coalition we had
together, and did so without telling
Senator Kennedy or me or anyone else,
by sunsetting the provisions that
called for temporary workers.

But, more importantly, in 2009, I was
invited over to the White House. I went
over there. It was a conversation with
others about comprehensive immaigra-
tion reform, and the President at that
time stated they would be proposing
legislation. I told him I would be glad
to examine it and I would be glad to
support any effort to comprehensive
immigration reform that I could agree
with. Nothing came from the White
House—zero, not one word. Not one
piece of legislation was proposed by the
administration.

After the shooting and the tragedy in
Tucson, the President gave a great
speech. I wrote an article thanking
him. I was invited over to the White
House again. And when we discussed
comprehensive immigration reform, I
said: I am ready to sit down with you
and move forward on it. He said: Of
course. There was never a word. Was
the President of the United States
waiting for the Senator from Arizona

September 21, 2012

to bring forward comprehensive immi-
gration reform? Is that how he thinks
government works? So again we find a
President who wants to blame every-
body else no matter what it is.

My friend from South Carolina was
involved in this issue as well, and I
would be interested in his observation
of this entire issue. I still stand ready
to move forward with comprehensive
immigration reform.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator.

It was very difficult politics. It was a
very fragile but robust coalition back
in the day. President Bush sent over
two Cabinet Secretaries every week
and was personally involved in trying
to get comprehensive immigration re-
form passed in 2006 and 2007. I saw first-
hand the commitment by the White
House, where Secretary Gutierrez and
many others came over—the Homeland
Security Secretary came over—and ba-
sically wrote the bill line by line—Sen-
ator KENNEDY, myself, MCcCAIN, KYL—a
bunch of people—SALAZAR. Senator
Obama showed up on occasion.

But at the end of the day, the basic
construct was that for a modern immi-
gration system—merit-based immaigra-
tion, a new way of doing business, bet-
ter border security, better employer
verification systems—Republicans
would allow the 12 million to earn their
way into lawful standing—a long and
arduous way back to citizenship they
would have to earn—and, in return, we
would get a temporary worker program
that would help American businesses
supplement the labor force when they
could not find an American worker,
after paying a competitive wage.

The chamber, all businesses were for
this because it gave the business com-
munity the certainty they needed re-
garding immigration. Part of the grand
bargain was that the chamber would be
able to access labor in a more modern,
efficient way. The labor unions hated
that part of the bill. A lot of people on
the right hated the idea of an earned
pathway to citizenship—coming out of
the shadows and living under the law,
paying taxes, and all the other things
in the bill.

Senator Obama, out of nowhere,
came to the floor and said: I have a
commonsense amendment I would like
to propose that we sunset the tem-
porary worker program—$400,000, I
think it was, allocated to American
businesses—after 5 years.

Well, what would have happened if I
came to the floor and said: Let’s termi-
nate the pathway to citizenship or sun-
set it after 5 years?

That was the heart and soul of the
deal. Thank God his amendment went
down. But during the negotiations and
during that critical time, I think he
gave in to the pressure from the
unions. But he did promise, in 2008,
when he ran against Senator MCCAIN,
that he would pass comprehensive im-
migration reform in his first year.

I looked at the interview last night
and got bits and pieces of it. As I recall
the first year of the Obama administra-
tion, it was all about ObamaCare and
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the stimulus. I do not remember any
effort, bipartisan or otherwise, to deal
with comprehensive immigration re-
form because all the political capital
was spent on ObamaCare and the stim-
ulus.

At the end of the day, the only time
President Obama has talked about im-
migration reform was when rallies
were going to be held. And here, at the
late hour of the election, he tries to do
something with a dream act modified
in a unilateral fashion.

So at the end of the day, the Senator
is right, I say to Senator MCCAIN. He
can blame others, but I think the
record speaks pretty loudly and clearly
where his agenda lay in the first couple
years of his administration, and immi-
gration reform was not even a blip on
the radar screen.

FOREIGN AID

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on an-
other subject, yesterday the Senate
and, then later, the House were called
together to get a briefing from key
members of the administration, led by
the Secretary of State; a high-ranking
member of the FBI; our Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, General Clapper;
and the Vice Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, to tell us ostensibly
what happened in the tragic deaths of
Ambassador Christopher Stevens and
three other brave Americans.

We gathered down in the secret room,
where everybody turns in their phones
and BlackBerries, and we went in and
listened to basically a description of
America’s military disposition in that
part of the world—something which
certainly does not warrant a super-
secret briefing.

But, more importantly than that,
when the Secretary and the others
were asked exactly what happened—
what happened here? What caused this
tragedy? What was the sequence of
events?—in fact, it was Senators and
the ranking member of the Intelligence
Committee: What happened?—the an-
swer was: Well, that is still an ongoing
investigation and we cannot tell you
anything.

Now, we were supposed to be down
there to hear what happened, to hear
the administration’s version of the
events of what happened. We were told
nothing. We were told absolutely noth-
ing because there is an investigation
going on.

This morning in the Wall Street
Journal, entitled ‘‘Misjudgments Pre-
ceded Deadly Libya Attack,” there is a
tick-tock starting at 8 p.m. all the way
through of the events that took place.
Now, if that is not an incredible dis-
respect to the Members of the Senate,
I don’t know what is. Again, it is an ex-
ample of the disdain with which this
body is held by the administration, in-
cluding, I am sorry to say, the Sec-
retary of State. It is not that I am of-
fended as a Senator, it is the disrespect
to the institution of the Senate when
we are called together ostensibly to re-
ceive information, that information
they tell us they can’t give us, and
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then it appears on the front page of the
Wall Street Journal and the New York
Times. What does that mean about the
attitude this administration has to
this body? Obviously, it is not one that
I think is of respect.

Does the Senator wish to say some-
thing?

Mr. GRAHAM. Just briefly. I was
very disappointed in the briefing yes-
terday too. The bottom line is that we
asked questions like: How many secu-
rity people were at the Benghazi con-
sulate?

We will have to get back with you.

And you pick up the New York Times
and you get a blow-by-blow description
of what supposedly went on. So it was
very frustrating, like pulling teeth to
get information yesterday. A lot of
Senators are frustrated. You pick up
major papers in the country and you
find details not shared with you.

One of the things I am worried about
is that we are trying to find out who
committed these terrible acts of ter-
rorism. They were acts of terrorism,
not a spontaneous riot.

We said: What is the game plan? Will
they be held as enemy combatants? Are
they going to be held as common crimi-
nals? Will they be prosecuted in Libya?
Will they be brought back to the
United States? Do you have to read
them Miranda rights?

There was absolutely not a whole lot
of information. But at the end of the
day, I think it was a lost opportunity
to inform the Congress.

Can we now move to the Rand Paul
amendment?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to take what remaining time we
have in order to discuss the Paul
amendment. I would like to begin by
asking unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the letter from
retired military leaders urging opposi-
tion to the Paul amendment.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RETIRED MILITARY LEADERS URGE OPPOSITION
TO PAUL AMENDMENT

SEPTEMBER 21, 2012.

DEAR SENATOR: As co-chairs of the U.S.
Global Leadership Coalition’s National Secu-
rity Advisory Council, a group of more than
110 retired three- and four-star generals and
admirals, we believe that the International
Affairs Budget—U.S. foreign assistance—is
critical to America’s national security.

Like all Americans, we are concerned
about the recent events that have taken
place in Cairo, Benghazi, and other parts of
the Arab world. However, a wholesale sus-
pension of U.S. assistance to nations in this
region is not in America’s security interests.

U.S. assistance is not a gift to recipient
nations. It is not a tool to make other coun-
tries like us. It’s a critical component, along
with a robust military, of America’s national
security strategy. These programs pay divi-
dends in terms of our national security and
preventing another 9/11.

America must remain strongly engaged in
the world. We urge opposition to the amend-
ment offered by Senator Rand Paul to sus-
pend U.S. assistance to several nations in
the most volatile regions of the world.
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Thank you for your consideration of our
views.
Sincerely,
ADMIRAL JAMES M. Loy,
USCG (RET.),
Co-Chair, National Se-
curity Advisory
Council.
GENERAL MICHAEL W.
HAGEE, USMC (RET.),
Co-Chair, National Se-
curity Advisory
Council.

NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISORY COUNCIL

Admiral Charles S. Abbot, USN (Ret.),
Deputy Commander in Chief, U.S. European
Command (°98-’00); Admiral Thad W. Allen,
USCG (Ret.), Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard
(’06-’10); Vice Admiral Albert J. Baciocco,
Jr., USN (Ret.), Director of Research, Devel-
opment & Acquisition, Department of Navy
(’83-’87); Lt. General Thomas L. Baptiste,
USAF (Ret.), Deputy Chairman, NATO Mili-
tary Committee (°04-'07); Lt. General Paul
Blackwell, USA (Ret.), Army Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations and Plans (’94-'96); Ad-
miral Frank L. Bowman, USN (Ret.), Direc-
tor, Naval Nuclear Propulsion (°96-’04); Gen-
eral Charles G. Boyd, USAF (Ret.), Deputy
Commander in Chief, U.S. European Com-
mand (’92-'95); General Bryan Doug Brown,
USA (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command (’03-'07); Lt. General John
H. Campbell, USAF (Ret.), Associate Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence for Military Sup-
port, Central Intelligence Agency ('00-'03);
Lt. General John G. Castellaw, USMC (Ret.),
Deputy Commandant for Aviation (°05-°07),
Deputy Commandant For Programs and Re-
sources (’07-’08); Lt. General Daniel W.
Christman, USA (Ret.), Superintendent,
United States Military Academy (’96-'01);
Admiral Vernon E. Clark, USN (Ret.), Chief
of Naval Operations (’00-’05); General Wesley
K. Clark, USA (Ret.), Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Europe (°97-’00); Admiral Archie R.
Clemins, USN (Ret.), Commander in Chief,
U.S. Pacific Fleet (°96-'99); General Richard
A. “Dick” Cody, USA (Ret.), Vice Chief of
Staff, United States Army (°04-'08).

Lt. General John B. Conaway, USAF
(Ret.), Chief, National Guard Bureau (’90-
’93); General Donald G. Cook, USAF (Ret.),
Commander, Air Education and Training
Command, ('01-°05); General Bantz J.
Craddock, USA (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Eu-
ropean Command and NATO Supreme Allied
Commander Europe ('06-°'09); Lt. General
John ‘“Mark” M. Curran, USA (Ret.), Direc-
tor Army Capabilities and Integration Cen-
ter/Deputy Commanding General Futures,
Army Training and Doctrine Command (’03-
’07); General Terrence R. Dake, USMC (Ret.),
Assistant Commandant, US Marine Corps
(’98-’00); Lit. General Joseph E. DeFrancisco,
USA (Ret.), Deputy Commander in Chief and
Chief of Staff of United States Pacific Com-
mand (’96-’98); Admiral Walter F. Doran,
USN (Ret.), Commander in Chief, U.S. Pa-
cific Fleet (’02-’05); Lt. General James M.
Dubik, USA (Ret.), Commander, Multi Na-
tional Security Transition Command and
NATO Training Mission-Iraq ('07-'08); Gen-
eral Ralph E. Eberhart, USAF (Ret.), Com-
mander, North American Aerospace Defense
Command/Commander, U.S. Northern Com-
mand (’02-’04); Admiral Leon A. Edney, USN
(Ret.), Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic/
Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Com-
mand (’90-’92); Admiral James O. Ellis, Jr.,
USN (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Strategic Com-
mand (’02-'04); Admiral William J. Fallon,
USN (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Central Com-
mand (’07-’08); Admiral Thomas B. Fargo,
USN (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Pacific Com-
mand (’02-’05); General Robert H. Foglesong,
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USAF (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Air Forces in
Europe ('04-°'05); Admiral S. Robert Foley,
USN (Ret.), Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pa-
cific Fleet (’82-'85); General John R. Galvin,
USA (Ret.), Supreme Allied Commander, Eu-
rope/Commander in Chief, U.S. European
Command (’87-92).

Lt. General Robert G. Gard, Jr., USA
(Ret.), President, National Defense Univer-
sity C77-"81); Admiral Edmund P.
Giambastiani, Jr., USN (Ret.), Vice Chair-
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff (C05-°07); Lt. Gen-
eral Arthur J. Gregg, USA (Ret.), Army Dep-
uty Chief of Staff ("79-’81); Vice Admiral Lee
F. Gunn, USN (Ret.), Inspector General, U.S.
Navy ('97-'00); General Michael W. Hagee,
USMC (Ret.), Commandant, U.S. Marine
Corps (’03-°06); General John W. Handy,
USAF (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Transpor-
tation Command and Commander, Air Mobil-
ity Command (’01-°05); General Richard E.
Hawley, USAF (Ret.), Commander, Air Com-
bat Command (’96-'99); General Michael V.
Hayden, USAF (Ret.), Director, Central In-
telligence Agency (’06-°09); Admiral Ronald
J. Hays, USN (Ret.), Commander in Chief,
U.S. Pacific Command (’85-'88); General
Richard D. Hearney, USMC (Ret.), Assistant
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps (’94-'96);
General Paul V. Hester, USAF (Ret.), Com-
mander, Pacific Air Forces, Air Component,
Commander for the U.S. Pacific Command
Commander (’04-°07); General James T. Hill,
USA (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Southern Com-
mand (’02-°04); Admiral James R. Hogg, USN
(Ret.), U.S Military Representative, NATO
Military Committee (°88-’91); Lt. General
Patrick M. Hughes, USA (Ret.), Director, De-
fense Intelligence Agency (°96-'99); General
James L. Jamerson, USAF (Ret.), Deputy
Commander in Chief, U.S. European Com-
mand (’95-’98); Admiral Gregory G. Johnson,
USN (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Naval Forces
Europe/Commander in Chief, Allied Forces
Southern Europe (°01-°04).

Admiral Jerome L. Johnson, USN (Ret.),
Vice Chief of Naval Operations (’90-'92); Gen-
eral John P. Jumper, USAF (Ret.), Chief of
Staff, U.S. Air Force (’01-°05); Admiral Tim-
othy J. Keating, USN (Ret.), Commander, US
Pacific Command (’07-'09); Lt. General Rich-
ard L. Kelly, USMC (Ret.), Deputy Com-
mandant, Installations and Logistics (02—
’05), Vice Director for Logistics, Joint Staff
(’00-’02); Lt. General Claudia J. Kennedy,
USA (Ret.), Deputy Chief of Staff for Army
Intelligence (°97-’00); General Paul J. Kern,
USA (Ret.), Commanding General, U.S.
Army Materiel Command (°01-’04); General
William F. Kernan, USA (Ret.), Supreme Al-
lied Commander, Atlantic/Commander in
Chief, U.S. Joint Forces Command (’00-'02);
Lt. General Donald L. Kerrick, USA (Ret.),
Deputy National Security Advisor to The
President of the United States ("00-'01); Gen-
eral Ronald E. Keys, USAF (Ret.), Com-
mander, Air Combat Command (’05-'07); Lt.
General Bruce B. Knutson, USMC (Ret.),
Commanding General, Marine Corp Combat
Command (’00-°01); General Leon J. LaPorte,
USA (Ret.), Commander, United Nations
Command, U.S. Combined Forces Command,
U.S. Forces Korea (’02-'06); Admiral Charles
R. Larson, USN (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Pa-
cific Command (’91-°94); Vice Admiral Ste-
phen F. Loftus, USN (Ret.), Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations for Logistics (°90-'94); Gen-
eral John Michael Loh, USAF (Ret.), Com-
mander, Air Combat Command (°92-'95); Ad-
miral T. Joseph ‘Joe” Lopez, USN (Ret.),
Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces Eu-
rope/Commander in Chief, Allied Forces
Southern Europe (°96-'98); General Lance W.
Lord, USAF (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Air
Force Space Command ('02-’06).

Lt. General James J. Lovelace, USA (Ret.),
Commanding General, U.S. Army Central
Command (’07-'09); Admiral James M. Loy,
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USCG (Ret.), Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard
(’98-’02); General Robert Magnus, USMC
(Ret.), Assistant Commandant, U.S. Marine
Corps (’05-'08); General Barry R. McCaffrey,
USA (Ret.), Commander, U.S. Southern Com-
mand ("94-'96); Lit. General Dennis McCarthy,
USMC (Ret.), Commander, Marine Forces
Reserve (°01-°05); Vice Admiral Justin ‘“‘Dan’’
D. McCarthy, SC, USN (Ret.), Deputy Chief
of Naval Operations, Fleet Readiness, and
Logistics (°04-°07); General Stanley A.
McChrystal, USA (Ret.), Commander, Inter-
national Security Assistance Force in Af-
ghanistan (°09-’10); Vice Admiral John
“Mike” M. McConnell, USN (Ret.), Director
of the National Security Agency (°92-'96); Lt.
General Frederick McCorkle, USMC (Ret.),
Deputy Commandant for Aviation, Head-
quarters (’98-°01); General David D.
McKiernan, USA (Ret.), Commander, Inter-
national Security Assistance Force in Af-
ghanistan (’08-’09)/Commander, US Army Eu-
rope (’05-’08); General Dan K. McNeill, USA
(Ret.), Commander, International Security
Assistance Force in Afghanistan (°07-°08); Lt.
General Paul T. Mikolashek, USA (Ret.), In-
spector General, U.S. Army/Commanding
General of the Third U.S. Army Forces Cen-
tral Command (’00-’02); Vice Admiral John
G. Morgan, Jr. USN (Ret.), Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations for Information, Plans and
Strategy (’04-°08); Admiral John M.
Nathman, USN (Ret.), Commander, U.S.
Fleet Forces Command (’05-’07); Admiral
Robert J. Natter, USN (Ret.), Commander in
Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet/Commander, Fleet
Forces Command (’00-°03).

Lt. General Gregory S. Newbold, USMC
(Ret.), Director of Operations, J-3 Joint
Staff (°00-'02); General William L. Nyland,
USMC (Ret.), Assistant Commandant, U.S.
Marine Corps (’02-’05); Lt. General Tad J.
Oelstrom, USAF (Ret.), Superintendent, U.S.
Air Force Academy (’97-°00); Lit. General H.P.
“Pete” Osman, USMC (Ret.), Commanding
General II MEF (°02-'04); Lit. General Jeffrey
W. Oster, USMC (Ret.), Deputy Adminis-
trator and Chief Operating Officer, Coalition
Provisional Authority, Iraq (2004); Deputy
Commandant for Programs and Resources,
Headquarters Marine Corps (ended in ’98); Lit.
General Charles P. Otstott, USA (Ret.), Dep-
uty Chairman, NATO Military Committee
(’90-’92); Admiral William A. Owens, USN
(Ret.), Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
1994-1996; Admiral Joseph W. Prueher, USN
(Ret.), Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific
Command (°96-'99); Lt. General Harry D.
Raduege, Jr., USAF (Ret.), Director, Defense
Information Systems Agency (°00-’05), Com-
mander, Joint Task Force for Global Net-
work Operations ("04-’05); Vice Admiral Nor-
man W. Ray, USN (Ret.), Deputy Chairman,
NATO Military Committee (°92-'95); General
Victor ‘“‘Gene” E. Renuart, USAF (Ret.),
Commander, North American Aerospace De-
fense Command and U.S. Northern Command
(’07-’10); General Robert W. RisCassi, USA
(Ret.), Commander in Chief, United Nations
Command/Commander in Chief, Republic of
Korea/U.S. Combined Forces Command (*90-
’93); Lt. General Michael D. Rochelle, USA
(Ret.), Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1 Head-
quarters, United States Army (°06-°09); Vice
Admiral Ronald A. Route, USN (Ret.), Naval
Inspector General (’04-°07), President, Naval
War College (°03-’04); Lt. General John B.
Sams, Jr. USAF (Ret.), Commander, 15th Air
Force (°98-'99).

General Peter J. Schoomaker, USA (Ret.),
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army (’03-’07); Lt. Gen-
eral Norman R. Seip, USAF (Ret.), Com-
mander, 12th Air Force/Air Forces Southern
(’06-°09); General Henry H. Shelton, USA
(Ret.), Chairman, joint Chiefs of Staff ("97-
’01); Admiral Leighton W. Smith, Jr., USN
(Ret.), Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval
Forces Europe/Commander in Chief, Allied
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Forces Southern Europe (°94-'96); Admiral
William D. Smith, USN (Ret.), U.S. Military
Representative, NATO Military Committee
(’91-'93); Lt. General James N. Soligan,
USAF (Ret.), Deputy Chief of Staff for
Transformation, Allied Command Trans-
formation (’06-'10); General Carl W. Stiner,
USA (Ret.), Commander in Chief, U.S. Spe-
cial Operations Command (’90-’93); Vice Ad-
miral William D. Sullivan, USN (Ret.), U.S
Military Representative to NATO Military
Committee (’06-°09); Admiral Carlisle A. H.
Trost, USN (Ret.), Chief of Naval Operations
(’86-’90); Admiral Henry G. Ulrich, USN
(Ret.), Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Eu-
rope/Commander, Joint Forces Command
Naples (’05-’08); General Charles F. Wald,
USAF (Ret.), Deputy Commander, U.S. Euro-
pean Command (’02-’06); Lit. General Joseph
H. Wehrle Jr., USAF (Ret.), Assistant Vice
Chief of Staff, Headquarters U.S. Air Force
(’02-°03); General Charles E. Wilhelm, USMC
(Ret.), Commander, U.S. Southern Command
(’97-°00); General Michael J. Williams, USMC
(Ret.), Assistant Commandant, U.S. Marine
Corps (°00-’02); General Johnnie E. Wilson,
USA (Ret.), Commanding General, U.S.
Army Material Command (’96-'99); General
Anthony C. Zinni, USMC (Ret.), Commander
in Chief, U.S. Central Command (’97-°00).

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I do not
think that our military leaders, retired
and Active Duty, are infallible, but I
think their views are very important
given the vast experience so many of
them on this list have. These are 110
retired three- and four-star generals
and admirals. I think we should at
least pay close attention to their
views. They have earned it. They have
earned our respect for their views.

In addition, I ask unanimous consent
to have a letter from ATPAC printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE AMERICAN ISRAEL,
PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

MAJORITY LEADER HARRY REID AND MINOR-
ITY LEADER MITCH MCCONNELL: We are writ-
ing to express our opposition to the Paul
amendment cutting off U.S. foreign assist-
ance to countries which host a U.S. diplo-
matic facility that is attacked any time
after September 1, 2012. While we hope every
effort is made to find and prosecute the ter-
rorists who murdered the brave U.S. dip-
lomats killed in the Embassy attacks in
Benghazi, Libya, we do not believe the ap-
proach outlined in the Paul amendment is
the way to respond to those horrific attacks.

For one, the amendment is broadly drafted
so it would potentially affect aid to any
American ally (including Israel) should ter-
rorists decide to ‘‘attack, trespass or
breach’ U.S. diplomatic facilities there. Fur-
thermore, at this time of turmoil and uncer-
tainty in the Middle East, the United States
government needs to be able to use all avail-
able tools to influence events in the region.
U.S. foreign assistance programs are a crit-
ical part of that toolbox, and essential to en-
suring continued strong American leadership
in the world.

We urge you to oppose the Paul amend-
ment.

HOWARD KOHR,
Executive Director.
MARVIN FEUER,
Director, Policy &
Government Affairs.
BRAD GORDON,
Director, Policy &
Government Affairs.
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Mr. MCCAIN. This letter is from the
American Israel Public Affairs Com-
mittee, America’s pro-Israel lobby. It
is a letter addressed to majority leader
HARRY REID and minority leader MITCH
MCCONNELL.

All of us here are very familiar with
ATIPAC. It is a very well respected and
highly regarded organization that is
really responsible for informing us, for
strengthening our ties between the
United States and Israel, and I hope
my colleagues will take this very
strong letter of AIPAC into consider-
ation.

There are so many things wrong with
the Rand Paul amendment that it is
hard to know where to begin. I would
like to mention—because I know my
colleague who plays a role on the Ap-
propriations Committee and the rank-
ing member of the Intelligence Com-
mittee wants to join in, I do not want
to take too much time. I wish to men-
tion two countries—Libya to start
with.

Somehow to labor under the belief
that the Libyan people are opponents
of the United States of America is a
fundamental misunderstanding of the
Libyans and the Libyan people. They
are grateful. They are grateful to the
United States of America. They have
condemned this attack and this hei-
nous crime of the assassination of four
brave Americans. They have said they
will do everything in their power to
bring these people to justice.

I was there on July 7 in Tripoli. I saw
thousands of Libyans saying: Thank
you, America. Thank you, United
States. Thank you, Ambassador Ste-
vens. Thank you. Because they were
under the yoke of one of the most bru-
tal dictators on the Earth, who, by the
way, was responsible for the deaths of
Americans on Pan Am 103 and the
bombing of the disco in Berlin.

But there is a problem in this coun-
try. They have porous borders. They
have militias running around. They
have not had a government of their
own in forever, literally. And they need
our help. They need our help in pro-
viding border security, in bringing
these militias under control and these
weapons that have proliferated every-
where.

So our message with the Paul amend-
ment is this: Adios. See you around.

That is not America’s role in Libya.
That is not America’s role in the
world. And nothing would be more wel-
comed in Libya today by the Islamists
and al-Qaida who are there and other
extremists—nothing would make them
happier than to hear that the United
States had cut off all assistance to
Libya. Nothing would encourage them
more. Nothing would allow them to
gain more traction and support from
the Libyan people.

This is a fight for the hearts and
souls of the people of the Middle East.
It is not a video—it is not a video that
has caused this problem and these riots
and demonstrations. It is the efforts of
the Islamists who magnify and spread
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an obscure video throughout the Arab
world to stoke the fears and anger of
the people of these countries when the
fact is that it is a struggle for power.
That is what is going on with these
videos—a struggle for power.

So we are going to send a message to
the Libyan people who lost thousands
of their citizens in this recent struggle
to oust Qadhafi from their country.

The second country I wish to men-
tion very quickly is Egypt. Many of us
are disappointed at some of the actions
the Egyptians have taken. I will say
that President Mursi condemned these
attacks. He went to Tehran and con-
demned Bashar al-Asad. But in my
view, HEgypt is pretty much up for
grabs. I don’t how the Egyptians are
going to go. There is a struggle inter-
nally between the Salafists and the ex-
tremists and those who want a modern
and democratic society, and that strug-
gle will continue.

But I would also remind my col-
leagues that one of the signal agree-
ments of our time was the Egyptian-
Israeli peace agreement that was con-
summated at Camp David by President
Carter, Anwar Sadat, and Menachem
Begin. This was a major step forward—
peace between Egypt and Israel. Part
of that deal was that the United States
would provide aid to Egypt.

How are the Egyptians going to react
if we cut off aid to them? I can tell you
how they will react. They will react
that we have breached an agreement
that has gone on for a long time. And,
believe me, Egypt and Israel’s relations
are vital in the Middle East. And,
again, what would prove a better mes-
sage to the extremists than to be able
to tell their people: Not only do the
American people dislike us, not only
are they not in support of us, but they
will not assist us and other countries.

There are many other examples. I be-
lieve the role of the United States in
the world is important, and I believe
also, as I mention as a footnote, that
this debate has been going on all of the
20th century, now into the 21st cen-
tury. Those who are isolationists, who
want to fortress America—you can go
back to post-World War I and the fight
over the League of Nations and, prior
to World War II, the isolationists, the
Henry Fords, the Charles Lindberghs,
the isolationists prior to World War II,
past World War II, the Taft wing of the
Republican Party and the Eisenhower
wing, all the way up until this fight
that will probably continue, and his-
tory will show that the greatest Nation
in history was the United States of
America, which, following World War
II, restored Europe, turned back the
tide of communism, and has been able,
all over the world, with no greed, no
selfish interest except for democracy
and freedom, to aid these countries,
which eventually redounds to the favor
of the United States of America.

I urge, obviously, rejection of the
Rand Paul amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.
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Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I do see
Senator CHAMBLISS here. I will ask him
a question and get his thoughts.

To kind of follow on what Senator
McCAIN said and to begin with, RAND
PAUL is a recently elected Senator who
has come to the body with a lot of en-
thusiasm, and he is willing to make
hard choices. I have worked with him
on Medicare reform, on Social Security
reform. I think he will take on the
spending situation in this country very
aggressively. I think he is very brave
when it comes to entitlement reform.
On that side of the ledger, I find myself
very much in agreement with what he
wants to do. But he does have a view of
foreign policy that I think is ill-suited
to the times and historically has not
worn very well.

As Senator MCCAIN said, history is
full of moments where America and
other powers felt that now is the time
to withdraw and let those people argue
among themselves. The problem with
letting ‘‘those people’’—and you just
fill in the blank who they might be—
argue among themselves is that it ig-
nores the fact of what goes on in one
place in the world can affect us, and
there is no better example than 9/11.
The entire operation to attack our Na-
tion cost less than $1 million. The 20 or
21 terrorists who trained to attack us
had about a $1 million budget. The au-
thor of this attack lived in a cave in a
far-away place called Afghanistan. So
it does matter what happens in places
such as Afghanistan. Radical Islamists
have no desire for democracy in the
Mideast or anywhere else, and they are
a force within the Mideast and
throughout the world.

But the good news for us is they are
a minority force. The Taliban, which is
a cousin of al-Qaida, basically, are very
much rejected by the Afghan people.
When traveling to Kabul today, one
sees a city with electricity, with com-
merce, with cars, with movement, and
with women in school. The average Af-
ghan doesn’t want to go back to the
Taliban way of doing business, where
there is no music, there is no inter-
action with each other except on terms
set for them. So what we see on the tel-
evision at night is a political struggle
for the heart and soul of the Mideast.
This has been going on for a long time
and, finally, the lid blew.

Egypt was an authoritarian, corrupt
dictatorship. Tunisia. Libya was ruled
by Qadhafi, Syria by Assad. What we
see are people who have seen another
way of living and they are saying,
enough already, I am not going to be
part of that anymore. I am going to try
to change my life and my children’s
lives.

Within that population there also are
people who are dead set on making sure
that nation in the Islamic world go
backward, not forward. We have to
take sides. If we don’t take sides, if we
sit on the sidelines, we will pay a price.

I think it is better to help people
fight the Taliban than it is to ignore
the Taliban. I think it is good to go
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after al-Qaida in every country on the
planet so they never know a moment of
peace, but we can have a few moments
of peace. I think it is better to fight
these guys in their backyard than to
stay home and let them come to our
backyard. There is a reason we haven’t
been attacked in over 11 years. We have
been on the offensive, and there are
more ways to be on the offensive than
just bombing people.

The biggest fear of the Taliban and
al-Qaida, beyond having a bomb
dropped on their head—and they do not
mind dying; they really don’t like liv-
ing. They will die in a heartbeat to
make sure others can’t live their lives
the way they like. It is absolutely of no
consequence to them to sacrifice their
own life and take someone with them.
Their goal is: If we are going to live, we
are going to live their way, not our
way. But their big fear is that people
will have the capacity to say no to
them and the ability to fight back and
win in the countries in question.

When we killed bin Laden, that was a
moment of satisfaction and justice.
But has that changed the war on ter-
ror? Have the terrorists given up? Have
people said: Oh, the Americans killed
bin Laden so we better not go over the
wall in Egypt; we better not attack the
consulate? No. This is a struggle be-
tween the modern world and forces of
darkness, and the way America wins
this war is to empower those in other
countries to fight and win in their own
country, without us having to be there
with 100,000 troops all the time.

The biggest nightmare of the Taliban
and al-Qaida is to see built a one-room
schoolhouse where kids can get an edu-
cation, for the people to have clean
drinking water that they own and con-
trol, where people can go to a court-
room rather than a sharia court to
have conflicts resolved, and to see com-
merce and interaction with the rest of
the world, to trade with the rest of the
world. That is what they fear most.

Our foreign assistance budget—for-
eign aid—is 1 percent of the entire Fed-
eral budget. If we took it off the table,
we would be left with the following
way to affect the world: Do nothing or
bomb people. You know what, those
men and women in uniform have been
at war for 11 years. How about having
a tool in America’s toolbox to fight the
enemy without having to use military
force? When we clear a village of the
Taliban, how do we hold and build that
village? We bring in a health care clin-
ic, something with the most rudi-
mentary standards. It is not something
we would even think about sending our
kids to, but they welcome it because
they have never had anything. We
build a basic one-room schoolhouse,
with a chalkboard and a few books.
That lights up people’s lives like we
cannot believe. That is how we hold
and build, with the State Department
and the Department of Agriculture
teaching people to plant crops other
than heroin. That is the al-Qaida and
Taliban’s worst nightmare—and Egypt
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and Libya and Pakistan and Yemen,
and fill in the blank, Afghanistan.

Here is where I am going to challenge
the judgment, quite frankly, of my
friend RAND PAUL. He has offered an
amendment at one of the most critical
times in the history of the Mideast
that would break, that would sever all
aid, all assistance to Libya, Egypt, and
Pakistan. Why are we so upset by this
thought process? Trust me, I know we
are broke—$16 trillion in debt—and
that America is struggling more now
than at any other time in my adult life
and that we have to get our fiscal
house in order. But how do we live in
peace and prosperity with the rest of
the world in flames? If we want to pay
$10 a gallon for gas, turn the Mideast
over to these crazy nut jobs.

Here is my view of what we should
do. We should stay in this fight and we
should do more things than just bomb
people. We should help them help
themselves. The good news is most peo-
ple appreciate our help. What we see on
TV is the result not of a film but of
radical Islamists taking advantage of a
moment.

Yes, the cultures are different. It is
hard for people in the Mideast to un-
derstand that a film could be made dis-
respecting Islam without the govern-
ment approving of it, because in their
world nothing gets done without the
government approving it. So it is im-
portant for us to say: This has nothing
to do with the United States Govern-
ment or the American people. This is
the result of some crazy group of peo-
ple who have what we call freedom of
speech. It is uncomfortable, but that is
the way we are.

I think it is important to let the Mid-
east know, and Muslims in general,
that this is the way we operate. We re-
ject the disrespect shown to anyone’s
religion, and that is not who we are as
a people, but freedom of speech does
exist here. The reason we need to ex-
plain that is because in their world
they can’t imagine something being
done like this without the government
blessing it.

Having said that, there is no excuse
in any society to do harm to another
human being because of the way some-
body speaks or acts unless it is an act
of violence.

Senator PAUL is proposing disengage-
ment in three of the most volatile
areas of the Mideast at a time when it
means the most. The way he has writ-
ten this amendment should make ev-
eryone pause and evaluate how they
want to vote. ATPAC, which most of us
are familiar with, has indicated the
way the amendment is written, if there
is an act of violence against a U.S. in-
terest in Israel, maybe we would have
to withdraw our aid to Israel. But they
have said they oppose the RAND PAUL
amendment because they know what
happens to Egypt if this were to ever
pass and become law.

The treaty Senator MCCAIN referred
to was the Camp David Accords. Israel
and Egypt have been living under a
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peace treaty for decades now. Part of
the deal was that America would pro-
vide aid to Egypt and Israel, and if we
broke the agreement with Egypt, that
would break the treaty with Israel.

So do not tell me or anybody else you
support Israel if you vote for this
amendment, because one of two things
is going on: Either you have no idea
what it means to support Israel or you
are trying to pull the wool over my
eyes. It is impossible to support the se-
curity of the Israeli nation and vote for
this amendment because it will lead to
the breach of a treaty with one of their
strongest neighbors—80 billion people
living in Egypt. It will unravel a deli-
cate balance that has existed for dec-
ades. And I will be recorded as having
no part of that. Imagine if this amend-
ment passed what the chatter would be
on every Islamic Web site in the world.
And by the way, if these people had a
PAC, they would be supporting this
amendment.

I know RAND PAUL is as patriotic as
anyone in this body, but the fact of the
matter is the crazy Islamic extremist
terrorists who try to kill us all would
love nothing more than this to pass.
They know they cannot win if we stay
engaged helping people, so they are
trying to drive us out because that is
their best hope of winning the day. So
if we want to empower the terrorists
who exist in this world, we should pass
this amendment because they will go
crazy with hope and excitement that
their tactics are working. And if we
want to destroy the hope of everybody
in the Mideast who has been brave
enough to stand up to these thugs and
lose their family members, if we want
to break their spirit, then vote to pass
this amendment. If this amendment
passes, good luck finding anybody any-
where in the world who will partner
with us, who would be brave enough to
stand up to these thugs and say: You
will not have my children’s future. If
this amendment passed, America could
never look anyone in the eye again in
the Mideast and say: Stand with me.
You can count on me.

Ladies and gentlemen of the United
States, and my colleagues in the Sen-
ate, I wish the world were not as
screwed up as it is. I wish it would
change. I hate the fact we have been at
war and we have spent so much money.
But I am telling you this right now:
These are historic times in which we
live. And every time in history when
good people were confronted with evil
and they blinked, millions died, not
thousands. The only reason millions
haven’t died in the war on terror is the
nut jobs who want to kill us all can’t
get ahold of weapons to do it. If you
don’t want Iran to get a nuclear weap-
on, if that bothers you—that they may
get a nuclear weapon and throw the
whole region into a nuclear arms race
or share that technology with a ter-
rorist organization to use it against
us—then vote against this amendment.
Because if this passed, what would the
Iranians think about America’s resolve
to deal with them?
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The last thing I am going to talk
about is the vision of the author of this
amendment, who, honest to goodness,
is a friend, but on this issue I think he
is dead wrong. Senator PAUL had the
guts to write a budget, and I give him
credit for that, but look at the vision
of this amendment when it comes to
our role in the world. In his budget, the
American military’s budget was re-
duced by 16 percent in the first year.
This foreign assistance account I was
talking about, which gives us a tool
other than killing people—staying en-
gaged and trying to build up their lives
so they can live in peace with us, and
is about $560 billion, or about 1 percent
of the budget—under his proposal it
goes down to $5 billion after 2014 and is
frozen there forever.

It is important to note that the au-
thor of this amendment believes we can
gut the military—and that is exactly
what he does with military spending—
and then take all the assets we have to
help people off the table and we will be
safe. I don’t know how in the world
anyone can believe, given the times in
which we live, it is a good idea to take
military spending below historic levels,
disengage from the world, and have ab-
solutely no influence on nations other
than trying to use military force.

I hope my colleagues will come to the
floor and resist the temptation to do
something that sounds good in a 30-sec-
ond sound bite. I know people are frus-
trated and war weary, and I know we
are broke, and we would like to leave
everybody else alone, but they are not
going to leave us alone.

Look how much money we have spent
after 9/11. Look what 20 people can do
to this Nation if we disengage from the
world.

So now I would like to ask the ques-
tion of my colleague, Senator CHAM-
BLISS, who is the ranking member of
the Intelligence Committee—and I
have asked this of the author—when
you wrote this amendment disengaging
from Libya, Egypt, and Pakistan,
which is a nuclear-armed nation, did
you ask anybody in the intelligence
community? General David Petraeus?
If there is ever an American hero of
modern times, it is he. Have you ever
asked him or Senator CHAMBLISS or
anybody else: Oh, by the way, I am
thinking about pulling the plug on our
aid to Pakistan, Egypt, and Libya.
What is your view of that? Have you
been asked that question?

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I thank my friend
from South Carolina, as well as my
friend from Arizona, with respect to
the debate they have been engaged in,
for bringing this issue to the forefront,
and being willing to stand up and say:
Hey, if you talk about foreign aid in a
coffee shop in Seneca, SC, or Phoenix,
AZ, or Moultrie, GA, it is not the most
popular topic. Most people back home
think we can balance the budget if we
eliminate foreign aid. But the fact is,
as Senator GRAHAM said, it is a fairly
minuscule amount in the overall con-
text.
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Right now we are at a critical junc-
ture in our country with respect to our
fiscal house and with respect to any
number of domestic and foreign poli-
cies. As we go into the election, the
American people are going to have a
choice to make, but we are also at a
crossroads with our foreign policy in
this country.

All people have to do is pick up this
morning’s paper or turn on the TV and
they will see what is happening in
countries that are the subject of this
particular amendment. There are tens
of thousands of people protesting in
Pakistan today. There are folks in
Egypt who are still protesting. There
are folks in Libya who are still pro-
testing. We are 10 days away from the
Ambassador to Libya from the United
States of America having been killed.

We know that part of the world is in
turmoil. We know that part of the
world also has been very critical to our
fight in the war on terror. When the
President of the United States is asked
if Egypt is an ally, and he can’t answer
that question affirmatively, that tells
us what kind of foreign policy this par-
ticular President has. He doesn’t know
what his foreign policy is if he can’t
tell us whether Egypt is an ally.

Well, in spite of all that has hap-
pened in the last 10 days—and all of us
still grieve for the loss of four very
brave Americans who put their lives in
harm’s way as civilians to advocate
what is in the best interests of our
country. But I will assure you, if Am-
bassador Stevens were here today, he
would say, absolutely, the direction in
which the Paul amendment takes us is
the wrong direction to go.

I know what the intelligence commu-
nity thinks about this particular direc-
tion. I know the intelligence commu-
nity thinks in spite of all of our prob-
lems with Pakistan—and we have had
our very open and overt problems with
Pakistan over the last several months
and couple of years. But the fact is we
have American soldiers in harm’s way
today in Afghanistan who are fighting
to protect the freedoms of this country
and who are fighting to make sure we
remain the safest, most secure country
in the world. We cannot decouple Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan.

It is very important that we main-
tain a strong relationship with Paki-
stan. Even though it is difficult and
even though it is fractured, it is of crit-
ical importance that we maintain that
relationship. It is important because of
what is happening in Afghanistan, but
it is also very important for another
reason.

We had a debate in this body about a
year ago on what is called the START
treaty, which is a treaty that we have
with Russia for the elimination of cer-
tain nuclear weapons over a period of
time.

During the course of that debate, we
talked about the elimination of Rus-
sian nuclear weapons versus weapons
in the United States. And that is good
to a certain extent. But none of us in
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this body who have any idea about in-
telligence around the world have a
great fear of any country getting hold
of an ICBM, a major intercontinental
ballistic missile, sticking it into a
sleeve somewhere, and shooting it to-
ward the United States. What we do
have a fear of is somebody getting hold
of what we call tactical nuclear weap-
ons, sticking them into a suitcase and
bringing them to the United States or
putting them in a position to kill and
harm Americans.

Pakistan has tactical nuclear weap-
ons. As long as we maintain a strong
relationship with them and as long as
they are our ally—however you charac-
terize that—then we have the ability to
at least dialogue with the Pakistanis
with respect to their nuclear program.

Even today, with all that has hap-
pened over the last 10 days and all the
condemnation around the world from
democratic countries, and particularly
within the United States the con-
demnation of what has happened and
the consternation and appall at what is
taking place from the standpoint of
demonstrations in Pakistan and in
Libya, the Libyan Government and the
Pakistani Government have given us
all the help they can possibly give us,
particularly in Libya. That is a govern-
ment in transition. It is a temporary
government, and we need to make sure
the people of Libya have the oppor-
tunity to, hopefully, have a democratic
form of government one day.

If we sever ties with them today,
folks, that is over. We can just make
certain of the fact that we have one
more territory, one more country
where terrorists have the opportunity
to be trained to kill and harm Ameri-
cans.

With respect to Pakistan, the PAC
government has sent the Palace Guard
to guard the Embassy of the United
States. That is their most elite troops.
Again, our relationship is frayed and it
is fractured, but they are doing their
level best to try to make sure the
Americans who remain in Pakistan are
protected. If we all of a sudden decide
that we are going to cut them off from
financial aid, is that going to improve
the situation? Is it going to give us
some sort of satisfaction? It may from
the standpoint of folks who don’t like
the idea of foreign aid period. But from
a national security standpoint, it is
simply the wrong thing to do.

There will be one country that will
gain from this. The country that will
gain from this is the most notorious
terrorist-sponsoring nation in the
world, and that is Iran. Iran has a very
powerful presence in Pakistan today.
They want to have a powerful presence
in Libya. I assure you if we cut off the
minimal amount of aid that is being
talked about with this amendment,
then we are simply fostering the abil-
ity of Iran to have a larger voice and a
larger presence in countries that are
very fractious and very vulnerable
today.

So while in spirit I agree with my
good friend Senator PAUL, this is not



S6576

the right time in the history of our
country and not the right time in the
history of the world to take action
that is simply not in the best interest
of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, in the
last few days several interesting things
have happened, and some of them trag-
ic—of course, beginning with the tragic
loss of our brave four Americans and
Ambassador Chris Stevens, then the
demonstrations that have taken place
everywhere. But I also remind my col-
leagues there was a most sophisticated
attack on one of the most heavily for-
tified installations in Iraq. It was pro-
fessional. It was carried out in a profes-
sional fashion. It resulted in $200 mil-
lion worth of loss to the American tax-
payer, the greatest single act of de-
struction since the Tet Offensive back
during the Vietnam war.

In Afghanistan, because of the at-
tacks of Afghan soldiers on American
soldiers, we have had to suspend the
operations between the military and
police between the two countries. If
there was ever an indicator of failure of
our policy in Afghanistan, it is our now
inability to even train with them to be
ready to take over the responsibilities
that we now hold.

There is no greater indication of the
failure of the President of the United
States to continue to tell the American
people and the people of the world not
that we need to succeed, not that we
need to win, but that we need to with-
draw. So countries in the region have
taken the lesson and are making ac-
commodations.

The fact is we are now facing a col-
lapsed national security policy in the
region, beginning of course with the as-
sertion by the ambassador of the
United Nations that what happened
with Christopher Stevens and the three
others was ‘‘spontaneous’ and the
President’s spokesperson saying the
same thing.

We knew it wasn’t spontaneous. We
know people don’t bring heavy weapons
and mortars and rocket-propelled gre-
nades to demonstrations spontane-
ously. This was a well-orchestrated,
well-planned, well-executed act of mur-
der of four brave Americans. Now we
blame it on the video; it is the video.

It is not the video. The video is the
vehicle of radical Islamists that they
use. And don’t think there will not be
other vehicles. There are people now, I
am sure, all over the world who are
making videos that Muslims may find
offensive. 1 found it offensive when
there was a picture—that I will not
even describe now—back some years
ago that was sponsored by the National
Endowment for the Arts. And we be-
lieve in freedom of speech. The first
thing we should have said is Americans
cherish and have fought for these free-
doms, including freedom of speech.

Very briefly, because I know my col-
leagues want to talk, we have totally
failed in Iraq. Today, as we speak, Ira-
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nian aircraft are overflying Iraq to
Syria and delivering weapons to Bashar
Assad. We were supposed to leave a re-
sidual force there. We didn’t because
then-Senator Obama, who said the
surge would fail—where he was com-
pletely wrong—now has said he is now
celebrating that we are out of Iraq.

They just sentenced their Vice Presi-
dent to death. The tensions between
Sunni, Shia, and Kurd have never been
greater, and al-Qaida is on the rise in
Iraq. In the words of General Keane,
the architect of the surge, we won the
war and we have lost the peace.

In Syria, 25,000 people have now been
massacred. When is the last time the
President of the United States stood
and spoke on behalf of these people? It
is impossible for me to understand why
the President of the United States
wouldn’t at least speak out against the
murder, rape, and torture that is going
on, and continues to go on, and it is an
unfair fight with Bashar Assad supplied
with Russian weapons, Iranians on the
ground—which they have acknowl-
edged. Of course, every day that goes
by more and more al-Qaida infiltrate
the country.

In Afghanistan, of course they know
we are leaving. Of course they are ac-
commodating. There is a famous story
of the Taliban prisoner and the Amer-
ican officer. The Taliban prisoner says:
You have the watches; we have the
time.

America is believed to be on the de-
cline and weakening. So Mitt Romney
was right. The statement issued by the
Embassy in Cairo was a semi-apology,
which later the administration itself
repudiated.

This President does not believe in
American exceptionalism, he does not
believe in American leadership, and we
have just paid a very heavy price for
our lack of leadership. Leading from
behind is not the role of America in the
world, and appropriate lessons are
being drawn from that all over the
world.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Arizona. I will be very
brief because I know others want to
speak.

This last conversation is extremely
important. Northern Africa and other
Arab countries are in a state of flux, to
say the least. The Arab spring has
caused lots of questions and profound
implications that we don’t begin to
now fathom. Those countries don’t
have executive governments that have
any experience. They have replaced ty-
rants who preceded them. These are
Muslim countries.

Many of the people who live in these
countries believe other parts of the
world are more wealthy and they have
been put upon. Add to that, these are
countries which, in most respects, have
very high unemployment. Add to that,
most of the demographics of these
countries are such that close to half of
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the population is under the age of 25 or
30, maybe even younger than that. It is
a powder keg, and these are countries
which don’t have the history and cul-
ture of the first amendment freedom of
speech we have.

I say all this because I urge all of us
on both sides of the aisle to work to-
gether. It is an extremely complicated,
complex situation.

It used to be not too many years ago
that politics stopped at the water’s
edge. It used to be not too many years
ago that on foreign policy issues, be-
cause they are nonpartisan, we as a
country worked together. We addressed
the world with one voice. So I strongly
caution my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to not make this a partisan
issue; that is, U.S. policy in the Middle
East, especially in this case, northern
Africa—but, rather, we work together.
It is so important.

There is probably a reason why poli-
tics used to stop at the water’s edge
not too many years ago. Because it
made us a lot more effective world-
wide. I urge my colleagues not to be
too critical of the other side of the
aisle. It gets us nowhere. It is dividing
and conquering, and that puts us at a
great point of weakness.

SECOND BIG SKY HONOR FLIGHT TO DC

I rise on another matter and that is
to recognize a very important event
that is occurring this Sunday and Mon-
day. What is that? Eighty-nine World
War II veterans from the State of Ne-
vada will take part in the Big Sky
Honor Flight and come to Washington
to visit their monument, the World
War II Memorial. Their trip is hosted
by the Big Sky Honor Flight Program.
The mission is to recognize American
veterans for their sacrifices and
achievements by flying them to Wash-
ington, DC, to see their memorials at
no cost. They raised money from Mon-
tanans all across the State to make
this possible. I helped make this pos-
sible at steak fries, et cetera, and in to-
day’s economy, Montanans’ generosity
in paying for these flights is something
special. Don’t forget it has to be two
tickets, one for the vet and one for the
person helping the vet, because these
World War II vets have been around
several years and they often need a lit-
tle bit of assistance.

One of the passengers on Sunday’s
flight is a 102-year-old. His name is Dr.
McDonald W. Held of Billings, MT. Don
has had a remarkable life. He has been
a U.S. Air Force intelligence worker, a
professor, an author, a minister, and a
college president. Don was born in 1909.
What was going on in 1909? That year
President Taft was inaugurated as the
27th President. The U.S. Army received
its first delivery from the Wright
brothers. Congress passed the Home-
stead Act, which resulted in a large in-
flux of settlers all across the West, in-
cluding my State of Montana.

Don graduated from Baylor Univer-
sity in 1933 with a degree in speech. Al-
though he earned his master’s and doc-
toral degrees from Northwestern Uni-
versity, Don’s heart remained at
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Baylor. He wears a Baylor workout suit
every Monday, Wednesday, and Friday
when he exercises at the Billings
YMCA. Remember, Don is 102 years
old.

During World War II, Don served in
the Air Force as an intelligence officer
in the Philippines. After the peace
treaty was signed he was stationed in
Tokyo. He worked just a couple of
buildings down from GEN Douglas
MacArthur.

After the war, Don embarked on his
career in academics at Howard Payne
University, as a professor there from
1955 to 1964. He presided over the
speech and theater department and
served as academic dean. Don then
worked for 7 years at Wayland Baptist
University before moving to Billings,
MT.

In Billings he became the first head
of the speech and theater department
at the Eastern Montana College, which
we now know as Montana State Uni-
versity-Billings.

At age 74, Don was ordained as a Bap-
tist minister in the Baptist church. He
has ministered in three churches in
Montana and also served as a president
of the Yellowstone Baptist Bible Insti-
tute, now Yellowstone Baptist College.

Don and his wife Beverly have five
children, five grandchildren, and seven
great-grandchildren so far. His son
Don, Jr., a veteran of the Vietnam war,
will escort him to Washington this
Sunday.

This is a special weekend for this
group of heroes. Believe me, I was here
when the last honor flight came in. I
cannot remember a time when I have
been so touched by people. You see
these World War II vets. Most of the
men and women are just talking about
their experiences. They are the ‘‘great-
est generation,” as has been mentioned
before, especially by Tom Brokaw.

It is time to give them thanks for
their courage, time to give them
thanks for their sacrifice. They have
done so much. It is time to reflect on
all the sacrifices they made. Think of
it, battles of Europe, Korea, the jungles
of Vietnam, deserts of Iraq, and those
who are currently fighting in the
mountains of Afghanistan. We must
not forget them.

Please join me in welcoming our
Montana heroes to Washington this
weekend. I am going to be down there.
I know many others will too.

I yield the floor.

I thank again my good friend from
South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for the next hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

IRAN’S NUCLEAR PROGRAM

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we are
going to have a nice discussion between
Republicans and Democrats about an
important issue. If you are looking for
bipartisanship, your ship has come in.
S.J. Res. 41 has 82 cosponsors. I am not
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sure we could get 82 of us to agree that
Sunday should be a day off, but we
have done it when it comes to the con-
cept of not allowing the Iranian aya-
tollahs to possess a nuclear weapon and
trying to contain them. S.J. Res. 41 has
82 cosponsors. The Presiding Officer is
one of them. To my Democratic col-
leagues, Senators BLUMENTHAL, COONS,
MENENDEZ, CASEY—Senator CASEY was
the first one to step up—Senator LIE-
BERMAN—it has been a real joy to work
in a bipartisan fashion over something
that matters, that if there is a time for
the Senate to speak, it is now, regard-
ing Iran’s desire to get a nuclear weap-
on.

President Obama has rejected con-
taining a nuclear-armed Iran as a na-
tional strategy. Mr. President, you are
dead right on that. I know Governor
Romney agrees.

What I wish to do is recognize my
good friend from Georgia, Senator
ISAKSON, and we have Senator AYOTTE
here, to share their thoughts. I will be
joining later, and certainly Senator
BLUMENTHAL, who has been one of the
leading voices on the Democratic side
for this resolution.

At this time I wish to yield for Sen-
ator ISAKSON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, before
he leaves, I wish to acknowledge that
today may be one of the more impor-
tant foreign policy debates that ever
takes place in the Senate because
whichever way the Paul amendment
goes and this resolution goes is going
to determine the direction of where
America goes in terms of foreign pol-
icy. Are we engaged? Are we firm? Are
we the greatest power on the face of
this Earth? Or do we recede as we did
prior to World War II and put our Na-
tion in jeopardy again? I don’t vote for
receding. I think it is time to be
strong. If there were ever an issue to be
strong about, it is nuclear proliferation
and the possibility of Iran possessing
nuclear fissionable material to make a
weapon. I will commend Senator GRA-
HAM for his leadership in the Armed
Forces, for his leadership on this issue,
for his leadership on the floor of the
Senate. He is a beacon of hope in a
body that needs it right now.

I also commend him for getting 82 co-
sponsors—I agree with him, we could
not agree that Sunday is a day of rest
if we had to have a vote on it—to come
together and join to send a clear mes-
sage not just to the Iranians but to the
world that a nuclear-armed Iran is not
acceptable. We need to have a policy of
prevention. That is what this resolu-
tion does. It doesn’t just say to Iran we
want to prevent you from having nu-
clear fissionable material and weapons,
it encourages the world to join to-
gether to prevent it.

Ten days ago I was in Germany,
meeting with the EU Minister of Fi-
nance, meeting the German Minister of
Finance, and meeting with the Defense
Minister of Germany. Do you know
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what the No. 1 question of all three of
them was? It was not the problems
with the EU, although they have them.
It was Iran and what would happen if
they ended up possessing fissionable
nuclear materials and a weapon. So
this resolution is an important state-
ment of the United States of America,
but moreover the world, and I think it
will be replicated in parliamentary
bodies around the world to send that
united signal. We are close to a time
when we have to fish or cut bait. The
Iranians have continued to work. We
have pretty good knowledge but not
total knowledge. One of the problems
the Germans have, the TAEA thinks
they know where the centrifuges are
and where they all are, but they are
not sure. They think there hasn’t been
movement and in some cases they
think there may have been movement.

We need clarity, and the only way to
get clarity is for the Iranians to agree
to the rules that we establish for them
to disclose through the United Nations
or through whatever body possible to
see to it we have total transparency,
and in the absence of that they need to
understand that our goal is to prevent
them from ever possessing a weapon
that could destroy humanity.

The nation of Iran states clearly and
often and tells the world it yearns for
the day until it destroys the nation of
Israel and the Jewish people. No enti-
ty, none whatsoever, deserves the abil-
ity to have enriched uranium or any
other tool to actually carry out what it
says is its stated goal.

So I rise today as one Georgian, but
one of millions of Americans, to send a
clear and unvarnished message to the
people of Iran. We want the people of
Iran to know freedom and democracy,
to be released from the tyranny of the
ayatollahs and the current totalitarian
government but, most importantly, we
will not stand 1 day, 1 minute, or 1
hour for Iran to possess fissionable ma-
terial or a weapon that could destroy
mankind.

I end by commending the Senator.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank Senator ISAK-
SON, who is on the Foreign Relations
Committee. He is a ranking member on
the African subcommittee. He has,
frankly, opened my eyes with what we
are doing in Africa. A little money goes
a long way in Africa, trying to prevent
radical Islamists from taking over the
continent of Africa, combating the Chi-
nese who are trying to buy up all the
resources, and using American tax-
payer dollars to create an environment
and create jobs back here at home and,
frankly, save thousands if not millions
of young children from certain death
from AIDS and malaria. JOHNNY is ev-
erything right about being a Senator in
that regard. I appreciate him coming
down here today.

If the Senator from New Hampshire
doesn’t mind, can we go to our good
friend Senator BLUMENTHAL? I have
had the pleasure of going to Egypt with
him and all these other hotspots and
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enjoyed working with him on this reso-
lution. This started with a meeting in
our offices, an idea to try to back up
what President Obama said about not
containing a nuclear-armed Iran. The
next thing we know we are on the floor
of the Senate today with 82 cosponsors.

My good friend from Connecticut,
Senator BLUMENTHAL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
want to begin by thanking my col-
league and friend from South Carolina
who has so eloquently and powerfully
stated the case for this resolution. But
even before discussing resolution 41, I
thank him and our colleagues who
spoke today on the floor about the
RAND PAUL resolution.

I think this morning’s debate—and I
listened to it for all 3 hours, because 1
was presiding at the time—marked one
of the finer moments of my brief time
as a Member of the Senate. What I saw
this morning was an articulate,
thoughtful, and courageous statement
against a resolution that would do
grave harm to this Nation’s national
interests if it became law and if it
bound the U.S. Government and cut off
aid to these countries. I think the case
stated was courageous because it very
likely may prove unpopular with some
elements of their own party—to put it
very bluntly, the political reality here.
But I think it was one of the finer mo-
ments of this body because it marked a
point of clarity and a clear recognition
for the need to come together as a na-
tion when our national interests are
threatened, when our national security
is at stake, when the harm to this Na-
tion requires acting together.

I am hoping this spirit of bipartisan-
ship will also come together, as it has
so far with 82 cosponsors, on the resolu-
tion we have sponsored, S.J. Res. 41. As
Senator GRAHAM has rightly observed,
it began with the leadership of a hand-
ful of Senators. He was one of the key
leaders, as were Senator LIEBERMAN,
Senator AYOTTE, Senator HOEVEN, Sen-
ator CASEY, and Senator MENENDEZ. 1
was proud to be among them. The spir-
it of bipartisanship and the strength of
that spirit was really extraordinary.

Here is what we know. At a time of
confusion and obfuscation, in many re-
spects, where foreign policy is con-
cerned, knowing with certainty some
of the facts is very important. We all
know from the International Atomic
Energy Agency that as of November
2011, Iran had produced approximately
5,000 kilograms of uranium enriched up
to 3.5 percent. We also know that this
Iranian regime is the most active state
sponsor of terrorism in the world, ac-
cording to our Department of State.
We know this regime has repeatedly
expressed its desire to ‘‘wipe Israel off
the map.” We know this regime has
provided weapons training to Hamas,
Hezbollah, and militias in Iraq who
murder civilians and spread terror. We
know it has already actively and con-
sistently provided aid to the Assad re-
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gime in Syria in its brutal and uncon-
scionable repression of its own people.
The torture and murders that have oc-
curred have been directly linked to
Iran. We know the Iranian Government
is attempting to develop nuclear weap-
ons. If it does, it will lead to an arms
race in that part of the world that will
be as threatening as any other poten-
tial harm to this Nation. We know Iran
would create access for terrorists to
these nuclear weapons, making the
Middle East a nuclear tinderbox. We
cannot trust this regime. We know
that fact beyond any potential doubt.

Iran’s nuclear program is of extraor-
dinarily grave concern not only to na-
tions in that part of the world but to
all nations everywhere that want
peace. That is why an international co-
alition has come together, with the
leadership of the United States of
America. Iran cannot be permitted to
continue its nuclear program to a point
where it is capable of making a nuclear
weapon.

Despite repeated calls for it to sus-
pend or stop this program, we know
with certainty that Iranian leaders
show no signs of waiting or wanting to
halt their program to build nuclear
weapons. In fact, recent intelligence
shows they are continuing to enrich
uranium and develop nuclear facilities.

That is why we need S.J. Res. 41.
There is no question that the adminis-
tration, under President Obama, has
repeatedly affirmed his commitment to
such a policy. The President has made
his position and the position of the
United States absolutely clear. I am
quoting President Obama:

Iran’s leaders should understand that I do
not have a policy of containment; I have a
policy to prevent Iran from obtaining a nu-
clear weapon.

That is the message of S.J. Res. 41.
That is the message we must convey as
a nation together from all parties, all
parts of the United States, and all in-
terests, that time is limited. Time is
limited to keep Iran from acquiring nu-
clear weapon capability.

This resolution calls for increased
pressure on Iran to come into compli-
ance with the U.S. security resolution.
This resolution builds on the efforts of
myself and others to call for successful
P5+1 talks that would lead Iran to halt
its nuclear program. This resolution
says to the world that the United
States and governments of other re-
sponsible nations have a vital, mutual
interest in working together to prevent
Iran from acquiring nuclear weapon ca-
pability. Let’s underscore the words
and recognize their importance: nu-
clear weapons capability.

Many of us have written multiple
times to President Obama outlaying a
framework that would lead to success-
ful negotiations. My hope is that the
combination of strict international
sanctions and international condemna-
tion of a nuclear-armed Iran will con-
vince that government to desist and
cease its program of nuclear weapons
capability building. It is not in our in-
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terest, it is not in the world’s interest,
and ultimately it is not in that re-
gime’s interest. If sanctions fail, we
must be prepared to act.

This resolution expresses the resolu-
tion and the resoluteness of this body.
I am hopeful that sanctions will work,
but if the Government of Iran is uncon-
vinced by this very compelling case, it
must know that this issue is not a par-
tisan one, it is not one on which we are
divided. We stand together, we stand
strong, and we are resolute and resil-
ient. The United States and its allies
will join together to prevent a nuclear-
armed Iran.

Again, I thank the Senator from
South Carolina and all 82 of my col-
leagues who have joined as cosponsors.
We began with a handful, but I think
the compelling power and persuasive-
ness of the need for this resolution is
carrying the day.

I yield to the Senator from South
Carolina, my good friend and the leader
of this effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank Senator
BLUMENTHAL for those articulate words
about the resolution and for his kind
comments. Senator LIEBERMAN was on
the ground floor of this, as he is with
everything, including bills to construct
foreign policy for the country.

One of the original partners we had
trying to get this matter going was
Senator AYOTTE, who is a freshman
Senator but has quickly hit the ground
running and has become a strong voice
on national security.

With that, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to yield to the Senator
whatever time she needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from South Carolina. He
has really led the effort on this incred-
ibly important resolution. I also thank
my colleague from Connecticut, Sen-
ator BLUMENTHAL, for his leadership on
this issue.

The bipartisan nature of this resolu-
tion tells us very clearly that this real-
ly is the policy of this Congress and
how important this issue is for our
country. This resolution will ensure
that we give a clear message to Iran
that it is not our policy and that the
United States and the world will not
accept Iran acquiring the capability of
having a nuclear weapon. We under-
stand that it would make the Middle
East a more dangerous place than it is
now and would cause an arms race in
that part of the world. In addition, it
would also cause us to be in a position
in which one of our strongest allies in
the Middle East, Israel, is threatened
with annihilation because that is ex-
actly what the Iranian regime has said.

Most importantly, it will endanger
our own country if Iran acquires a nu-
clear weapon because Iran is incredibly
hostile to the United States of Amer-
ica. Iran participates with various ter-
rorist groups, including Hezbollah. One
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of the greatest risks we face is that the
regime itself wouldn’t use the nuclear
weapon; they would just give it to a
terrorist group who could hit any one
of our allies. They could use it to harm
us and our country, and then, of
course, the world changes. We cannot
allow this to happen, and it is very im-
portant to have 82 Senators sponsoring
this resolution.

I wish to talk briefly about the Paul
amendment that is pending before this
body. How we act on this amendment,
as my colleague from Georgia so elo-
quently said, will define the foreign
policy of the United States of America.
I wish to state my strong opposition to
the Paul amendment because I am very
concerned that if we pass the Paul
amendment, then we are sending the
very message to the radical Islamists
and the terrorists of the world that
they want to hear from us, which is
that we will withdraw.

Let’s be clear on what their goal is
when they attack us. They don’t want
us to be engaged. They would like the
Middle East to become a seventh-cen-
tury, Taliban-style government that is
a threat to our country.

In my view, for us to withdraw now,
we would put ourselves in a position
where, for example, the amendment is
so broadly drafted that even if one of
our ally’s embassies were attacked,
such as Israel, we would have to with-
draw aid and it would send the absolute
wrong message. It would be to the det-
riment of the safety of the United
States of America.

I understand that my colleague Sen-
ator PAUL is well intentioned, but
every time we have withdrawn, people
have died and the world has not be-
come safer and the battle comes here.
We don’t want the battle to be here. We
don’t want any of these elements to be
in our country. We can’t forget what
happened to us on September 11.

As my colleagues have eloquently
stated before, our only tools can’t be
our military. The reason we have so
many of our present and former mili-
tary leaders standing up and saying
they oppose the Paul amendment is be-
cause they understand that by engag-
ing with these countries through the
small foreign aid budget we have, we
can prevent conflict. We can actually
be in a position where we are engaged
and we are sending the message to the
radical Islamist terrorists that, no, the
United States of America will not back
off. They cannot put us in a position
where they can bring the battle to our
soil. We will not be defeated by them.

I think if we were to pass this amend-
ment from my colleague, no matter
how well intentioned it is, we would
only be empowering those radical ele-
ments. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Paul amendment.

I also believe it very much relates to
this containment resolution for the fol-
lowing reasons: We see Iran right now
ignoring what the U.N. has asked of it,
ignoring what the good people of the
world want to have happen in Syria. In
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fact, Iran is supporting Hezbollah.
They are arming and training Asad’s
forces in Syria. They are providing
weapons to insurgents in Afghanistan
who are killing our troops. They are
engaged with radical elements in Iraq.
If we look at the whole course of
events, we can imagine that Iran will
cheer if we pass an amendment in
which we say that we back off our com-
mitment to Pakistan, our commitment
to Egypt, and our commitment to
Libya and other areas around the
world. God forbid if one of our other al-
lies’ embassies were attacked.

Most importantly, as my colleagues
have said, Iran would cheer if the Paul
amendment passes because it would ac-
tually break the Camp David Accords
in which we agreed as a country to pro-
vide aid to Egypt. It would also make
Israel less safe, and there is nothing in
the world that Iran wants more than to
have Israel be less safe. In fact, they
have stated very clearly that their goal
is to annihilate Israel from the face of
the Earth.

We cannot allow them to get nuclear
weapons. They are marching closer and
closer to this capability. Senator
BLUMENTHAL told us about the enrich-
ment of the uranium. This is not the
level of enrichment used for a power-
plant. It is being enriched to have the
capability of having a nuclear weapon.

They have created more and more
centrifuges despite us asking them to
stop, despite the sanctions we have put
in place, all for the possibility of hav-
ing that nuclear weapon they could use
that would change the world, not to
mention what they have said about our
friend Israel, that they would seek to
annihilate Israel.

The world is a very dangerous place.
If we allow Iran to acquire a nuclear
weapon, this is a game changer for the
world. That is why this resolution is so
incredibly important.

I very much appreciate the leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle in sup-
port of this resolution, and my col-
league from South Carolina for bring-
ing this forward, because we need to
tell the world we are not going to allow
this game changer to happen. Iran
needs to hear a very clear message
from us as a Congress, backing up our
President, that we will not allow for
the containment of a nuclear-armed
Iran, for the safety of the world.

Finally, we need to let our friends in
Israel know, when Prime Minister
Netanyahu said on September 16 that
‘“‘those in the international community
who refuse to put red lines before Iran
don’t have a moral right to place a red
light before Israel,” I say to our friends
in Israel: Please know that by passing
this resolution, we stand with you. We
will work with you to make sure the
tyrannical regime in Iran never gets
that weapon of mass destruction that
could very much change the safety of
the Middle East, the safety of your
country, as well as our own country
and the world.

With that, I yield for my colleague
from South Carolina.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Thanks to Senator
AYOTTE for helping to get this whole
process going, for being on the Senate
floor and for getting this whole process
started, and for her strong voice on na-
tional security.

Now I wish to recognize my friend,
the Senator from Tennessee, Mr.
CORKER. He is on the Foreign Relations
Committee and is moving up the ladder
to be chairman or ranking member, de-
pending on how the election comes out.
But no matter how it comes out, Sen-
ator CORKER Wwill be there talking
about constructive engagements and
guarding the taxpayer dollar. I would
like for him to give his thoughts about
the Rand Paul amendment and the
noncontainment of a nuclear-capable
Iran.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the great Senator from South
Carolina, the State where I was born. I
do want to say the committee makes
those decisions. I don’t want anybody
to be jumping the gun with the kind of
statements made earlier about future
situations.

First of all, I wish to speak to the
resolution brought forward on Iran. I
thank the Senator from South Carolina
for that and for the tremendous work
he has done to bring so many of us on
as cosponsors. I think it is a strong sig-
nal to Iran, but also to people in the
neighborhood, about our beliefs. So I
thank the Senator from South Carolina
for that.

I wish to speak mainly, though,
about the Paul amendment. First of
all, I wish to say to the Senator from
Kentucky that I understand the senti-
ments that drive people to look at for-
eign aid the way a lot of people around
this country are looking at it today. I
wish to remind people that our total
foreign aid budget is 1 percent of what
we spend each year, but that doesn’t
mean we don’t need to look at it in a
very different way.

We haven’t done an authorization bill
on foreign aid since I have been here. I
have been here almost 6 years now. I
know the Senator from South Carolina
is the ranking member on Foreign Op-
erations, and I know they spend a lot
of time looking at things in an appro-
priate way. But there is no question
that as a body we should be looking
more closely at how we generate for-
eign aid to other countries, and I hope
we are going to be doing that in this
next Congress when, hopefully, we will
begin to function in a much better
way.

I wish to say the purpose of foreign
aid at the end of the day, in many
cases, is to keep our men and women in
uniform from having to be deployed in
other places because of unrest that is

against our national interests. So I
would like to point that out.
In this particular case, regarding

Libya, Egypt and Pakistan, I would
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just like to point out three things: No.
1, the people of Libya are very thankful
for our intervention. However, people
have come in and created a travesty in
Benghazi around our consulate, and
these are people who are trying to un-
dermine what we are doing there.

So the way the Paul amendment is
drafted, if terrorists in any country we
are aiding happen to do something at
one of our embassies or consulates,
then we withdraw aid. So what that
means is that basically, terrorists—
people such as al-Qaida, the Taliban,
and other groups—are deciding what
we are going to do as it relates to for-
eign aid. That would be a real big step
for the Senate to say that in the fu-
ture, everything we do relating to for-
eign aid will be determined by terror-
ists. I don’t think that is what we want
to do as a body.

So let me set Libya aside and say
this was obviously something that
wasn’t a popular movement. It was
done by premeditated terrorists. It was
terrible. We all loved Chris Stevens,
and we thank him for the work he has
done for our Nation. But this is not the
way for us to react to a country that is
trying to evolve into, hopefully, a func-
tioning democracy and, hopefully, a
country that in some way down the
road will create even more stability in
that part of the world.

Let’s move to Egypt. I was just in
Egypt and sat down with the military
leaders. One of the things we continue
to talk about is the Camp David Ac-
cords. The aid we send to Egypt is to
reinforce, in many ways, the Camp
David Accords. That is very important
to Israel, which is one of our major al-
lies, one of the biggest allies we have in
the world. So I don’t know why we
would decide to cut off all aid, which
would totally undermine the Camp
David Accords, which would totally un-
dermine the security of a country that
is one of our biggest allies.

Now, do we need to take into account
the response in Egypt to what hap-
pened at our embassy? I think we
should, and I think it should affect the
negotiations we have with them re-
garding our foreign aid. I mean, let’s
face it. We have had decades of rela-
tionships with their military, and even
though there have been a lot of
changes in the country, the military is
still there and, candidly, they did re-
spond exactly the way we would like
for them to respond. They are a great
ally.

The President was a little hesitant to
respond. I understand the fine line he is
walking. He had just been elected. I un-
derstand the country hasn’t been
through this process, and I understand
he didn’t respond exactly the way we
would expect him to respond. He, since
that time, has, but I still think it
should affect our negotiations and we
ought to go slowly.

It is my understanding that the Sen-
ator from South Carolina, working
with his counterpart, has taken those
things into account as it relates to this
next year, and I thank them for that.
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So in Egypt, it looks to me as if we
are slowing this down a little bit. We
are making sure the relationship we
have with Egypt is appropriate under
the circumstances, and I thank the
Senator for helping to make that hap-
pen. But withdrawing all aid would ba-
sically totally undermine the Camp
David Accords, which most of us in this
body believe to be something that is
very important.

So let me move to Pakistan. Paki-
stan is a place where probably most of
us are most disappointed. We under-
stand the relationship the intelligence
agencies in Pakistan have with the
Haqqgani network, and that has been
disappointing. We understand the trou-
ble we have had trying to close down
some of the ammonium nitrate plants
that are there and that are actually
helping to create some of the IEDs that
are used to dismember and harm and
kill our men and women in uniform in
Afghanistan. So we are disappointed
about a lot of things in Pakistan.

Obviously, one of the most dis-
appointing things—or maybe one of the
things that is most difficult for us to
understand—is the treatment of this
physician who aided us with Osama bin
Laden. Yet there is a legal process that
is underway there, and I think we
sometimes forget that, and there is a
court of law there and, hopefully, that
will have an outcome that ends up
showing that it has been handled in a
judicious way.

Let me just speak to Pakistan. We
are getting ready to leave Afghanistan.
We are going to have all of our troops
out of Afghanistan, or a big part of our
troops out of Afghanistan, by 2014. I
met yesterday with General Dempsey.
He was telling me that in order to meet
that timeline, we have to move a
truckload of equipment out of Afghani-
stan every 7 minutes between now and
the end of 2014—every 7 minutes. Well,
what is the major route we use to move
our equipment out of Afghanistan?
Pakistan.

Now, if we want to cut our nose off to
spite our face, I would say let’s close
off that route, let’s create enmity be-
tween us, more enmity than already
exists.

I think most of us realize we have a
very transactional-oriented relation-
ship with Pakistan. It is not quite the
way those of us in America would like
to see it be, but the fact is there are
some valuable things there that have a
lot to do, by the way, with the safety of
our men and women in uniform. If we
have to take another route out in get-
ting all of this equipment and material
out of there, we are probably going to
take a route that doesn’t work quite as
well for our men and women in uni-
form.

So, again, I understand the senti-
ment. Our phone is ringing off the hook
with people who share the same senti-
ment. I understand it. When we see on
television people rising up in these na-
tions against us—by the way, these
countries are not monolithic. It is not
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unlike here. We have groups, such as
Occupy Wall Street, that are able to
express themselves, but they don’t rep-
resent my viewpoint. These countries
are in some ways like ours. I mean,
they have people who protest and do
things. That doesn’t mean the whole
country feels that way. These are coun-
tries that have had strong men leading
their countries in some places and
aren’t used to understanding what it
means to be able to express themselves,
and they don’t understand how to oper-
ate in a society that is more open than
it has been in the past.

So that certainly doesn’t quell my
strong feelings about what has hap-
pened in Benghazi, nor does it for any-
one else here, I am sure. But the fact is
we need to look at foreign aid in a dif-
ferent way. I think we have taken some
steps to do that. We need to continue
to improve. We need to make sure
there is accountability.

What I do know is the Paul amend-
ment is not the way to do it. Again, I
appreciate the energy the Senator has
brought to this body and the many
good points he brings forth. But I know
this: We do not want an amendment to
pass that says if terrorists attack an
embassy or consulate anyplace around
the world, aid is taken from that coun-
try. I do not want a terrorist deter-
mining what our relationship is going
to be with that country, and I think all
of us know that our withdrawal from
the Middle East will leave us in a world
that is vastly unsafe for our citizens
and for people around the world.

While I know our engagement needs
to continue and evolve, I know this
amendment is not the way to make
that happen. I strongly oppose it, and I
will vote against it if we ever get a
vote on this amendment.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I thank
Senator CORKER for his very good,
country-by-country explanation; kind
of a big picture, rational approach to
what we are trying to do. I understand
Senator PAUL’s convictions. A lot of
Americans are frustrated. We are broke
but giving money to people overseas.
They all hate us.

Well, they all don’t hate us. Some do,
some don’t. Let’s invest in the ones we
can live with and stand up to the ones
who want to kill us all.

Before I turn it over to Senator
HOEVEN, one last thought about the
world in which we live. We could get
hit in the next minute. We could get
hit today. We could get hit tomorrow.
They are trying to get here as des-
perately as they can. Thank God for
every day we have been able to survive
without being attacked again in our
homeland. But I would say this: One of
the reasons we have been effective
after 9/11 is that we are in their back-
yvard. We are deployed over there—not
just with military force but with as-
sistance. We are making their lives
more difficult by raising money and op-
erating and being able to maneuver and
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find allies. To get to America now to
attack us is harder than it was on Sep-
tember 10, 2001, because we are engaged
in the fight. If we withdraw aid, we
take one of the most valuable tools off
the table. There has to be more tools in
the tool kit than just bombing people
or disengaging from the world. So this
1 percent of the budget is a godsend to
those in the military.
S.J. RES. 41

Now I will turn back to S.J. Res. 41.
Senator HOEVEN of North Dakota was
my first Republican cosponsor of the
idea that we cannot contain a nuclear-
capable Iran, and I cannot tell my col-
leagues how much 1 appreciate his
leadership.

So I yield to Senator HOEVEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the Senator from South Caro-
lina for his leadership on this incred-
ibly important issue and to also ex-
press my appreciation for the Senator
from Tennessee and my agreement
with his remarks. I thought he was
right-on with what he said, and I sup-
port what he had to say.

I am very pleased to be a cosponsor
of S.J. Res. 41 with Senator GRAHAM.
He is knowledgeable on this issue. He
has dedicated an incredible amount of
time and commitment to this effort.

Recently I was with Senator GRAHAM
and Senator MCCAIN and others. We
were in Afghanistan, and then we were
in Egypt, where we met with the Mus-
lim Brotherhood. We were in Israel,
where we met with Prime Minister
Netanyahu. Then we were in Libya,
where we met with a number of the mi-
litia groups who now control Benghazi
and Mirsrata and, of course, Tripoli.
And we were in Tunisia as well. I have
to say that it is incredibly important
that we had the opportunity to go to
those countries. Senator GRAHAM has
been there many times, as has Senator
McCAIN. But it is very important that
we understand what is going on.

Some of the comments Senator
CORKER expressed are so true. We have
to understand what is going on in these
countries. At the same time, we have
to communicate with these countries
as they try to build democracies. But
we must be clear and consistent in our
foreign policy that we support our
friends, we support our allies, we will
oppose our opponents, and that we de-
mand safety for our embassies and for
Americans abroad. We provide no less
to the people who come to our country,
and we expect the same in return.

S.J. Res. 41 is a bipartisan effort. And
I want to express that again; that is so
important. It is a bipartisan effort—=80
Senators standing together and ex-
pressing their support, bringing this
resolution to the Senate floor, and say-
ing to the administration: We need to
take a tough stand with Iran. We can-
not allow Iran to develop nuclear weap-
ons. It is not an option. Containment—
a nuclear Iran contained is not an op-
tion. It does not work.
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Look what is going on in the Middle
East right now, in Egypt, in Libya, Tu-
nisia, Yemen. Across the Middle East
right now, you have extremist groups—
fundamental Islamic extremist
groups—that are undermining the
democratic efforts in those countries.
Look at the attacks on our Embassy.
Look at the killing of our Ambassador.
We cannot allow that and can only pre-
vent that through strength—through
strength.

So we have to stand for America’s in-
terests in all of these countries, and we
have to prevent a nuclear Iran. Iran is
helping the extremists throughout all
of these countries, supporting Bashar
Asad in Syria, supporting Hezbollah,
Hamas—all these groups that are un-
dertaking violence throughout the
Middle East, not only against Ameri-
cans but against their own people, un-
dermining these nations’ democracies.
The way we help stop that and the way
we help support freedom and democ-
racy is through a strong, consistent
foreign policy.

That is what the resolution, on a bi-
partisan basis, is all about—saying to
the administration: We must stand up
to Iran, and we must prevent Iran from
getting nuclear weapons. And if Iran
were to develop a nuclear weapon, that
could also start a race for other coun-
tries in the Middle East to develop a
nuclear capability. Look at the unsta-
ble situation there. It is certainly not
a situation where nuclear weapons can
be added to the equation as well.

We have worked in the Senate, in the
House, to provide tools to the adminis-
tration to put sanctions in place to
prevent Iran from developing a nuclear
weapon. The Kirk-Menendez legisla-
tion, which was passed as part of the
Defense authorization bill, provides
strong sanctions against Iran that still
have not been fully implemented. The
best way to stop Iran from getting a
nuclear weapon is through sanctions.
All options have to be on the table. We
must support Israel in whatever action
Israel determines it must take to pro-
tect itself. All options for the United
States must be on the table as well.
The best way to stop Iran, if we can, is
with sanctions, but the only way that
is going to work is if they are fully im-
posed to the full extent possible.

Let me use Kirk-Menendez as an ex-
ample. What did that legislation pro-
vide? That legislation provided a tool
to the administration that essentially
barred any company or country that
does business with Iran or its Central
Bank from doing business with the cen-
tral banking system in the United
States. That is an effective tool be-
cause if Iran cannot sell its oil, it can-
not continue to function.

We must fully impose those sanc-
tions. We must stand strongly with our
closest friend and ally Israel in the re-
gion. This resolution is a bipartisan
message to our administration saying:
Stand strong. We can and we must pre-
vent Iran from getting nuclear weap-
ons.
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With that, Mr. President, I see the
majority leader and the minority lead-
er are on the floor, and I will turn the
floor back to the esteemed Senator
from South Carolina and thank him for
his work.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, before 1
turn this over, may I have just 2 min-
utes to wrap up.

I want to thank Senator REID and
Senator McCONNELL for scheduling this
vote. Eighty-two Senators stand be-
hind President Obama’s statement that
it is bad policy to contain a nuclear-ca-
pable Iran. Let me tell you right quick-
ly why. If the Iranians get a nuclear
weapon or nuclear capability, the
Sunni Arab States will want one them-
selves to counter the Shia Persian in-
fluence, and you will have a nuclear
arms race in the Mid East. That is not
a good result. That is the road to Ar-
mageddon. Israel will never know a
minute’s peace. If the ayatollahs in
Iran have a nuclear weapon, my God,
what would living in Israel be like?
Look at the threat you would live
under the rest of your life. That is a
no-go for the people of Israel.

The big concern I have above all else
is that the ayatollahs will share that
nuclear capability, that technology
with a terrorist group. The only reason
thousands have died in the war on ter-
ror and not millions is they just cannot
get the weapons to kill millions of us.
And if the ayatollahs had those nuclear
weapons or that capability, they would
share it with terrorists. That is why
containment is not a good idea.

This is not an authorization to use
force. It encourages sanctions. It en-
courages diplomacy. It says that all op-
tions are on the table. It is not author-
izing force, but it is taking off the
table the idea that the Iranians can get
a nuclear weapon and we will try to
contain them because that is just
emptying Pandora’s box.

One last thought. An Israeli soldier
was Kkilled today because the Sinai bor-
der between Egypt and Israel was
breached. Part of our aid to Egypt has
conditions that say: If you break the
treaty with Israel, you lose the money.
And you need to beef up the security in
the Sinai.

The EHEgyptian Army is basically
being driven out of the Sinai. They are
moving back in. So if you really do
care about the security of Israel, we
cannot break relations with Egypt. It
is a complicated relationship, but it is
in our interest to be involved.

Again, we are all over the world in
different fashions, and I would rather
be helping people help themselves than
having to send soldiers in every time
there is a hot spot in the world. We
cannot disengage from the world. It is
our destiny to be the leader of the free
world; we just need to do it smartly.

One percent of our budget is spent on
foreign assistance. I think it makes
sense.

With that, I will yield the floor and
thank all of my colleagues for jumping
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on board for a resolution that I think
is timely. If the Senate of the United
States ever needed to speak with one
voice on a single topic, it is now, and
that single topic is to the Iranian re-
gime: You will not be allowed to get a
nuclear weapon, period.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 11:30 p.m. this
evening, there be 30 minutes of debate
equally divided between the majority
leader and Senator PAUL or their des-
ignees; that following the use or yield-
ing back of that time, the Senate pro-
ceed to votes in relation to the fol-
lowing items in the order listed: pas-
sage of S. 3576, passage of S.J. Res. 41,
cloture on H.J. Res. 117; that if cloture
is invoked on H.J. Res. 117, the pending
amendments be withdrawn and the
Senate proceed to vote on passage of
H.J. Res. 117; that immediately fol-
lowing that vote, the Senate proceed to
the cloture vote on the motion to pro-
ceed to S. 35625; that if cloture is not in-
voked on H.J. Res. 117, the Senate pro-
ceed to the cloture vote on the motion
to proceed to S. 3525; that the vote on
passage of S. 3576 be subject to a 60-af-
firmative-vote threshold; that if S. 3576
does not achieve 60 affirmative votes,
then it be returned to the calendar;
that following the cloture vote on the
motion to proceed to S. 3525, the ma-
jority leader be recognized; finally,
that no amendments, motions, or
points of order be in order during the
consideration of these measures.

That all begins at 11:30. Mr. Presi-
dent, usually we have a 15-minute vote
for the first one, but I think, with the
time we are doing this, I would like all
votes to be 10-minute votes, so I also
ask unanimous consent that be the
case and that between each vote there
be 2 minutes equally divided so the
sponsors and those opposing the pas-
sage of that legislation can speak on
them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this agree-
ment paves the way for the completion
of our remaining business for this work
period. It is going to be a very early
morning or late night, however you
look at it, but it is the right thing to
do. I expect that upon the completion
of the scheduled votes, the motion to
proceed to the sportsmen’s bill will be
pending, postcloture. I am gratified
that we are on track to attempt to
move this measure when we get back.
After we address that bill, when we re-
turn in November, I intend to move to
Senator MENENDEZ’s housing bill. But I
will be in touch with the Republican
leader several times before the elec-
tion, I am sure, anyway.

Mr. President, before we leave here,
everyone should understand that what
we are going to try to do this evening—
I have spoken with the Republican
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leader—is that when people finish their
talking—we hope it can be early this
evening—we would go into recess—and
hopefully we can do that at 5 or 6
o’clock tonight—until 11:30 tonight. I
hope that can be done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

S.J. RES. 41

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, we have
before us a resolution on containment
of Iran. I have voted for sanctions on
Iran and do not think it is a good idea
that Iran have nuclear weapons. How-
ever, I am very concerned about this
particular resolution. I think a vote for
this resolution is a vote for the concept
of preemptive war. I know of no other
way to interpret this resolution.

The resolution says that contain-
ment—the strategy of trying to pre-
vent expansion or invasion of coun-
tries—will never be our policy with re-
gard to Iran. While I think it unwise to
announce that we will contain Iran—I
do think it unwise to tell Iran: Oh, it is
fine to get a nuclear weapon; we will
contain you—I also think it is equally
unwise to say: We will never contain
you.

The reason I say this is that we woke
up one day and Pakistan had nuclear
weapons. We woke up one day and Rus-
sia had nuclear weapons—China and
India and North Korea. Had we made
the statement—the rash statement—
that we will never contain any country
that has nuclear weapons, what does
that mean? I think that means that
you have decided—right now, before
anything happens, you have decided
that you will preemptively go to war.

We have been at war for a decade
now. We have been at war in Afghani-
stan. I supported going to Afghanistan,
but I am ready to come home from Af-
ghanistan. We were at war in Iraq for
nearly 10 years. I am glad we are com-
ing home from Iraq. But I do not want
to automatically commit our country
to a war in Iran.

So while I do think it is a mistake to
say we will not contain them, I think
it is also a mistake to say we will con-
tain them. It is a mistake to have a
policy that is explicit one way or the
other.

President Reagan was once criticized
and accused of having no foreign pol-
icy. He replied that it was not that he
had no foreign policy; it was that he
did not care to share it with everyone.
Because if you give everyone—your po-
tential enemies or friends—if you say
to every country: If you do X, I will do
X, or if you maybe do this, I will do
that, you are exposing exactly what
your plans are, and that may not be
the best strategy. In other words, for-
eign policy is an ever-shifting battle-
ground, and there should be a certain
strategic ambiguity to foreign policy.

So when we announce to Iran or to
the world that we will never, ever con-
tain Iran, it is an announcement that
the bombs will be dropping if we ever
hear that they are a nuclear power. 1
do not think we should say automati-
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cally we are willing to accept them as
a nuclear power, but I do not think we
should automatically say there will be
a preemptive war with Iran.

Now, everybody has been bragging.
They say: Oh, everybody in the Senate
is for this. Everybody is not. I am not
for this. I may be alone on this, but, in-
terestingly, if you travel to Israel,
there is a very spirited debate on this.

Meir Dagan, who was the head of the
Mossad, cares deeply about Israel,
would not be, by anyone’s imagination
accused of being a shrinking violet—he
has done many things to prevent Iran
from having a nuclear weapon. He is
worried about what happens the
minute the bombs start dropping on
Iran. Where do you think the next set
of bombs will go? They will be on Tel
Aviv. They will not be on the United
States. But if you live in Tel Aviv, you
might have some concern over what
happens and what Iran does.

The other thing about beginning a
war is that historically in our country
we have had defensive wars. Nobody
messes with us, and I agree with that.
You mess with the United States there
will be significant repercussions. We
will not let you invade other countries
and we will not let you invade the
United States. But the idea that we
will have offensive war and not defen-
sive war is a concept that is new in our
history.

Preemptive war, going to war and
saying we will go to war to prevent you
from doing certain activities is a new
concept in our lexicon of foreign pol-
icy. I think it is a dangerous one. An-
nouncing to the world, as this resolu-
tion does, that containment will never
be our policy is unwise. It is a recipe
for perpetual war. A country that vows
to never contain an enemy is a country
that vows to always preemptively at-
tack. To rule out containment as a
strategy or as a strategic and some-
times militarily active form of defense
is to admit we have become Orwellian.
Yes, we have always been at war with
East Asia or, yes, we have always been
at war with Eurasia. It is an idea that
we will always be perpetually at war.

I am proud of being for a strong na-
tional defense. I am proud of being for
protecting our country. But I cannot
accept a resolution that says we will
completely get rid of the containment
strategy that was a strategy that kept
us safe for 60 years during the most ag-
gressive and dangerous war we have
ever encountered, the Cold War. The
Soviet Union had 30,000 interconti-
nental ballistic missiles that could
reach the United States and attack us
and devastate our country.

If we would have had this concept
that we rule out the idea of contain-
ment, we would have had an awful and
devastating and maybe cataclysmic
war with Russia. Now North Korea is
more similar to Iran, a two-bit dicta-
torship that has trouble feeding their
own people, has trouble having enough
supplies of food and gasoline for their
own people. There are similarities. But
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when North Korea announced it had a
nuclear weapon, did we immediately
start dropping bombs? Did we say we
will not contain them? We contained
North Korea. Some would argue the
leadership of North Korea is equally as
irrational as the leadership of Iran, if
not more so. So we were able to con-
tain a two-bit socialist, very small and
unproductive country such as North
Korea. I see no reason why, if we had
to, we could not contain Iran. I am not
promoting that as a philosophy. We
should not be telling Iran we will con-
tain them. But for goodness’ sake, we
should not be saying: We will never
contain you.

The people who vote for this resolu-
tion I think are well meaning, but I do
not think they are thinking this
through. We have had this before.
When the resolution came up for the
Iraq war, many voted for it and then
some came back later and said: I voted
for it before I voted against it. They
wanted it both ways. Many come up to
me now and say: I voted for the Iraq
war, but it was a mistake. I voted for
this concept of offensive war, of pre-
emptive war to stop Iraq from having
weapons of mass destruction, but I
made a mistake.

I think the Iraq war was a mistake. I
was not here, but I would have voted
no. I fear we are pushing on. Every
month there has to be a new and more
bellicose resolution to ensure we will
go to war and that at all costs we will
go to war in Iran. I think it is a mis-
take. I think there should be some
strategic ambiguity, meaning that we
do not announce to our enemies ex-
actly what we are going to do. We let
them know firmly what our position is,
but we do not announce to them our
entire military strategy.

To do so, to rule out a strategy that
we had for 60 years that worked, that
kept us in a very difficult and uneasy
peace with the Soviet Union, does any-
body here argue we would have been
much better if containment would not
have been a strategy, if we would have
said absolutely to Russia, if you do
this, we are going to—the bombs will
drop tomorrow.

That scares me. But what scares me
more is that so many Members of this
body are jumping up and down to em-
brace each other in the bipartisan de-
sire that we will not have containment
as a strategy, that we absolutely will
go to war if we wake up and Iran has
nuclear weapons. You know what, the
other day Meir Dagan, the former head
of the Mossad, said that you cannot
bomb the nuclear knowledge out of the
psyche. Nuclear knowledge, the knowl-
edge to make nuclear weapons, is out
there now. It is in Iran. We will not be
able to stop that knowledge. We will
not be able to eradicate the knowledge
of nuclear weapons. That is something
to think about. Because there may
come a day—and this is the prelude to
the next argument. The next argument
we have on this floor will be one day
when Iran announces, and am not for
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this, I think we should do everything—
I voted for sanctions. I think we should
do everything to prevent Iran from
having a nuclear weapon.

But my goodness this is a huge mis-
take. It may be unpopular for me at
home to say this, but I will say it. I
will say it loudly. To rule out any kind
of defensive strategy that does not in-
clude an offensive war is a huge mis-
take for the country. I will vigorously
oppose this resolution. I hope those
who have glommed onto this resolution
so quickly, because there is an incred-
ible force behind this resolution, there
is an incredible lobbying apparatus
that says you have to go onto this or
else. I hope they will reread this and
reconsider. Think about the double and
triple amputees who have come home
to your town. Think about the soldiers
who have committed suicide. Think
about the hundreds of thousands of sol-
diers who are overseas now. Ask your-
self, are we ready to send another
100,000 or 200,000 or 300,000 soldiers to
Iran?

I am not asking that we do nothing.
We just beefed up the sanctions a cou-
ple months ago. But there are other
things to do besides saying we will al-
ways have to go to war. For example,
who does Iran trade with? You know
the reason why the sanctions probably
will not ultimately work? Because Iran
trades with China and Russia and India
and Japan and they are exempt from
the sanctions. We say there are sanc-
tions, but then we give them exemp-
tions and they sell all their oil some-
where else. We do not have the power
to shut down Iran through sanctions.

If we were to convince somehow Rus-
sia and China to be on our side, we
could have leverage, and I think Iran
would listen. The sanctions have
brought them back to the table. They
are negotiating. I do not for 1 minute
believe everything they say or think
they are trustworthy. But it is better
than war to have negotiations, even
with a fallible and perhaps deceitful
partner sometimes—but it is still bet-
ter than war.

I think there is such an eagerness or
such a lack of reluctance in this body
to think through the issues of war.
That is how we get into this. We get
into it because everybody wants to be
stronger than the next guy. Everybody
wants to be more bellicose than the
next guy. Everybody wants to say: No-
body pushes us around and we are not
going to take it. But there are other
ways. There are other ways.

We have to worry about and think
about what ultimately are the reper-
cussions. Our soldiers are not inani-
mate clay that we put on this master
board of chess, this geopolitical chess
game, to move around. These are
young men and women who live in your
neighborhood, who live in the neigh-
boring town. When I think about war, I
think about this resolution; I do not
think about empty black and white
words on a page. I think about those
young men and woman and my com-
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mitment, my real and strong commit-
ment that I am not going to war with-
out absolute provocation, without a
threat to the national security, and for
goodness’ sake, without a debate over
it.

The other side may say: This does
not say anything about war. No, but it
says some things that are very unwise;
that we would rule out an entire form
of defense strategy that we used for 60
years successfully to stay out of war. 1
think it is a mistake to say it is OK for
Iran to be a nuclear country and we
will contain them. But I think it is
also a mistake to say we will never
contain them.

I have another amendment that is
coming up this evening. This is an
amendment to place limitations on for-
eign aid. For the last hour or two, we
have had a bit of the other side giving
their response. That is fine. We dis-
cover the truth by hearing the debate
on both sides of this. But Senator Moy-
nihan, who used to serve up here who is
deceased, once said: Everybody has the
right to their own opinion, but you do
not have the right to make up your
own set of facts.

There was a Senator here earlier who
said: Oh, that guy from Kentucky, he
does not believe in a strong national
defense. He would slash national de-
fense. So anybody who is against for-
eign aid is not for national defense.

This particular Senator said: He
would gut defense and he would cut it
by 16 percent. That is just sort of mak-
ing up your facts. That is not fair. He
is entitled to his opinion, but he is not
entitled to make up the facts. I do have
a budget that I put forward that bal-
ances the budget in 5 years. I also have
a priority within that budget that I
think the most important thing our
government does and that the Con-
stitution mandates is a strong national
defense. I think it is the most impor-
tant thing we do in this country.

So in my budget I am able to cut a
significant amount of spending, but I
actually limit the military sequester.
The military sequester was an auto-
matic cut. I do it by cutting out other
spending, real cuts in spending in the
same year to reduce the size of govern-
ment, but I do not have a 16-percent
cut in military in 1 year.

In fact, under the military sequester,
I actually restore $50 billion that al-
lows the first year not to have any cuts
in military. Do I think there should be
some cuts in military? Yes. But I make
it a little bit easier on the cuts over
time. To say I am proposing a 16-per-
cent cut is untrue.

Others have said: Yes, the military
sequester is so horrible. He is going to
cut foreign aid. The country will be de-
fenseless. The hordes will be over here.
We will have to fight them over there.
There is a certain irony to this because
half these people, these Senators who
are caterwauling about this military
sequester, guess what they will not tell
you. They voted for the military se-
quester. I voted against the military
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sequester last year because I did not
think there was going to be enough
cuts to rescue us from this debt bomb
that is ticking.

But the people who voted for the
military sequester are now up here ac-
cusing me of wanting to gut defense
and all the military cuts and they
voted for the military sequester. Oth-
ers have come to the floor and said: If
we do not pay people to be our friend,
if we do not give people foreign aid,
then we are wanting to withdraw from
the world, that we are going to with-
draw into a little, tiny shell, into a
closet and lock ourselves in a fortress
and we are not going to engage the
world.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. We do not give any foreign aid
to England. Have we withdrawn from
England? We do not give any foreign
aid to anybody in Europe. Have we
withdrawn from Europe? We are incred-
ibly connected with Europe. We are in-
credibly connected with China, despite
our differences—incredibly connected
with China. We do not have to give for-
eign aid to be connected to the world.
We should trade with the world. That
is the connection. The more we are
interconnected through trade, the less
likely we are to go to war.

The other side also says that if we do
not have foreign aid we will have war.
My goodness, has anybody been paying
attention? We have had two pretty big
wars for a decade. We are involved in
the longest war in the history of our
country. I do not see any evidence that
foreign aid is preventing war.

Some might say: But foreign aid is
humanitarian and we want to help poor
people. I see zero evidence that foreign
aid is helping poor people. It is helping
rich people in poor countries. I went
through an hour’s worth of this earlier
talking about how dictators are the
ones stealing the money in Africa. Af-
ricans live on an average of $2 a day.
They did 30 years ago and they still do
because foreign aid does not get to the
people; it is stolen by the dictators.

The other point to make about for-
eign aid is: My goodness, if we do not
have foreign aid, we will be fighting
them on our shores. Because we have
foreign aid, we have a great deal of an-
tipathy. What they need to think
through—and nobody is thinking
through—is why are the Arabs mad?
Why are they yelling and screaming
and burning the American flag? That
makes me mad, and that is one reason
I don’t want to send them any money,
because they are burning our flag. But
why are they mad?

They are mad because Mubarak, who
was a dictator in Egypt—do you know
what he did when the crowds were
formed? He hosed them down with tear-
gas made in Pennsylvania and bought
with foreign aid. When the police came
with truncheons and beat the crap out
of people who were protesting in Egypt,
they did it with money from the United
States. They are not mad at us because
we are rich, they are not mad at us be-
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cause we drive cars and have nice
clothes and have music they find dis-
tasteful. They are really not even ulti-
mately mad at us because of that
movie. They do not like it, and I under-
stand there are sensibilities on this,
but that is not ultimately why they are
mad. But they get really mad when
they are hit over the head with a police
truncheon paid for with foreign aid.

So it is exactly the opposite of what
the other side says. The other side says
without foreign aid we will have more
war. I say because of the foreign aid we
have more war. There is no objective
evidence. Is there any objective evi-
dence we have had less war with for-
eign aid? None. Zero. There is a lot of
evidence we are out of money, though.
We are $1 trillion in the hole every
year, and they all come down and pay
lip service to it, but then say: Oh, well,
$30 billion won’t make a difference. I
say we have to start somewhere, and
foreign aid is a great place to start.

These Senators are disconnected
from the public. I defy any Senator
who votes to continue foreign aid with
no limitations to go home and ask
their people. I will bet 90 percent of the
people at home—it routinely polls in
the 70s—are in favor of not sending
money overseas, particularly if asked
whether they want to send money over-
seas to people who despise us or if they
would want to send money overseas to
people who are burning our flag; would
they want to send money overseas to a
country that has tortured a man who
helped us get bin Laden; to a country
that allowed bin Laden to live within
its midst for 6 or 7 years unmolested;
to a country that is mad at us now be-
cause we got bin Laden; to a country
where a third of the population would
vote for bin Laden for president.

I say far from destabilizing the
world, what would happen if we were to
remove foreign aid is we would remove
the impetus to the Arab spring becom-
ing the Arab winter. What I see is peo-
ple recognizing that people are angry,
but I see no intelligent discussion
about why they are angry. When people
come to me and they say: Oh, it is be-
cause we are rich and we are a wealthy
country, that doesn’t make any sense
to me.

Many of these people actually in the
Arab spring do want freedom—a free-
dom like our freedom. It may be a lit-
tle different, because it is a different
culture and they believe in a different
system of democracy than we do, but
they still want some freedom. Some
might ask: If they want freedom and
we have freedom, why wouldn’t they
admire our system; why wouldn’t they
be sympathetic; why are they burning
our flag; why are 20,000, 30,000, 40,000,
50,000 people rallying and burning our
flag? It is because too often our foreign
aid has gone to support dictators who
have oppressed their people.

Mubarak got $60 billion in Egypt. Es-
timates of his family’s worth are up to
$560 billion. They repressed their people.
No one could come into the street
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without being beaten over the head
with a police baton or sprayed with
teargas made in Pennsylvania. They
were mad at Mubarak, understandably,
so that anger is transferred to us. The
same with Ben Ali in Tunisia, and the
same with Hussein.

Remember that Hussein was our ally
before he was our enemy. In the Iran-
Iraq war we had American planes on
both sides. We had military advisers
supporting Hussein against Iran, but
we had F-4 Phantoms flying on Iran’s
side that were left there when we left.
So this goes back a long way.

I remember being in high school and
being perplexed as to why the Iranians
hated us. Why were they burning our
flag? Why were they burning our Em-
bassy and jumping up and down like a
bunch of idiots burning our flag? Why
did they hate us so much? Because we
kept in power a man—the shah—whom
they didn’t like, whom they despised,
and who was autocratic and had a very
significant police force that didn’t
allow dissent.

It is the opposite of what the other
side argues for. The other side is argu-
ing that without foreign aid we will
have war. I am arguing that because of
foreign aid we have war. Because of for-
eign aid and because of the
misapplication of foreign aid, because
of the theft of foreign aid, and because
foreign aid is given to people who re-
press their people, the Arab spring,
which has a healthy element to it, has
become the Arab winter. If we don’t
understand that, we are never going to
get beyond that.

We have to also go back to the spe-
cifics of what I am asking for in this
amendment. In this amendment, what I
am asking for is that there simply be
restrictions. I am asking that in order
to get our foreign aid, a country has to
act like an ally; they have to signifi-
cantly and believably pledge to protect
our Embassy. In Libya’s regard, they
have to promise to turn over the people
who assassinated our Ambassador.

I think that is the minimum of what
we should do. Frankly, I think we prob-
ably shouldn’t be sending aid at all,
but I think this is a first step in the
right direction; to say, for goodness
sakes, if we are going to send aid to
people, at least send it to people who
are acting like our allies.

When we see the American flag being
burned in public by tens of thousands
of the horde around our Embassies
around the world, we should ask our-
selves if we want to send good money
after bad to that country. Do we be-
lieve it is working? And when we think
about whether our money should go to
African despots and dictators, we
should ask if that money is getting to
the poor people in Africa or is our for-
eign aid going to rich people in poor
countries. That is the history of it. It
is the history of repression, it is the
history of human rights abuse, it is the
history of theft and more corruption
than anyone can ever imagine.

I will probably lose this vote, but I
have fought long and hard. I have
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fought for 6 weeks to get this vote, and
so we are going to have this vote at
midnight. People aren’t too happy with
me now, but we are going to have a
vote tonight at midnight, and I think
it is an important vote. I think it is an
important first step whether we win or
lose. Because every Senator who votes
on this tonight will have to go home
and they will have to engage their con-
stituents and explain to their constitu-
ents why they are still willing to send
money to countries that are burning
the American flag; why they are still
willing to send money to countries
where there is ample evidence of cor-
ruption and thievery; why they are
still willing to send foreign aid to
countries that are openly disdainful of
us.
Does everyone realize the President
of Afghanistan, or senior advisers, have
said that if there is a war with Paki-
stan—between the United States and
Pakistan—they will side with Paki-
stan? Pakistan’s senior advisers have
said if there is a war with Iran, they
will side with Iran. These are the peo-
ple we are sending billions of dollars to
and saying: Please be our friends. They
laugh and snigger at us and turn away
and say: Fools. That is what they say
about us.

I say what we need in this country is
an American spring—an American
spring where we wake up and say:
Look, to make our country great
again, to retain American greatness,
we have to figure out how to grow at
home. And I think that means leaving
more money at home. I hope the Sen-
ate will consider this when they vote
this evening.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

REPORT ON OPERATION FAST AND FURIOUS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, the inspector general of
the Department of Justice issued his
report on ATEF’s Operation Fast and
Furious. This report is a significant
milestone for the family of Border Pa-
trol Agent Brian Terry. He was killed
in a firefight with illegal aliens who
were armed with illegal guns from Fast
and Furious.

Attorney General Holder delayed any
discipline for the officials responsible
for Fast and Furious until after this re-
port was released. The time for ac-
countability has come. There are no
more excuses for inaction.

The inspector general’s nonpartisan
review confirmed virtually everything
I heard from whistleblowers over the
last year and a half. The Justice De-
partment tried to push all the blame
on the ATF and officials down in Phoe-
nix, AZ, but the inspector general con-
firmed that senior officials in Wash-
ington ignored red flag after red flag.

Senior officials in both the Justice
Department and ATF knew or should
have known that Operation Fast and
Furious was putting guns into the
hands of criminals. But they ignored
the risk and failed to take steps to pro-
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tect the public safety. The Inspector
General also confirmed that there were
major information-sharing failures be-
tween law enforcement agencies.

We are still going through the nearly
500-page report, as well as 309 pages of
new documents the Justice Depart-
ment produced late Wednesday. How-
ever, I was surprised to learn from the
report that Attorney General Holder
testified that he doesn’t remember the
conversation with me about Fast and
Furious in my office on January 31,
2011. That is when I handed the first
letters to the Attorney General open-
ing the investigation of Fast and Furi-
ous.

I happen to remember that conversa-
tion. My staff told the Attorney Gen-
eral that day what whistleblowers had
told us. Remember, whistleblowers got
involved in coming to Congress because
for months they were sending reports
up from Phoenix to main Justice that
selling guns illegally or encouraging
our gun dealers to sell guns illegally
was not a very smart thing for our Jus-
tice Department to do. And when they
weren’t listened to, these whistle-
blowers started coming to this Sen-
ator.

Specifically, at that meeting with
Holder, we discussed that two weapons
the ATF let go in Fast and Furious
were found at the murder scene of Bor-
der Patrol Agent Terry. I emphasized I
was personally bringing it to his atten-
tion—meaning the attention of the At-
torney General—because these were
very serious and credible allegations,
not just some run-of-the-mill letter
that I send to departments generally.

Yet even after that meeting, the De-
partment didn’t take this case seri-
ously. The inspector general’s inde-
pendent report says so explicitly.

We do not believe that the gravity of this
allegation was met with an equally serious
effort by the Department to determine
whether ATF and the U.S. Attorney’s Office
had allowed the sale of hundreds of weapons
to straw purchasers.

The Justice Department claimed its
process for writing letters to Congress
was sound. But its response to me, in
its February 4, 2011, letter, was false.
That letter came back only 4 or 5 days
after I first handed the letter to the
Attorney General. The February 4,
2011, letter was false because DOJ later
withdrew it and claimed it relied on
bad information from the ATF and the
U.S. Attorney’s Office. However, the
inspector general agreed with me that
the Justice Department’s response was
seriously flawed—and not just the ini-
tial response. The inspector general
also found that the Justice Department
knew its initial reply wasn’t true when
it reaffirmed the denial of the whistle-
blower allegations in a May 2, 2011 let-
ter to me.

Instead of acknowledging it was
wrong, the Department repeatedly dou-
bled down on its denials.

For example, Attorney General Hold-
er said on multiple occasions since No-
vember 2011 that the wiretap evidence
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authorized by the Justice Department
headquarters did not put senior leader-
ship on notice that the ATF was walk-
ing guns.

Most recently, on June 7 of this year,
the Attorney General went before the
House Judiciary Committee. At this
point, many Members of Congress had
obtained and read the affidavits, even
though the Justice Department did not
want us to see them. Members who re-
viewed them said that the affidavits
contained evidence of gunwalking. But
Attorney General Holder testified:

I've looked at these affidavits, I've looked
at these summaries. There’s nothing in those
affidavits as I've reviewed them that indi-
cates gunwalking was allowed.

The inspector general has read these
same wiretap affidavits. Since the in-
spector general is independent and non-
partisan, that independent, non-
partisan conclusion is at odds with the
quote I just gave you from the Attor-
ney General, and that quote from the
Attorney General comes from testi-
mony before the other body.

I quote from his report:

[T]he affidavits described specific incidents
that would suggest . . . ATF was employing
a strategy of not interdicting weapons or ar-
resting known straw purchasers.

In fact, much of the inspector gen-
eral’s report is redacted because those
affidavits are still under seal. Chair-
man IssA and I asked the Justice De-
partment months ago to move to
unseal them so the public could decide
for themselves. Now the inspector gen-
eral has joined Congressman ISSA and
this Senator, and is also calling for the
Department to ask for permission of
the court to release the affidavits. The
Justice Department should have filed
that motion months ago. Unsealing the
affidavits will allow the American peo-
ple and the Terry family to see the
whole story.

The details of those affidavits show
that senior officials knew, or should
have known, about gunwalking in Fast
and Furious. The inspector general
independently confirmed this point,
quite contrary to Attorney General
Holder’s denials. Those denials by the
Attorney General show either incom-
petence or lack of truthfulness. Con-
gress created an explicit statutory
duty for certain senior Justice Depart-
ment officials to authorize all wiretap
applications, not just those involved
with Fast and Furious.

Deputy Assistant Attorney General
Jason Weinstein, who served directly
under criminal division head Lanny
Breuer, was one of the officials who ap-
proved some of these affidavits. Senior
officials such as Mr. Weinstein tried to
claim that they shouldn’t be held ac-
countable because they only read
memos summarizing the wiretaps, not
the full wiretap applications, as I think
is required under law. But the inspec-
tor general found that Justice Depart-
ment officials should review more than
just the cover memo. He said that
under the statute, they have the re-
sponsibility to be fully informed before
authorizing wiretap applications.
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Yet the inspector general also found
that even

. a reader of the . . . cover memorandum
would infer from the facts that ATF agents
did not take enforcement action to interdict
the weapons or arrest [straw purchasers].

So the memo Mr. Weinstein admits
he did read indicated that ATF had
walked guns, according to the inspec-
tor general.

Back in September of last year, At-
torney General Holder said at a press
conference:

The notion that somehow or other this
thing reaches the upper levels of the Justice
Department is something that ... I don’t
think is supported by the facts.

Maybe the Attorney General doesn’t
think someone who reports directly to
the head of the criminal division is a
senior official, but this Senator does.

As a result of the inspector general’s
findings, Deputy Assistant Attorney
General Weinstein has resigned. Mr.
Weinstein should be held accountable,
but he shouldn’t take the fall for more
senior officials who are also culpable.

Mr. Weinstein reported directly to
Assistant Attorney General Lanny
Breuer. When the Justice Department
sent its letter to me denying ATF ever
walked guns, Breuer knew otherwise.
He knew in 2010 about gunwalking in
another case, Operation Wide Receiver.
That was long before the allegations in
Fast and Furious; yet he waited 9
months before e-mails about Wide Re-
ceiver were about to be produced to
Congress before he publicly apologized
for not doing more about gunwalking
in the previous gun walking Wide Re-
ceiver.

I asked Breuer whether he had seen
the draft of the February 4 false letter
to me. Breuer testified:

I cannot say for sure whether I saw a draft
of the letter that was sent to you.

Now I will explain why that was a
false statement that he made to me.

A month after Breuer’s testimony,
the Justice Department released more
documents showing that Breuer was
sent five drafts of the letter before it
was sent to me. He forwarded three of
them to his personal e-mail account.
Breuer still maintained in written re-
sponses that it was ‘‘highly unlikely”’
he had read the letter because he was
in Mexico when it was sent. On this
matter, the inspector general report
contained a significant factual error.

By the way, there aren’t many errors
in this inspector general’s report. I
compliment him for a very good job
that he did.

The report read:

The OIG found no e-mail messages from
Breuer in which he proposed edits, com-
mented on the drafts, or otherwise indicated
he had read them.

That statement of the inspector gen-
eral is not true. In response to one of
the drafts that Breuer received, he
commented to Weinstein that it was
‘“‘great work.”

That may not be a proposed edit, but
it is certainly a comment. Thus,
Breuer’s statement to Congress is sim-
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ply not credible. E-mails show that
Breuer was very engaged in the proc-
ess, asking for and receiving updates
from Weinstein at every stage of the
drafting of that letter of February 4,
2011 that 8 or 9 months later they with-
drew because it was false. Breuer and
Weinstein sent multiple e-mails to
each other on the matter each day,
with Breuer asking after a quiet pe-
riod, ‘‘Jason, let me know what’s hap-
pening with this.”

So, quite obviously, he was involved
before the letter was ever sent to me.
Rather than holding him accountable
for this evidence, the inspector gen-
eral’s report gives him a pass.

Worse, new e-mails produced Wednes-
day show that Breuer was in the weeds
about his deputy Jason Weinstein com-
ing to brief the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee staff a week after the Justice
Department’s false letter was sent to
me.

On February 13, 2011, Breuer sent an
e-mail about such details as what spe-
cific questions my staff asked of
Weinstein at this briefing. Breuer
wrote:

The goal—and by all accounts it seems to
have worked—was to communicate that
ATF’s work in the AZ case and others like it
reflected sound judgment and investigative
work.

It is clear that Breuer was in the
weeds enough to know what the Jus-
tice Department was communicating
to me was undermined by the
gunwalking he knew about in Wide Re-
ceiver. He should have come forward in
February 2011 and told Congress that
he knew ATF had in fact walked guns.
His failure to do so, coupled with his
attempt to mislead Congress, is why I
have called for him to resign or be
fired. I made that request last fall on
the floor of this Senate.

The Attorney General has been say-
ing for months that he would hold off
on any personnel action until the in-
spector general’s report was released.
We have been hearing that for almost a
year, ‘‘Let the inspector general finish
his work, and then we will decide what
to do.” So, Mr. Attorney General, it is
time to hold people accountable.

I wish to close with language from a
statement that the family of Border
Patrol Agent Brian Terry issued. Agent
Terry is the person where two guns
that were walked were found at his
murder scene.

From the family of Brian Terry:

The Department’s failure chronicled in the
report had deadly and tragic consequences
for hundreds of innocent American and Mexi-
can victims of violent crimes.

And our son, friend, relative and hero,
Brian Terry, is dead.

Questions and concerns should have been
raised before the weapons purchased in this
failed government sting wound up in the
hands of drug dealers and Kkillers, including
those who killed Brian.

The focus today should not be on political
spin control nor on praise for the Depart-
ment of Justice supervisors who chose to re-
sign in light of the report’s findings, but
rather on the gross negligence of the Depart-
ment documented in the report and the trag-
ic consequences of that negligence.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FRANKEN). The Senator from Iowa.

THE RYAN BUDGET

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, our Na-
tion faces an absolutely fundamental
choice in this year’s election: Are we
going to rescue, restore, and rebuild
the middle class or are we going to con-
tinue to shift even more wealth and ad-
vantages to those at the top at the ex-
pense of the middle class?

As I have done every day we have
been in session here, I want to point
out to the American people what the
blueprint is for this country under the
Romney-Ryan budget. That is their
budget. A budget is a blueprint of
where you want to go, what you want
to do, how you want to build some-
thing—how you want to build the fu-
ture of our country. That is the Ryan
budget. So I want to take a look again
at the Ryan budget and what it does
for the future of this country.

First of all, the very centerpiece of
the Ryan budget is whopping new tax
cuts, mostly for those at the top, the
richest 2 percent. Those making $1 mil-
lion or more a year would receive
$265,000 a year in new tax cuts on top of
the $129,000 they would get from ex-
tending the old Bush tax cuts. That
means now if you are in the top 2 per-
cent and you are making over $1 mil-
lion a year, you get $394,000 in new tax
cuts.

We keep hearing about Mr. Romney
and Mr. RYAN talking about entitle-
ments. We have got to cut back on en-
titlements. Don’t we? What about this?
That is what they always talk about.
They are talking about people who are
lower income, who rely upon certain
things such as nutrition assistance or
job training programs, maybe Pell
grants for students, for poor kids to go
to college—cut back on those. What
about this entitlement? This is an enti-
tlement; you are entitled to it: If you
make over $1 million a year, you will
be entitled to those tax cuts.

We don’t hear them cutting back on
that entitlement. No. They want to ex-
tend it. How do they pay for all these
new tax cuts? The total is $4.5 trillion
over 10 years. They do not exactly say
how, but the Republican budget, that
Ryan budget, would offset these tax
cuts by making very deep and Draco-
nian cuts in programs that undergird
the middle class—everything from edu-
cation, student loans, grants, law en-
forcement, clean air, clean water, food
safety, medical research, highways,
bridges and other infrastructure, all
cut in the Ryan budget.

The Ryan budget, as I will explain a
little bit more in detail shortly, would
end Medicare. We will hear a lot of peo-
ple saying it will end Medicare as we
know it. Well, if we end something as
we know it, that means we end it.

The Romney-Ryan budget, since Mr.
Romney called it marvelous—the Rom-
ney-Ryan budget would end Medicare
and make it a voucher care system.
That would force seniors to pay nearly

(Mr.
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$6,000 more per year out of their pock-
ets for health care in the future.

Last, they offset these tax cuts by
raising taxes on the middle class—ac-
tually raising taxes on the middle
class. Mr. RYAN’s budget is to use the
deficit crisis as a pretext for disman-
tling Medicare, Medicaid, cutting edu-
cation and environmental protection,
workplace safety, and all the things I
have said. What they do is double down
on the theory that if we just give more
and more to those at the top, it will
trickle down to everybody else. That
theory was tried under President
George W. Bush, and it did not work
out too well.

Today I want to focus on the dev-
astating impact of the Romney-Ryan
budget on Medicare and on health care
generally. Since he first arrived in
Congress, Representative RYAN has
consistently pushed a very specific and
radical health care program to end
Medicare. Under his proposal, seniors
would no longer have the guaranteed
Medicare benefits they have enjoyed
for decades. Instead, they would get a
voucher from the Federal Government.
They can then go out and buy indi-
vidual private insurance or Medicare.

Again, they say: You can buy Medi-
care. You can stay in Medicare if you
want or you can buy private insurance.
Let’s take a look at that. In 10 years
the Ryan plan would eliminate Medi-
care, shift to vouchers, but the vouch-
ers would not be enough to cover the
health care costs so seniors’ out-of-
pocket costs would go up.

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office has projected that the Ryan
proposal could increase annual out-of-
pocket costs for seniors by more than
$1,200 in 2030, almost $6,000 in 2050. If we
total all these years, if we add one year
after the other that seniors would have
to pay, seniors retiring in 2023, over
their lifetime, would be paying almost
$60,000 more in total. For seniors retir-
ing in 2030 it would be about $125,000.
When we get up to 2050, a senior retir-
ing then would be spending about
$330,000 over their retirement years
just for health care. That is what
voucher care means.

In addition, the Ryan plan would
leave the traditional Medicare system
in a death spiral. Mr. Romney and Mr.
RYAN, in extolling their budget, say:
You know, we will give them a vouch-
er. If you want to, you can go out and
buy traditional Medicare or you can
buy a private insurance plan.

What does that mean? That means if
someone is a very healthy senior they
might get a better deal by going out
and buying a private insurance plan.
So who stays in Medicare? The poorest
and the sickest. Then the Medicare
costs explode and it becomes
unaffordable and we destroy the whole
Medicare system. Do not buy that ar-
gument of Mr. RYAN, that someone can
stay in Medicare if they want. No, it
would destroy it.

Make no mistake, the Ryan plan is a
radical break with the past. This is not
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some little transition. This is not some
little bit of experimentation or some-
thing. No, the Ryan budget is a radical
break with what we have had in the
past. It turns a successful, reliable
comprehensive source of health care
that seniors have depended on for dec-
ades, paid into over years of hard
work—they turn it into an unpredict-
able, unreliable voucher care system.

Our approach is very different. Presi-
dent Obama has fought to strengthen
Medicare, not end it. He believes Medi-
care is a sacred compact, and he has
improved Medicare in the Affordable
Care Act or what we now Kknow as
ObamacCare.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle have been saying ‘‘ObamaCare’ as
though it is a pejorative. It has a bad
connotation. I use it as a very good
connotation because I want to tell you
President Obama does care. He cares
about the fact that kids can stay on
their parents’ policy until age 26. He
does care that insurance companies can
no longer put lifetime caps on real sick
people any longer. President Obama
does care if someone has a preexisting
condition, they cannot be denied af-
fordable health care insurance. So, yes,
President Obama does care. That is
why I think ObamaCare really does de-
scribe it well—Obama cares.

For example, in ObamaCare we elimi-
nate gaps in coverage; that is, the
doughnut hole. We close the doughnut
hole. We reduce the cost of prescription
drugs. According to Medicare’s Actu-
ary—not me, the Actuary—the Afford-
able Care Act extends the program’s
solvency by 8 years, from 2016 to 2024,
by getting rid of wasteful subsidies to
insurance companies, getting rid of
fraud, waste, and abuse in the system.
So our plan for Medicare is simple:
Mend it, don’t end it. That is just what
we do.

The Ryan plan is bad news for those
who depend on Medicare for their basic
health care needs. It is disastrous for
people who depend on the Medicaid
Program. The Ryan budget would
block-grant Medicaid, put the entire
program under the States, and then cut
it by $810 billion over the next 10 years.
That’s right. The Medicaid Program,
block-grant it to the States, cut it by
$810 billion over the next 10 years.

What does Medicaid do? Seniors, if
they pay into the program, have Medi-
care when they retire. If they become
disabled, if they have paid in the req-
uisite amount of money, they can get
disability coverage or survivors’ bene-
fits. I am talking about Medicaid,
health care for low-income Americans
and other populations.

The Medicaid Program is something
we instituted over half a century ago
now to tell all Americans that they are
going to be able to have quality health
care. Do you remember that debate? I
remember watching one of the debates
that the Republicans were having in
their Presidential series. The question
was asked: You know we take care of
sick people in our country. Where do
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they go? They can go to the emergency
room. It costs a lot more money. But
the question was asked—something
about, do you just deny that? A lot of
people would say just let them die,
leave them out on the street.

Is that the kind of country we want
to be? If we are sick and we do not have
the wherewithal we cannot get health
care? We moved beyond that. We have
moved beyond that as a society.

The other population is Americans
with disabilities. Almost one in every
two Americans, almost 50 percent of
Americans with disabilities depend on
Medicaid for access to health services
and support that span everything from
hospital to home care. Services from
the Medicaid Program allow our citi-
zens with disabilities to live with dig-
nity and with purpose in their homes
and in their communities. Nearly 3
million seniors and people with disabil-
ities use the Medicaid Program to
avoid costly nursing home care. If we
cut home and community-based care
for this group of Americans, then they
would have to turn to institutional
care.

The short-term cuts, these cuts they
are going to make in Medicaid, will
lead to longer term expenses because
we know that institutional care is
more expensive than care at home or in
the community. I guess, unless we just
say to them: Tough luck, you are on
your own. Tough luck. You have a dis-
ability? Cut your Medicaid. Can’t live
at home? Go live in an institution. Oh,
the institution is no longer there be-
cause we cannot afford it—then I guess
you have to go out on the street and
beg.

Is that what we want to see? Like
many third world countries where we
see people with disabilities on the cor-
ners begging? Families with a child
with a disability out in the street beg-
ging? Is that what we want? Do we
want to walk down the street and see
people who, through no fault of their
own, are disabled and they are out
there begging with a tin cup and a tin
plate? Is that the kind of country we
want to become?

To dismantle the Medicaid Program,
as they would do under the Ryan budg-
et, would dismantle our commitment
to quality affordable health care for
all. The Medicaid Program is a lifeline
to hundreds of thousands of middle-
class families—yes, middle-class fami-
lies, working families who have chil-
dren with lifelong disabilities such as
Down syndrome or autism. Instead of
cutting these families off from a crit-
ical lifeline, we should be strength-
ening the long-term viability of this
program, Medicaid, reassuring these
families that America is not going to
turn its back on them when they need
help the most.

You do not have to take my word for
it about shredding this compact. I have
said many times that we have a unique
American social contract, a compact
that evolved over our march from a so-
ciety in which we had child labor,
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which, if people were older and poor,
they went to the county home; where
children died in infancy; where, if peo-
ple were disabled, they were put in
dark places.

We evolved a social contract. We
said, basically, in America we are
going to provide a ladder of oppor-
tunity or ramp of opportunity. We are
going to make sure we take care that
we educate our young and take care of
our elderly, a social safety net.

Here is the former Reagan economic
adviser, Mr. Bruce Bartlett. Here is
what he said:

Distributionally, the Ryan plan is a mon-
strosity. The rich would receive huge tax
cuts while the social safety net would be
shredded to pay for them.

Then again, we don’t have to take
those words. I think the bishops had
something to say about that when the
bishops said the Ryan budget fails the
moral test. The Nation’s Catholic
bishops reiterated their demand that
the Federal budget protect the poor
and said the GOP measure ‘‘fails to
meet these moral criteria.”” That is the
Ryan budget.

At the centerpiece of the Ryan budg-
et is its promise to repeal the Afford-
able Care Act or ObamaCare. Again,
once we get past this political theater
and look at what repeal of the Afford-
able Care Act or ObamaCare would ac-
tually mean, it is not a very pretty pic-
ture. Repeal would reopen the Medicare
prescription doughnut hole, requiring
seniors to pay about $600 more per year
on average for prescription drugs.

Thanks to the Affordable Care Act or
ObamaCare, about 86 million Ameri-
cans received at least one free preven-
tive service in 2011 and almost 1 mil-
lion Iowans received at least one free
prevention service in 2011. That would
be repealed, and then they would be
charged. Americans now get services
such as mammograms, colonoscopies,
and other cancer screenings. Eighty-six
million Americans received free pre-
ventive services. This is in Kkeeping
with ObamaCare’s goal that changes
from a sick care society to a health
care society. Rather than focusing all
of our attention and money on emer-
gency room care or when people get the
sickest, we start to move it more up-
front to preventive care. We would get
to people early and prevent illness. We
would keep people healthy and out of
the hospital in the first place.

The Ryan budget shreds all of that. It
is back to the old system we always
had—no preventive care. When some-
one gets sick, they go to the emer-
gency room, and that is busting us as a
country. That is breaking our budget.
We have to put more into prevention.

Mr. President, your mother was
right, an ounce of prevention is worth
a pound of cure. I don’t know why we
have not learned that. We did learn it.
We put that in ObamaCare.

The Ryan budget says, no, we want
to get rid of that. The repeal of
ObamaCare would allow insurance
companies to deny people coverage be-
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cause of a preexisting condition. Near-
ly half of Americans have some form of
a preexisting health condition, and
right now the Affordable Care Act cov-
ers all children. In 2014—just 1 year and
a little over 2 months from now—ev-
eryone will be covered even if they
have a preexisting condition.

This is Eleanor Pierce from Cedar
Falls, IA. She was denied health insur-
ance, when she lost her job, because of
a preexisting condition of high blood
pressure. Without coverage, she racked
up $60,000 in medical debts. If you re-
peal ObamaCare, more than 30 million
people would be denied access to af-
fordable and comprehensive health in-
surance. It would make insured Ameri-
cans pay more than tens of billions of
dollars of uncompensated care when
they show up in emergency rooms.

Actually, repealing ObamacCare
would cost American families an aver-
age of over $1,100 extra in premiums
annually right now that we are paying
for uncompensated care when people
show up in an emergency room. Repeal
would kick more than 3 million young
people off their parents’ policy.

That hurts people like Emily
Schlichting. She testified at one of our
hearings. She is a young woman from
Omaha. She said that ‘‘young people
are the future of this country and we
are the most affected by reform. We are
the generation that is most uninsured.
We need the Affordable Care Act be-
cause it is literally an investment in
the future of this country.”

She suffers from a rare autoimmune
disorder. In the bad old days, that
made her uninsurable. Thanks to the
Affordable Care Act or ObamaCare, she
is now covered under her parents’ pol-
icy until age 26. Guess what. In 2014 her
preexisting condition will mean noth-
ing. She will be able to get affordable
health insurance. The Ryan budget
says, sorry, Emily, you are on your
own.

These are just a few of the ways in
which the Ryan plan to repeal
ObamaCare would drag us backward to
the bad old days when insurance com-
panies were in the driver’s seat and
millions of Americans were one illness
away from bankruptcy.

Over the last few weeks, Governor
Romney and Representative RYAN have
been saying that the President’s health
reform robs Medicare. I heard that he
said that in Florida last night. I don’t
know how else to say this, but that is
totally false. That is untrue. First of
all, nonpartisan economists have cer-
tified that the President’s health care
plan or ObamaCare has strengthened
the Medicare Program and extends its
solvency by 8 years. If we were robbing
the Medicare Program, how could it ex-
tend its solvency by 8 more years?

The Affordable Care Act doesn’t rob
Medicare, it makes the program more
efficient and more reliable. It saves
$700 billion, not from beneficiaries, not
from recipients who are on Medicare,
but from overpayments to private in-
surance companies, providers, pharma-
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ceuticals. It cracks down on fraud,
waste, and abuse.

What is interesting is that the Ryan
budget has exactly the same savings in
his budget as ObamaCare has in the
plan we passed here. It is the same and
exact to the dollar. It is written the
same way. As President Clinton said:
“You gotta give [him] one thing—it
takes some brass to attack a guy for
doing what you did.” RYAN put in his
budget exactly what we had in
ObamaCare, and now they are attack-
ing President Obama for what they
have in their budget. Go figure. In both
of his budget proposals, Mr. RYAN
keeps all of the Affordable Care Act’s
medical improvements that we put in
the Affordable Care Act.

I heard Mr. Romney in Florida last
night attacking President Obama for
doing what Mr. Romney said was mar-
velous about Mr. RYAN’s budget. In
short, Mr. RYAN’s Medicare plan would
end Medicare.

There is something else that I hear
them say all the time. They say they
are going to protect everyone over age
55. Under the Ryan plan he says they
are going to go to this voucher care,
but anyone over age 55 is protected. I
have to ask: Protected from what? I
mean, if it is such a good deal, why
don’t we do it for everybody? Yet Mr.
RYAN and Mr. Romney say, no, every-
one over age 55 has the same Medicare
system and they don’t get the voucher
program. It is only for those under age
556. There must be something wrong
with it then. If it is so darn good, why
don’t they put everybody in there right
away? Conversely, if they are pro-
tecting everyone over age 55, why don’t
they protect everyone under age 55?
Got it? If they are aged 55 and over
they are unprotected. Put them on a
voucher program. That is the dirty lit-
tle secret they are not telling us.

Again, by repealing the Affordable
Care Act, ObamaCare, 439,000 Iowa sen-
iors would be forced onto these vouch-
ers, 60,000 Iowa seniors would be forced
back into the doughnut hole and pay-
ing more money for their drugs, and
400,000 Iowa seniors would pay for pre-
ventive services that they now get at
no cost. More than 30 million people
will be denied coverage under the Ryan
budget. ObamaCare insures more than
94 percent of all Americans. That is
what would happen; they would be de-
nied coverage.

I will close with this: The bottom
line is President Obama and
ObamacCare protects Medicare. It keeps
it solvent. It keeps everyone covered.
The Ryan budget shreds the social safe-
ty net for Medicaid and destroys Medi-
care by turning it into a voucher sys-
tem. ObamaCare protects Americans
from insurance company abuses, ex-
pands coverage, increases the quality
of care, shifts more into prevention and
keeping people healthy. The Ryan
budget does away with all of that and
would drag us backward to the bad old
days.

When we look at the Ryan budget—or
the Romney-Ryan budget, since Mr.
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Romney called it marvelous—we have
to shake our heads in disbelief that
they would take America back that far
after we have come so far in covering
people and getting rid of preexisting
condition clauses. ObamaCare takes off
caps on lifetime coverage for those who
have a serious illness so they don’t go
bankrupt. ObamaCare makes sure kids
in America can stay on their parents’
policies. We don’t want to go back, and
that is why this Ryan budget must be
totally defeated.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate my colleague, Senator
HARKIN, for his remarks. I certainly
agree with him. I want to amplify a
point Senator HARKIN made. There was
a frightening story in the New York
Times today. I don’t know that people
have digested it, but the headline is
“Life Spans Shrink for Least-Educated
Whites in the U.S.”

Generally speaking, the trend for life
expectancy in the United States, and
all over the world, has been going up.
The goal of a good society and a strong
health care system is to see that people
live longer, healthier, and happier
lives, but as a result of the devastating
attacks in a variety of ways on the
working class of this country, over a
period of years—not just starting yes-
terday—this is where we are. Let me
quote from this article. I hope people
hear this because this is shocking stuff.
I quote:

The steepest declines were for white
women without a high school diploma, who
lost five years of life between 1990 and 2008.

Their life expectancy went down by 5
years. This is astronomical. Going
back to the article, it says:

S. Jay Olshansky, a public health professor
at the University of Illinois at Chicago and
the lead investigator on the study, published
last month in Health Affairs.

What happened is between 1990 and
2008—an 18-year period—Ilife expectancy
for white women without a high school
diploma declined by 5 years.

The article states:

White men lacking a high school diploma
lost 3 years of life. Life expectancy for both
blacks and Hispanics of the same education
level rose, the data showed. But Blacks over-
all do not live as long as whites, while His-
panics live longer than both whites and
blacks.

So let’s digest what that means. As
chairman of the Subcommittee on Pri-
mary Health and Aging, last year we
held a hearing entitled ‘‘Poverty as a
Death Sentence.” What that hearing
pointed out is that people who are in
the top 20 percent live, as I recall,
about 6 years longer than people in the
bottom 20 percent. But what new evi-
dence is suggesting is that people with-
out a high school degree—the least
educated people in America and often
the poorest people in America—we are
now seeing a significant decline in the
life expectancies of both men and
women. This is moving in exactly the
wrong direction.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The authors of the study are not ex-
actly sure why this is taking place.
Many low-income, uneducated people
are using drugs, cutting short their
lives. Lack of health care is certainly
one of the reasons. More and more low-
income people can’t access health care,
which is why it is so important that we
defeat the Romney-Ryan effort to dev-
astate, as Senator HARKIN just said,
Medicaid and throw millions and mil-
lions of people off health insurance. If
life expectancy for low-income people
is now going down, think of what it
will mean if we throw millions more off
Medicaid. It is a death sentence.

I also wish to say a word on the issue
of Social Security, and I wish to thank
the Presiding Officer and Senator
WHITEHOUSE and Senator BEGICH for
joining me yesterday in releasing a let-
ter which had 29 signatures on it from
Members of the Senate, and that letter
was pretty simple. What it said is that
Social Security has not added a nickel
to the deficit because Social Security,
of course, is funded by the payroll tax.
It said Social Security has a $2.7 tril-
lion surplus and can pay out all the
benefits to eligible Americans over the
next 21 years. So it is absolutely wrong
and bad public policy to be talking
about cutting Social Security within
the context of deficit reduction when
Social Security has nothing to do with
the deficit.

The reason we are in a deficit situa-
tion in a significant way—the reason
we have gone a very long way in the
wrong direction since January 2001
when Bill Clinton left office with a $236
billion surplus—has nothing to do with
Social Security. It has everything to
do with Bush and those people who
voted for two wars and forgot to pay
for them, thereby adding to the deficit;
those people who gave huge tax breaks,
much of it going to the richest people
in this country, forgot to pay for it;
passed the Medicare Part D prescrip-
tion drug program and forgot to pay
for it; and a recession caused by Wall
Street which resulted in lower revenue
coming into the Federal Government.
Those are the reasons why we are in a
deficit, not because of Social Security.

I understand Republicans want to cut
Social Security. That is what they do.
They are not very sympathetic to So-
cial Security. They have opposed So-
cial Security for years. They don’t be-
lieve the government should be in-
volved in retirement security. They
want to balance the budget on the
backs of the elderly, the sick, the chil-
dren and the poor and give tax breaks
to the rich. I understand that. More
and more Americans understand that.

But I will tell my colleagues what I
am concerned about. I am concerned
about President Obama. Four years
ago, the President was very clear on
this issue. When the President was run-
ning for election against Senator
McCAIN, this is what he told AARP
and, ironically, he just spoke to AARP,
I believe it was today. So 4 years ago,
same venue. This is what he said 4
years ago:
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John McCain’s campaign has suggested
that the best answer for the growing pres-
sures on Social Security might be to cut
cost-of-living adjustments or raise the re-
tirement age. Let me be clear: I will not do
either.

Candidate Barack Obama said that 4
years ago. Barack Obama is in the
White House now.

We have people such as billionaire
Pete Peterson, who has been pushing
deficit reduction on the backs of work-
ing people for years now. He has been
spending huge amounts of money to
make sure we do deficit reduction not
by asking the wealthiest people in this
country to pay their fair share but by
balancing the budget on the backs of
the elderly, the children, the sick, and
the poor. These guys have come up
with a strategy called the chained CPI.

Nobody in America outside Capitol
Hill knows what the chained CPI is. It
is a new formulation as to how we de-
termine cost-of-living adjustments—
COLAs—for seniors. What these econo-
mists have decided—these rightwing
economists—COLAs today are formu-
lated in a way that are too generous—
too generous for America’s seniors and
for disabled veterans. They want to re-
formulate how we come up with these
COLAs. If they get their way—and I
have a great deal of fear that unless
some of us stop them, unless the Amer-
ican people stop them, they will, in
fact, get their way—what this will
mean is that if a person is 65 years of
age today, by the time they are 75,
they will lose about $560 a year in their
benefits. If a person is 65 years of age
today, in 20 years, when that person is
85, they will lose $1,000 a year.

Let me be very clear. I do not believe
we should move to a deficit reduction
on the backs of a senior citizen living
on $14,000 or $15,000 a year and take
$1,000 away from them and then get on
the floor of the Senate and talk about
how we have to give more tax breaks to
billionaires. I think that is not only
morally inexcusable, I think it is bad
economics.

While we are talking about this so-
called chained CPI which will cut bene-
fits for seniors, we are also talking
about cutting VA benefits for disabled
veterans. So I want to hear all these
tough guys here who think we should
balance the budget on the backs of the
elderly and the children, let them get
up here and tell us why, when some-
body fought in a war to defend the
United States—maybe they lost their
legs or their eyes or their arms—they
want to cut their benefits and then
they want to give tax breaks to billion-
aires.

The American people don’t want to
do that. So I think we have to get on
the phones right now. We have to call
our Senators and we have to call Mem-
bers of the House and we have to call
President Obama: Mr. President, 4
years ago you told us you weren’t
going to cut Social Security. Is that
still your position? Four years ago, you
came up with an idea that is, in fact,
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exactly the right idea. You made the
point that multimillionaires are con-
tributing the same amount of money
into the Social Security trust fund as
somebody making $110,000, and 4 years
ago you made the point that if we lift
that cap—and we don’t have to start at
$110,000; we can go up to $250,000—if we
lift that cap above $250,000, we could
bring in enough revenue to fund Social
Security for the next 75 years. That
was your position, Mr. President, 4
years ago. Is that your position today?
Are you going to stand up to the Re-
publicans and the Wall Street folks
who want us to cut Social Security?

That is where we are right now.

My last point I wish to make is on
the much discussed remarks of Gov-
ernor Romney from the video released
recently that has gone all over the
Internet. There is a lot that can be said
about it, and I suspect everybody has
said a lot. I just want to pick up on one
point. I feel strongly about this point
because I am the son of a working-class
family—of a father who never made a
lot of money but worked hard his en-
tire life and of a mother who raised her
kids as best she could. So I take this
kind of personally.

This is what Mr. Romney said in con-
nection with the famous 47 percent of
the people who don’t pay taxes, which
is not true, of course. As we know, they
pay Social Security taxes and gasoline
taxes, Medicare taxes. But be that as it
may, that is not the issue I want to get
to.

This is what Mr. Romney said:

My job is not to worry about those people.
I will never convince them they should take
personal responsibility and care for their
lives.

Let me repeat that.

I will never convince them they should
take personal responsibility and care for
their lives.

He was talking about my parents. He
was talking about the parents of mil-
lions of people who worked hard their
whole lives who don’t need advice from
a multimillionaire who went to elite
schools and had all the money and
privileges his family could provide
him. We don’t need advice from him to
families who have worked and strug-
gled their whole lives to, in fact, take
personal responsibility to make sure
their kids did well. That is an incred-
ibly arrogant statement from a guy
surrounded by money, speaking to mil-
lionaires, who should not be making
that statement.

People on Social Security, people on
Medicare, in many cases, have worked
their entire lives, have done the best
they could to provide for their Kkids,
have seen their kids go to college.
Many of the people on Social Security,
Medicare have fought in wars defending
this country. They do not need advice
from a multimillionaire about how
they should take personal responsi-
bility for their lives. That is an insult-
ing remark and it would become Gov-
ernor Romney to apologize for that re-
mark.
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With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Might I ask how much
time I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TESTER). There is no controlled time.
The Senator may consume as much
time as he wishes.

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I have to say I always
enjoy my colleague from Vermont. He
is a very sincere and dedicated man
and I like him. There is no use kidding
about it; you can’t help but like him,
in my eyes. But I don’t know any Re-
publican Senator who wants to cut So-
cial Security. They want to save Social
Security. I don’t know anybody who
wants to cut Medicare or Medicaid. We
want to save Medicare and Medicaid.
Anybody in their right mind who looks
at this knows we have to do some
things and change some things or we
are not going to have Medicare and
Medicaid for our people and we will not
have Social Security continue.

With regard to Mitt Romney, yes, he
may not have articulated his thoughts
as well as he may have wished. But
there is no way in this world Mitt
Romney meant his comments to be
taken the way they have been taken by
the left in this country. All he is say-
ing is there are too many people riding
in the wagon and not enough people
pulling the wagon and we are going to
have to get jobs for those who should
be outside the wagon, pulling the
wagon, and help them to have the self-
esteem that comes from working. That
is what the whole welfare bill of 1996
was all about, in having a work re-
quirement: We are going to help you,
we are going to subsidize you, we are
going to give you job training, but
after a certain period of time, if you
don’t have a job, you are off the dole.
Literally two-thirds, almost two-thirds
of the people who have been on the
dole, some for generations, went to
work after incentives were realigned
through Republican welfare reform.
That is the Republican approach, to
get people back to work, to provide ef-
ficient incentives, and to get this econ-
omy moving again; not to hurt any-
body. So these things can be exagger-
ated to a point where sometimes it be-
comes confusing to the American peo-
ple, and that is not right either.

I know Mitt Romney. I know how he
cares for people. I know what he did
when he was a bishop in the LDS
Church, in the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints. I was a bishop
when I was running for Senate, and I
have to tell my colleagues I spent at
least 30 hours a week of my own time
and expense, because there is no paid
clergy in the LLDS faith, other than the
general authorities and those are very
few people, and we all volunteer our
time. We help people from every walk
of life.

FISCAL HISTORY OF THE 1990S AND 20008

Mr. President, I am here today to

talk about some very important things
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that are related to what I have just
been saying.

There has been much discussion by
President Obama about the source of
our current economic and fiscal chal-
lenges. The President seems to suggest
we could easily return to the pros-
perity of the 1990s by adopting the poli-
cies of President Clinton, particularly
by raising taxes to the level they were
during his Presidency. At the recent
Democratic National Convention,
President Clinton himself made a simi-
lar argument. But the positive eco-
nomic and fiscal history of the 1990s
was not owing to higher taxes, and the
economic and fiscal challenges we face
today—in particular, our $16 trillion
national debt and exploding entitle-
ment spending programs—cannot be
fixed by higher tax rates.

During his convention speech, Presi-
dent Clinton claimed that President
Obama inherited a damaged economy,
put a floor under the crash, began the
road to recovery, and laid the founda-
tion for a modern, well-balanced econ-
omy. Tell that to the 12.5 million un-
employed Americans who continue to
struggle with unemployment. Tell that
to Americans who have been suffering
through unemployment rates above 8
percent for 43 consecutive months. Ex-
plain to Americans how redistribution,
massive expansion of refundable tax
credits, ballooned transfer payments,
and an interventionist Federal Reserve
represent a foundation for future
growth of the economy. Explain how
this economy is ‘‘well balanced” when
government spending represents as
much as 25 percent of GDP, debt is
higher than an entire year’s worth of
the output of the economy, and we
have an activist Federal Reserve that
has increased its balance sheet by well
over $1 trillion.

President Clinton does admit that,
under President Obama, we are not
where we need to be. So, instead, he
asks whether we are better off than
when President Obama took office, and
he answers in the affirmative. Putting
aside the rhetoric and spin and consid-
ering the facts, this is a dubious claim
at best.

Relative to the beginning of 2009
when President Obama took office, jobs
are down by 261,000 and unemployment
remains above 8 percent. But wait.
Democrats say the President cannot be
held responsible for bad things that
happened during his Presidency; those
things were inherited or due to Europe
or caused by uncontrollable forces. All
right, then. Let’s look at the Presi-
dent’s jobs record after the end of the
recession, which the National Bureau
of Economic Research says was June of
2009. Since then, job growth under
President Obama has been only 73,600
jobs per month on average—far too
weak to move the unemployment rate
below 8 percent.

Democrats say the only reason we do
not have more jobs is because Repub-
licans will not agree to more Keynes-
ian stimulus—never mind that the pre-
vious dose, which cost over $800 billion
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and was promised to deliver unemploy-
ment below 8 percent, failed to get un-
employment down.

Remember those promised shovel-
ready jobs that became a source of
amusement to the President? Remem-
ber the promised infrastructure? Amer-
icans should ask themselves where all
those things are. Where are the jobs?
Well, the President makes claims of
saving millions of jobs because of stim-
ulus magic. And the Federal Reserve
claims millions of jobs saved from its
so-called quantitative easing. There
you have it. The President’s foundation
of well-balanced economic growth rests
on debt-financed Keynesian stimulus
and Federal Reserve stimulus.

Absent anything but a dismal record
on jobs, President Obama has decided
to try to run on President Clinton’s
record. So let’s consider President
Clinton’s rose-colored nostalgia—a re-
visionist history adopted by President
Obama and his surrogates.

President Clinton’s view goes like
this: I came into office with a weak
economy. I raised taxes. The economy
boomed.

President Clinton’s depiction of the
roaring 1990s is missing a few chapters.
In his first years in office, Democrats
controlled Congress. He and the Demo-
crats raised income taxes and gas
taxes. He tried to impose a Btu energy
tax, attempted a government takeover
of health care—known as HillaryCare
and proposed a $31 billion stimulus
while putting off welfare reform.

The first few years of the Clinton
Presidency can fairly be characterized
as prioritizing tax-and-spend economic
policy. But HillaryCare failed, and
American voters decided to make some
changes. They faced uncertainty over
taxes, health care, energy costs, defi-
cits, and runaway government spend-
ing. After 2 years of complete Demo-
cratic control of Washington, Amer-
ican voters decided in 1994 that Repub-
lican control of the Senate and House
was desirable.

Does this sound familiar? A new
Democrat in the White House, com-
plete Democratic control of Congress,
prioritizing higher taxes, a government
takeover of the Nation’s health care
system, and more spending, followed by
a popular uprising that gave some Re-
publican balance in Congress. It was
the first Republican Congress in over 40
years.

But in contrast to President Obama’s
refusal to heed the message of the 2010
election, President Clinton listened to
the American people and moved to the
political center. He embraced a Repub-
lican goal of a balanced budget and,
after two vetoes, signed GOP welfare
reform legislation shortly before the
1996 election. In 1996 President Clinton
was reelected, but Republicans re-
tained control of Congress.

Now, President Obama claims these
were the good old days because Presi-
dent Clinton raised taxes. Let’s con-
sider that tax landscape. President
Clinton did raise the top income tax
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rate in 1993, and Democrats credit that
increase for shrinking the deficit and
unleashing future economic growth.
However, he also agreed with Repub-
licans in 1997 to cut the capital gains
tax rate to 20 percent from 28 percent,
which contributed to revenue and eco-
nomic growth. I know because it was
the Hatch-Lieberman bill that they fol-
lowed in doing that. JOE LIEBERMAN
had the guts to stand up on that issue,
as did I, and it happened. The Demo-
crats said we would lose revenues. The
revenues went up because people did
not feel gouged anymore. Funny how
that chapter gets left out of the Demo-
crats’ 1990s story.

In 2000 President Clinton left office
with Federal receipts measuring 20.6
percent of GDP—well above the 17.5
percent seen in 1992 before he took of-
fice. But those receipts were boosted by
capital gains realizations associated
with the Internet stock bubble that
formed toward the end of the Clinton
Presidency.

But even more notable and some-
thing Democrats do not discuss in rela-
tion to the Clinton Presidency is that
he left office with Federal outlays
measuring 18.2 percent of GDP—signifi-
cantly below the 22.1 percent seen in
1992 before Clinton took office. Signifi-
cant reductions in Federal outlays as a
share of GDP occurred once Repub-
licans gained control of the Congress.
In contrast, President Obama has pre-
sided over the largest spending spree
since World War II, with outlays as
high as 25.2 percent of the entire econ-
omy—something that has not happened
since the years surrounding World War
II.

In his 1996 State of the Union speech,
President Clinton took credit for budg-
et improvements and spending re-
straint imposed by Republicans in Con-
gress. He famously stated that the era
of big government is over. But in a nod
to the Republicans’ role in containing
the budget, in that same speech, he
said: “I compliment the Republican
leadership and membership for the en-
ergy and determination you have
brought to this task of balancing the
budget.” Compare that to the senti-
ment of President Obama: We tried it
their way, and it did not work.

President Obama and those Demo-
crats who embrace the history of the
1990s also conveniently neglect to give
any credit to Ronald Reagan, whose
ending of the Cold War led to a peace
dividend which helped allow President
Clinton to curtail growth in Federal
defense outlays.

In summary, the Democratic nos-
talgia for the 1990s is based on a very
limited recollection of events. They see
that Clinton raised taxes, the economy
grew, and the budget improved. Appar-
ently, correlation is all that is nec-
essary to establish causality in their
world, particularly when it works in
their favor.

What also gets left out of the stand-
ard Democratic history is a stock-price
bubble that was actually the basis of
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much of the growth in the 1990s. So
let’s consider the Clinton bubble fur-
ther and ask what it could possibly
mean for the recent financial crisis.

One of the charges levied by Presi-
dent Clinton, which echoes a familiar
Democratic talking point, is that
Americans should be wary of Repub-
licans because we champion deregula-
tion that ‘‘got us into this mess.” But
who generated the mess? The mess was
a devastating financial crisis, and who
sowed the seeds of that crisis?

First, consider the significant finan-
cial deregulation under the Bush ad-
ministration. The fact is there was not
any. So where did the deregulation in
finance come from? Whose policies pro-
moted financial markets prone to bub-
bles and irrational exuberance and
bailouts?

It was under President Clinton’s
watch that warnings were ignored
about the riskiness of derivatives. It
was under his watch that risky deriva-
tives led to the collapse of the hedge
fund Long-Term Capital Management—
or LTCM and to an eventual bailout ar-
ranged by the Fed. It was under his
watch that the Fed left market partici-
pants with a belief that should there be
significant market turbulence, the Fed
would be there to bail them out. It was
under his watch that the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act was signed into law,
which many Democrats believe con-
tributed to the crisis by repealing part
of the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933. 1
think that they misunderstand the fi-
nancial crisis by making that claim,
but since they and President Obama
appear to believe it, through their pro-
motion of the so-called Volker rule,
then the deregulation they decry came
under Clinton.

As a basis for strong fundamental
growth in the economy, President Clin-
ton’s stock bubble was lacking, and nu-
merous companies crashed. A bursting
stock bubble, along with corporate ac-
counting scandals, which included the
Enron debacle, left a mess for Presi-
dent Bush, who, by the way, did not
whine about it for 4 straight years.

It was under President Clinton’s
watch that significant growth began in
risky subprime mortgage lending,
which ended up at the heart of the re-
cent financial crisis. And warnings
were ignored—even the warning by the
Clinton-appointed Federal Reserve offi-
cial Edward Gramlich. Clinton’s presi-
dency pushed financial deregulation,
and it showed inattention to the begin-
nings of speculative excesses in hous-
ing and mortgage markets.

The financial crisis was indeed se-
vere. Seeds of the crisis were sown dur-
ing President Clinton’s Presidency and
then nurtured by many years of regu-
latory inattention. Failure of regu-
lators to do their job during the Bush
administration has nothing to do with
deregulation. There was no deregula-
tion. There were plenty of regulations
to go around, but the regulators failed
to use their authority as bubbles and
irrational exuberance was tolerated by
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the unaccountable regulators. To say
that Republican deregulation caused
the recent crisis is simply false.

We have faced crises before. Presi-
dent Obama is not unique in this re-
spect. What is unique is how poorly he
has handled our economic and fiscal
crisis.

In February 2009 President Obama
said his Presidency would be a ‘‘one-
term proposition’ if the economy did
not recover within 3 years. Well, it has
been over 3 years and the economy has
not recovered; therefore, by the Presi-
dent’s own metric, his administration
should be a one-time proposition. No,
he wants 4 more years to do more of
the same.

The President has no plan.

The President claims to want to get
our deficit under control by raising
taxes on the wealthy and keeping the
tax burden on middle-class Americans
where it is. But the President’s tax
proposals do not work, as we learned
from his Buffett tax, which fell over
$800 billion short of his plan to use the
tax to pay for a long-term alternative
minimum tax patch. The unpleasant
fact facing the President is that there
simply is not enough revenue from tax-
ing the so-called rich to fill his desires
of permanently larger government.

Taxing business owners who the
President thinks are undeserving of
their success will simply not pay for
his redistribution dreams. Of course,
contrary to President Obama’s disdain
for business, Americans who own and
operate businesses did build them, and
they also paid taxes, which built the
roads and bridges they use. And make
no mistake, business owners and Amer-
ican workers did build America. They
did build it.

Mr. President, let me go back just a
little bit here. I made the comment,
with regard to all of this media criti-
cism of Governor Romney, that he was
inarticulate in a private meeting,
where no press was invited, and he is
the first to admit that.

He certainly has tried to explain
himself. But he is right. He is right.
There are at least 47 percent of Ameri-
cans who do not pay a nickel or a
penny of income taxes. The standard
answer by my friends on the other side
is, well, they pay payroll taxes. Well,
everyone does that. But those are un-
like income taxes. With payroll taxes,
workers pay into Social Security and
Disability Insurance and the like.
Which is to say, they pay in; but they
also receive benefits. To equate the
payroll tax system with the income tax
system is simply misleading.

But in the income tax system, 23 mil-
lion or so people get refundable tax
credits which are more than they pay
in payroll taxes, and a little less than
16 million get refundable tax credits
that are more than they and their em-
ployers pay in payroll taxes.

Now, do Republicans want to tax the
truly poor? Heavens no. This is a great
country. We can take care of the truly
poor. The question is, Are all of those
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in the—according to Joint Tax Com-
mittee, recently the bottom 51 percent
did not pay any income taxes—are all
of those in the truly poor category?
The answer is no.

Well, what does Governor Romney
mean? He means that, as I said at the
beginning, there are too many people
who are riding in the wagon and not
enough pulling. Many people simply
have no skin in the game in the income
tax system, which means they really
don’t care much if income taxes on
others are raised. And it is not their
fault in many cases, except there are
millions who will not find a job in the
Obama economy, or they just become
discouraged given the bleak labor mar-
ket. I do not blame them, with the
economy, but they ought to be looking
for jobs anyway. I would do anything if
it were me. I would do anything to be
able to support my family other than
be on Federal largesse. But that is the
way it is today.

Governor Romney’s goal in this life
is to pull us out of this mess, get
spending down to no more than 20 per-
cent of the GDP, which would be a re-
markable downturn in spending com-
pared to what we have today, and also
to get people to work, get them to
where they have the self-esteem that
comes from working, which we did on
welfare reform in 1996. I worked hard
on that bill, as did so many others at
that time. Give them the self-esteem
that comes from supporting them-
selves. That is what he meant. That is
what is meant here. He will create jobs,
and a vibrant economy where all work-
ers prosper and can find work.

Frankly, let’s just be honest, the
mainstream media is not for Governor
Romney. We all know that. Anybody
with brains knows that. All you have
to do is watch it. And that is the way
it has been here ever since I have been
in the Congress. Frankly, they are not
going to treat Governor Romney fairly.
But I will tell you this: Mitt Romney
will put America to work. He knows
how to do it. This man has been suc-
cessful in everything he has ever un-
dertaken to do. He does not need this
job as President, but he is running be-
cause he knows this country is in trou-
ble. He knows it is not following good
economic practices. He knows this ad-
ministration is a disaster from a jobs
standpoint, among other things. He
could have the most lovely life, and he
is taking this kind of unmitigated bar-
rage of assaults in trying to do that
which he knows is right for this coun-
try.

I think we ought to be more fair in
these Presidential elections. I wish the
media was split 50/50. It is not. Every-
body knows it. I care a great deal for
my friends in the media, but there is
no one with brains who does not under-
stand that especially the mainstream
media right here in Washington, DC,
New York, Los Angeles, et cetera, is
heavily stacked in favor of President
Obama.

I like President Obama too. I have
known him as a Senator. I have known
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him as a friend. I have known him as a
President. And what I am saying here
is that he has not done the job. I do not
believe he is going to do the job. I do
not think he has the background to do
the job, and for us to not put somebody
who does in there may be catastrophic
for the future of our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my friend
from Alabama and I be allowed to en-
gage in a colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PRYOR.) Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

THE BUDGET

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, let me
say from the outset that this Senate
and this Nation are profoundly fortu-
nate to have had the services of Sen-
ator ORRIN HATCH for decades and dec-
ades. The speech he just delivered to
this body was profound in so many
ways and true in so many ways. It was
made at 10 minutes til 6 on a Friday
night when perhaps Americans are
looking elsewhere, but just so much of
what the Senator said is absolutely the
truth, and our country needs to hear it.
I appreciate him coming and delivering
it in such a talented way.

Mr. HATCH. I thank my friend and
colleague. I really appreciate it. I
enjoy serving with the Senator, as I do
with everybody in this body.

Mr. SESSIONS. Senator WICKER just
talked for a minute about this. What
does the Senator think? Would it be
great to have the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee be named Senator
ORRIN HATCH?

Mr. WICKER. Well, it would be. I
think that with the leadership of peo-
ple such as Senator HATCH, we would
not be ignoring what we have out there
facing us in America today, and that is
nothing less than a financial crisis.
The Senator from Utah is correct. The
President of the United States is doing
everything he can to change the sub-
ject from the central issue of our fal-
tering economy. Yet the mainstream
media is out there playing trivial pur-
suit, talking about everything that is
not important, and that is a distrac-
tion. But you just can’t get around the
facts. The facts are these: We have a
$16 trillion staggering debt in this
country. This government has added $6
trillion in 3% short years. Just the
facts. You can’t get around it.

You also can’t get around these abso-
lute truths: We have had no appropria-
tions bills come out of this Senate this
year. Our Republican friends in the
House—it is a different story. They
have done their work, and they passed
product after product, as they are sup-
posed to do. And my hat is off to the
chair, the gentleman from Kentucky,
Chairman ROGERS, for getting the ap-
propriations bills done. We have not
done that in this Democrat-led Senate.
We have not passed a defense bill—first
time in half a century that we will
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have gone through a whole session and
not passed a defense bill, at a time
when we have troops at war, troops in
harm’s way. Our men and women are
putting themselves at risk and fighting
and dying. We do not have a defense
bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. It is amazing. We do
not have a defense bill. The Senator
serves on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, as I do. It came out of com-
mittee unanimously, bipartisan vote,
and for some reason, the Democratic
leadership has failed to bring the bill
up to the floor for the first time in 50
years. Is that not amazing?

Mr. WICKER. No question about it. It
does not make me comfortable to point
fingers, but there is no getting around
the fact that there is one person on
this planet who can call up a bill before
this Senate; that is, the majority lead-
er of the Senate. He has not brought up
the defense bill.

We also do not have a budget resolu-
tion. Again, our friends in the House,
the Republicans in the House, under
Speaker BOEHNER, have during the 2
years of their stewardship brought
budget resolutions to the floor, passed
them, sent them over here, only to be
ignored.

The President has submitted budg-
ets—did not get a single vote in the
House of Representatives, did not get a
single vote when we called it up as sort
of a test vote here in the Senate. But
this Senate, under the leadership of the
Democratic majority, has not followed
the statute that says you bring a budg-
et resolution up every year—has not
done it. We are into our fourth year
now.

Beyond that, they do not have a
budget deficit reduction plan. It is one
thing to have a resolution that could
say anything, but what the American
people need, what our future genera-
tions are crying out for is a plan to re-
duce this debt.

I look forward to and hope to see the
day when my friend from Alabama is
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I would ask him to assure ev-
eryone within the sound of our voices
today that under his leadership as
chairman of the Budget Committee, we
will see a budget resolution brought to
the floor and debated according to stat-
ute.

Mr. SESSIONS. Senator WICKER
asked a very good question, and every
American needs to be thinking about
that. I have given a lot of thought to
it. We have not had a budget in 3
years—1,241 days. We have not had a
budget passed on the floor of this Sen-
ate. They did not even report one from
committee this year.

If we are blessed by the American
people—we the Republican Senators—
and have a majority in this body and if
I am honored to have the opportunity
to lead the Budget Committee, we will
have a budget. Failure is not an option.
It cannot be that we will not comply
with the law. But more than that, Sen-
ator WICKER, we have to have a plan to
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get us off the course to financial dis-
aster, and the budget is the way you
lay out that plan.

Does the Senator not agree that the
difficulty our Democratic colleagues
had is that anything they thought they
could agree on and bring forth would
not be popular with the American peo-
ple? And they did not want to subject
themselves to having it debated on the
floor and having a vote on amend-
ments, as the Budget Act allows, even
though you can pass a budget with a
simple majority, cannot be filibus-
tered?

I guess what I will ask the Senator,
when you do not write a budget be-
cause you cannot agree or are unwill-
ing to step forward with a plan, what
you are really doing is failing to pro-
vide leadership. We were elected to
lead, to have a plan that we are willing
to announce to try to get us on the
right course, a budget. Would the Sen-
ator not agree to sort of have a plan to
deal with the crisis we are facing? We
have not seen one in this body.

Mr. WICKER. Well, it is one of our
basic responsibilities. As I said, the dis-
cretionary part of it is the appropria-
tions bills. Not one single appropria-
tions bill has cleared this Senate dur-
ing 2012. And yes, indeed, at a time
when we are running a debt of $6 tril-
lion, when we are seeing our friends
and allies across the ocean teetering on
the brink, we are seeing all the warn-
ing signs.

We have time in this Capitol, in this
Capital City, the shining city on the
hill, to be an example to the world.

I can only answer the Senator’s ques-
tion by saying that the President’s
budget was so unpopular it did not get
a single vote. There is not one single—
even the most leftwing, left-leaning
Senator would not step forward and
embrace that budget. I can only as-
sume that what they would have sug-
gested would have been very much like
that.

But when you are in the majority,
you have a responsibility to lead. We
all have a responsibility to lead, but in
particular, when you are the only vehi-
cle for bringing bills to the floor, you
have a responsibility to lead in a time
of crisis. That is what we have been
lacking here in the Senate.

Of course, we do have the Federal Re-
serve, and the leader of the Federal Re-
serve announced the other day that he
is going to print $40 billion extra each
month. Now, that is his solution. I
would counsel against that. I think
most Members on this side would coun-
sel against that. But at least it is a
plan. We have had no indication from
the leader of the Senate whether they
like that plan.

We do know this. We passed a stim-
ulus bill over here that cost almost $1
trillion. Unemployment has gone up
under this bill that was supposed to
jump-start the economy. It was sup-
posed to do two things: jump-start the
economy and keep the unemployment
rate 8 percent or less. Of course, we
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know that for 42 months now, the un-
employment rate has been over 8 per-
cent. And the last thing the stimulus
bill did was jump-start the economy. It
has been going downhill ever since. It
is hard to put a pretty face on this sit-
uation. Of course, the result is that a
staggering 23 million American citi-
zens either do not have a job, are un-
deremployed, or have stopped looking
for work.

In addition, of course, the President
promised in 2008—the Senator remem-
bers that promise—that he would cut
the deficit in half by the end of his first
term. Well, this is the end of his first
term. The deficit has mushroomed, not
been cut in half. We are in a financial
crisis, and everybody on television
seems to be trying to paint a rosy pic-
ture and avoid the subject. So I am
glad to join with my friend, the rank-
ing member on the Budget Committee,
to suggest that we will have a plan, as
House Republicans had a specific plan,
in black and white, to address this un-
believable financial crisis our country
faces.

Mr. SESSIONS. Well, it is a chal-
lenge we have to face, and it is not
easy. It will be a challenge and it will
be difficult and it will force us to make
difficult choices. But I feel very frus-
trated. We are from small towns in
America. Where we grew up, if you had
a tough choice to make, if somebody
came up with an idea and defended it,
you respected them, even if you didn’t
agree with it. If you didn’t have a bet-
ter plan, and all you did was criticize
their plan, people wouldn’t think much
of you, would they?

Mr. WICKER. That is right.

Mr. SESSIONS. So what we did in
this body, when the budgets were
brought up—they brought up the House
budget—-called the Ryan budget—and
we brought up the President’s budget,
and Senator TOOMEY and others had a
budget, and every one of them was
brought up—our Democratic colleagues
voted against every one of them. And
not in one instance did they set out be-
fore the people what they believed in,
what they would advocate for, what
they would fight for, what they be-
lieved would fix the American economy
and put us on the right track. But they
have invested a tremendous amount of
effort in attacking Congressman RYAN
and the House budget.

Let me say this about that budget.
Any budget is going to be subject to
some complaint here and there, but it
was historic. It would change the debt
course of America. It would reduce our
deficit by $3.5 trillion and it would cre-
ate economic growth. It was designed
not just to be a budget-cutting, frugal
budget, but also to try to create
growth and prosperity in this country
and get this country moving again and
get businesses hiring again.

It was a historic and good budget
that would change the debt course of
America and put us on the right path,
yet all we have heard from our col-
leagues, without offering anything
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themselves, is criticism of him. And I
believe the House, as the Senator said,
fulfilled their duty.

Mr. WICKER. I tell you what else it
would do. It would tell the truth to the
American people about what we are
facing. I like what our young nominee
for Vice President said. We have got
time to fix this, but we need to fix it,
and we don’t have much time.

Speaking of telling the truth, I wish
to pivot, if I could, to a question that
has been raised on this floor in the last
couple of days about this Senate’s lack
of compliance with the Budget Act.
There is not a more learned expert on
the federal Budget Act of 1974 than my
friend from Alabama, and I would ask
him to clarify, if he would, the state-
ments and misstatements and charges
and countercharges that have been
made about the fact there has not been
a budget resolution brought to this
floor for consideration and amendment.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank Senator
WICKER for raising this point because
we need to discuss this, and the Amer-
ican people need to ask themselves who
is telling the truth about this and who
is accurate about this.

A group of us spoke—40 or more Re-
publicans—and we expressed frustra-
tion with the lack of action in this
body, the likes of which we have never
seen perhaps in our history, with re-
gard to not passing an appropriations
bill. Historic research has been done,
and we have not passed a single appro-
priations bill only two times: 2010 and
this year, both under this Democratic
leadership. Those are the only times in
history that no appropriations bill has
passed.

Yesterday, however, Senator REID
used this language. It kind of hurt my
feelings, because I said we didn’t have
a budget, and I am the ranking member
of the Budget Committee. Maybe 10 or
15 Republicans talked about our not
having a budget, and Senator REID
said: ““It is a lie to say we don’t have a
budget.”

I don’t know if that violates the rules
of the Senate about personal attacks,
but I try not to use that word—lie. I
try not to say a colleague is lying.
Even if I ever would say something like
that, I would want to be sure I had ab-
solute proof to back it up. And that is
a responsibility.

You know, we like HARRY REID. I
consider him a friend, I really do. He
has always treated me fairly on the
floor. But I have to say, the majority
leader shouldn’t have said that. First
of all, it is not accurate. For example,
Senator REID announced unequivocally
that he had no intention of passing a
budget. This is what he said last year.
He said: ‘“There is no need to have a
Democratic budget, in my opinion.”

It is a statutory requirement. Unfor-
tunately, it doesn’t say you go to jail if
you don’t pass one. The people are cry-
ing out for a plan to get out of the fi-
nancial condition we are in, but he said
there is no need to have one, in his
opinion.
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He said at another time, ‘It would be
foolish for us to do a budget.” Foolish
for us to do a budget. And they did not
do one. There is no budget. So for him
to say it is a lie when we say we don’t
have a budget, well, that is inaccurate.

I will point out, as Senator WICKER
knows, the Budget Act, the United
States Code, defines what a budget is.
It lays out some of the things that
have to be a part of the budget and the
process by which one is produced. It
has to be reported by the Budget Com-
mittee by April 1. It sets out the date
as April 1. Then we have to have a floor
vote by April 15. And when it comes to
the floor, the rule says we have unlim-
ited amendments, with 50 hours of de-
bate, and it can’t be filibustered. So 50
hours would mean about 1 week. It can
be done in 6, 7 days at most.

Mr. WICKER. It is the one thing that
can’t be filibustered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Absolutely. The
party with the majority, 53 Senators,
ought to be able to pass a budget. We
passed a budget with 51 senators one
time. A budget allows us to control ev-
erything but Social Security. We can’t
touch Social Security but we can deal
with Medicare, Medicaid, food stamps,
pensions, as well as the discretionary
accounts. So that was all avoided.

My friend has been around here and
in the House for a number of years, but
it seems to me it would have been a
healthy thing indeed for the Democrats
to have brought to the floor a budget,
even if I didn’t agree with it. We then
could have had a national public debate
about these difficult choices the Nation
faces and Senators would have to vote
as to whether they believed that bal-
ancing the budget was worth cutting
some spending here, and how much
they believed in taxes we ought to
raise, and how much would they be cut-
ting in spending. We could read the fine
print and ask how much we are cutting
and actually debate and vote on these
things. But that is what the majority
leader and his colleagues wanted to
avoid.

Mr. WICKER. It is what every city
council, every State legislature cannot
avoid. They do not have a printing
press down in Montgomery, AL, or
Jackson, MS.

I know the Senator has seen the local
delegations of county officials coming
in and talking about economic develop-
ment. They tell me: Senator, we have
had to cut back on this, we have had to
cut back on that, we have had to do
this to our budget. We used to be able
to afford these things and now we can’t
afford them anymore. They have had to
make sensible decisions. Councils and
legislatures, Republican and Democrat,
have faced the hard choices, and it
can’t be any fun for them. They have
to face the voters and say: we paid for
this last year, we don’t have the money
this year. And families have had to do
that as well.

Mr. SESSIONS. I couldn’t agree
more. In my hometown of Mobile, AL,
they fell one vote short of raising the
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sales tax because of the financial chal-
lenges they were facing, and they had a
big debate about it, but they didn’t
duck the vote. They had the vote and
they decided they didn’t need to raise
the taxes. But it wasn’t a question of
the city council being able to avoid a
vote.

We in the great United States Sen-
ate, we travel the whole of our States
over and over and over again and we
ask for this tough job. My wife has a
good phrase for it when I complain. She
says: Don’t blame me. You asked for
the job. Well, we asked for this job. No-
body said it was going to be easy, and
this is not easy because we have never
faced a more fundamental financial cri-
sis. Because of demographics and his-
tory and trends that are going on in
our population, the situation is such
that it is going to be difficult to meet
these challenges.

Mr. WICKER. But we can meet these
challenges.

I have grown children—32, 28, and 25.
They may be about to age into the next
year, and they wonder if they will even
receive Medicare when it comes time
to retire. That retirement for them
will come sooner than they think,
though it seems like forever. But they
do not believe—that generation doesn’t
believe—Medicare will be there for
them. If we tackle this problem, Medi-
care can be there for the next genera-
tion. It should be there for the next
generation.

Mr. SESSIONS. Exactly.

Mr. WICKER. It won’t look exactly
like it does for my father, who is 88
years old today and depends on Medi-
care, but Medicare could be there. But
not the way it is going now. We have to
tackle these issues.

Mr. SESSIONS. My colleague is so
right. We are not going to have to can-
cel these programs.

Mr. WICKER. No, sir.

Mr. SESSIONS. We can save these
programs. It is just going to require us
to confront reality and make some
changes in how we do business.

I wish to say one more thing about
this budget, before I forget. My Demo-
cratic colleagues claim the Budget
Control Act was a budget, but it only
dealt with discretionary spending. It
didn’t deal with all the other spending.
It only set limits on expenditures and
it didn’t have any debate on the floor.
It was a secret agreement. There was a
budget limitation placed on spending
as a result of Republicans insisting we
had to reduce some spending before we
would allow the President to raise the
debt limit. That went on into the wee
hours of the morning and they put to-
gether a horrible deal and now we are
paying the price for it. It did cut some
spending, and it limited how much
spending we could do, but it didn’t go
through the budget process, it didn’t
cover all the government programs,
and it doesn’t have anything like the
indices of a budget.

An attempt was made—and success-
fully—to bring up the President’s budg-
et for a vote. The motion was believed
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to be legitimate because there was no
budget, and we were going to have a
vote on it. Our Democratic colleagues
ran to the Parliamentarian to try to
argue that this cap on spending that
was agreed to last August was a budg-
et. They picked the Parliamentarian.
The majority hires the Parliamen-
tarian. And very courageously and
properly the Parliamentarian said: No,
it is not a budget. So there was no
budget in the Senate, and President
Obama’s budget was brought up and
got zero votes.

I wanted to share that.

Mr. WICKER. Well, I appreciate the
Senator’s sharing his time with me.

Mr. President, I guess in a moment,
Senator SESSIONS will yield the floor
and we will go dark, subject to the call
of the Chair for a vote at midnight, and
then we will sort of slink out of town,
with no appropriations bills, no defense
bill, and no dealing with sequestration,
which means meat axe cuts to defense
and other programs.

But we will have gotten away under
cover of darkness to face the voters,
and in this country they are the ulti-
mate arbiters.

I appreciate this opportunity to
stand on the floor with a statesman
such as my friend from Alabama and to
thank him for his leadership on budget
issues and to thank him for coming
here and telling the truth to our col-
leagues and to the American people.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, Sen-
ator OLYMPIA SNOWE, who is not run-
ning again, is frustrated with this body
and pointed out yesterday on the Sen-
ate floor that we voted in this body a
few years ago up until November 1. We
act like we have to be out by the mid-
dle of September. We aren’t going to do
any work during October, and we will
come back maybe after the election in
a lameduck circumstance and see how
much junk can be shoved through here
without real votes.

Isn’t it true that we have had plenty
of time since September to bring up
the Defense authorization bill, to bring
up a budget, to bring up some of the
appropriations bills, at least some of
them?

Mr. WICKER. Day after day, hour
after hour in quorum calls. It is very
frustrating, and frustrating to the peo-
ple who sent us here to do a job.

Mr. SESSIONS. We have heard it said
that 40 percent of what we spend every
day is borrowed. Really, $4 billion a
day is what we borrow. People probably
think that can’t be true, that 40 cents
of every dollar we spend and put out
the door has to be borrowed from coun-
tries around the world and from others
who will loan us the money, and we
pay interest on it.

In a recent interview in July on
CNBC, Mr. Erskine Bowles—President
Clinton’s Chief of Staff, appointed by
President Obama to head the debt com-
mission—said this about the state of
our finances:

If you take last year, 100 percent of our
revenue that came into the country, every
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nickel, every single dollar that came into
the country last year was spent on our—
what’s called mandatory spending and inter-
est on the debt. Mandatory spending is prin-
cipally the entitlement programs, Medicare,
Medicaid, and Social Security.

What that means is every single dollar we
spent last year on these two wars, national
defense, homeland security, education, infra-
structure, high-value-added research, every
single dollar was borrowed. And half of it
was borrowed from foreign countries. That is
crazy. Crazy. It’s a formula for failure in any
organization.

That is the man President Obama
chose to head the debt commission, a
businessman who understands the
threat this Nation faces.

We can get off this path. Congress-
man RYAN laid out a plan that would
get us off this path. We have to get off
this path.

As we head out from this Senate to
return to our States and visit with our
constituents, and as we head into an
election, I would just like to ask, Is
there one Senator on the other side of
the aisle who can defend to the good
people of this country the decision of
this body to withhold a budget, with-
hold a financial plan from the country?
Can you defend that? Can you defend
not even attempting to do the funda-
mental requirement of Congress, which
is to appropriate the money to run the
government—not even bring up a single
bill—for the second time in the history
of the Republic?

What about the Defense authoriza-
tion bill? It came out of our Armed
Services Committee unanimously. The
leadership has refused to bring it up on
the Senate floor. Can you defend that?

Really, can you defend failing to deal
with the fiscal cliff, the deep defense
cuts and huge tax increases that will
occur January 1? Wouldn’t the econ-
omy be better if that uncertainty had
been removed? We could have already
brought up those bills and voted on
them.

Instead, you know how they are
going to do it: The leadership will meet
over here, and it will be December 23.
The majority leader said we may be
here until December 23. That is when
they will bring it all up. That is when
the health care bill was passed. Christ-
mas Eve is when the health care bill
was passed.

So that is the plan: Bring it up at the
end. Everybody will have to vote for it,
or the government will shut down and
it will be a disaster. That is the kind of
thing we should be avoiding.

I believe the complaints that have
been made today are not just political
rhetoric, not just talk, but represent a
legitimate, honest criticism of the
leadership of the Senate. I think the
American people should weigh that as
they go to the polls.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, today
the Senate will vote on H.J. Res. 117, a
continuing resolution to fund Federal
agencies for the next 6 months. While I
appreciate that this measure avoids
the need to negotiate a spending bill
during the lame duck session, after
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careful consideration, I believe the
promises I made to the people of Penn-
sylvania in 2010 compel me to oppose
this bill.

H.J. Res. 117 establishes discre-
tionary appropriations for fiscal year
at $1.047 trillion, an amount equal to
the spending cap created by the Budget
Control Act of 2011. Unfortunately, this
figure is far above what is fiscally re-
sponsible, which is one of the reasons I
voted against the Budget Control Act
last year. Given that the Federal Gov-
ernment has now run deficits in excess
of $1 trillion for 4 consecutive years, it
would be irresponsible to vote for a bill
that increases discretionary spending
by about $8 billion.

Furthermore, H.J. Res. 117 employs a
tired old accounting gimmick called
‘“‘changes in mandatory spending pro-
grams’ to make discretionary spending
appear nearly $20 billion lower. This
gimmick does not eliminate manda-
tory spending; it only delays it, result-
ing in no actual budgetary savings.

The continuing resolution fails to re-
store recently undermined welfare-to-
work provisions within the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families—
TANF—Program. In 1996, a Republican
led Congress and President Clinton en-
acted the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act—P.L. 104-193, a key component of
which established work requirements,
helping individuals provide for them-
selves and their families. On July 12,
2012, the administration unilaterally
weakened reporting requirements for
TANF, erroneously stipulating that
waiver authority provided under sec-
tion 1115 of the Social Security Act en-
abled the agency to modify work par-
ticipation requirements, a provision
explicitly outside the scope of waivable
provisions. Welfare-to-work provisions
have proven instrumental in
transitioning millions off welfare.
While TANF’s work requirements have
contributed towards declining welfare
rolls, there remain additional opportu-
nities to strengthen and reform the
TANF program. By failing to engage in
a dialogue, Congress missed a critical
opportunity to restore the welfare-to-
work requirements and assist more
TANF recipients take steps towards
independence.

Though I am unable to support this
continuing resolution, I would note my
support for one provision in the under-
lying legislation. I am happy that a
technical correction was included that
ensures that States that have not re-
mediated all of their abandoned mine
lands do not lose any payments from
the Abandoned Mine Lands Trust Fund
as a result of the recently enacted
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act (Map-21). To pay for MAP-
21, conferees inserted a provision in-
tending to cap payments to States that
have been certified by the EPA as hav-
ing remediated all of their abandoned
mine lands.

After enactment, there was some un-
certainty about how this provision



S6596

would affect noncertified states like
Pennsylvania because of the structure
of the funding formula. This was clear-
ly not the intent of Congress. The Con-
gressional Budget Office scored the
provision as capping payments to cer-
tified States only. Therefore, this tech-
nical correction ensures that Pennsyl-
vania, the State with more abandoned
mine lands than any other, continues
to receive its baseline level of funding.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss an important provi-
sion included in the continuing resolu-
tion. As parents sent their children off
to school this fall, many were uncer-
tain whether their child would be
taught by teachers in training who are
enrolled in alternative route programs.
That is why I am pleased this legisla-
tion requires the Department of Edu-
cation to provide Congress, and the
parents of Washington State and the
country, information on how fre-
quently this is occurring. The data and
report should be made public and avail-
able to parents and other interested
parties. As a former teacher, a Parent
Teacher Association member, a school
board president, and most important a
mom who actively participated in my
two children’s journey through the
education system, I firmly believe that
every parent deserves to know the
qualifications of their child’s teacher.
Specifically, the provision requires
the Secretary of Education to report to
Congress no later than December 31,
2013, on the extent to which students
with disabilities, English learners, stu-
dents in rural areas, and students from
low-income families are being taught
by alternative route teachers in train-
ing who are deemed highly qualified
according to title 34 section
200.56(a)(2)(ii) of the Code of Federal
Regulations. This regulation allows in-
dividuals who have not yet obtained
regular State teacher certification but
are participating in alternative route
programs to be labeled ‘‘highly quali-
fied.”” The provision included in this
continuing resolution will require the
Department of Education to gather and
report the extent to which our most
vulnerable students and those with the
highest needs are being taught by
teachers with the least amount of prep-
aration. While we know many students
are being taught by these teachers in
training, we do not know if these
teachers are equitably distributed
among high need schools, in which
States they are concentrated, or which
student subgroups they are teaching.
The report will provide this informa-
tion and will be vital for developing
policies to ensure every child in Amer-
ica receives a high-quality education.
The report should include data on the
professional qualifications of teachers.
In particular the number of teachers
who have not met State qualification
and licensing criteria for the grade lev-
els and subjects areas in which the
teacher provides instruction. Also, the
report should include the mnumber
teaching under emergency or other
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provisional status through which State
qualification or licensing criteria have
been waived, the baccalaureate degree
major of the teacher and any other
graduate certification or degree held
by the teacher, and the field of dis-
cipline of the teacher’s certification or
degree. States and local education
agencies are already required to collect
this data according to the Parents’
Right to Know provisions of the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

I look forward to receiving this im-
portant report. Throughout my polit-
ical career, from the school board to
the Senate, I have been committed to
doing everything I can to ensure every
student has an opportunity to learn,
and to succeed, to the best of his or her
ability. This report will help us craft
policy that supports this goal. Parents
deserve to know who is teaching their
child and it is our responsibility to en-
sure this information is provided.

FOREIGN AID

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
would like to speak in opposition to
the Paul amendment, and to put this
debate over foreign aid in some con-
text.

As chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, I see the threats this Nation
faces around the world.

We are no longer in a world where we
can focus on ballistic missiles from
Russia or troops pouring into Europe
through the Fulda Gap. Instead, we
face asymmetric threats—terrorist at-
tacks, the potential use of chemical
weapons, and the thousands of at-
tempted cyber intrusions that hit our
networks every day.

In this environment, our partner-
ships with other nations are more im-
portant than ever, as attacks can ema-
nate from anywhere, and the responses
to those threats often require bilateral
or multilateral support.

I agree with Senator PAUL that there
are areas where other nations can and
should do more to combat these
threats; after all, terrorism and ex-
tremist ideologies are not U.S. prob-
lems, they are global problems.

On the subject of Pakistan, I strong-
ly agree that Dr. Shakil Afridi should
be released from prison.

He helped play an important role in
making the intelligence case that
Usama bin Laden was at that com-
pound in Abbottabad, and his actions
helped this Nation eliminate the
world’s most wanted target.

I had the opportunity to make this
case directly to Pakistan’s Foreign
Minister Hina Rabbani Khar and Paki-
stan’s Ambassador to the TUnited
States Sherry Rehman in a meeting on
Wednesday.

But is the appropriate response to
cut off all U.S. assistance to Paki-
stan—including economic and humani-
tarian assistance—because of Dr.
Afridi? No, clearly, it is not.

I joined an effort by Senator GRAHAM
on the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions bill to cut $33 million in Foreign
Military Financing for Pakistan in FY
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2013—$1 million for every year of Dr.
Afridi’s prison sentence. It was a tar-
geted effort, and it enabled us to send
a public message to Pakistan.

The United States and Pakistan have
had a series of confrontations over the
past couple of years, and the relation-
ship has been sorely tested. There has
been fault on both sides.

And we are now improving our co-
ordination and partnership in Kkey
areas, including on counterterrorism.
We absolutely need to continue to
press Pakistan to do more, and to re-
lease Dr. Afridi—and we are.

But eliminating all foreign assist-
ance without a national security waiv-
er is a Kknee-jerk reaction that will
cause the United States more harm
than good.

The amendment would also cut off all
foreign assistance to the nascent gov-
ernments in Egypt and Libya because
elements of their populace or foreign
fighters attacked the U.S. Embassy in
Cairo and the consulate in Benghazi.

Both of those governments have de-
nounced the attacks, and both have in-
creased the security they are providing
to U.S. missions.

We are still learning who was behind
these attacks, whether motivated sole-
ly by a stupid video put out by some-
one with no regard for religious toler-
ance or the safety of Americans over-
seas or by terrorist elements who used
the protests as a pretext to carry out
an agenda of violence against the
United States.

But one thing is pretty clear: the
anger and violence directed against the
United States by the people of Libya,
Egypt, and perhaps numerous other
Middle Eastern countries will not be
lessened by reducing American aid.

The Paul amendment goes even fur-
ther, though. It would prohibit any di-
rect U.S. assistance to any country in
which a U.S. diplomatic facility was
attacked, trespassed upon, breached, or
attempted to be attacked, trespassed
upon, or breached even if the host gov-
ernment provided every possible meas-
ure of security and support, and no
matter how small the infraction.

I believe in a strategy of engagement.
I believe that the United States should
work with countries to root out terror-
ists and denounce extremism of all
forms.

And I believe that we should use for-
eign aid—which, by the way, accounts
for only 1 percent of the U.S. govern-
ment’s budget—to bring humanitarian
relief, support democratization, and
help other governments improve their
own security and law enforcement ef-
forts to defeat terrorism and extre-
mism.

Indeed, at this time, we should look
to the example set by Ambassador
Chris Stevens, a man who dedicated
himself to learning the language and
the culture of the Middle East and pro-
moting the universal values of democ-
racy, human rights and the rule of
law—from his time as a Peace Corps
volunteer in Morocco, to tours as a
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Foreign Service Officer in Jerusalem,
Damascus, Riyadh, and Cairo, and, fi-
nally, as our Ambassador to a demo-
cratic Libya.

Ambassador Stevens worked tire-
lessly to help the people of Libya build
a new country and new future after
years of brutal dictatorship.

He knew that path would not be easy
and there would be many challenges.
But he also knew that the Libyan peo-
ple could succeed and that leadership
and support from the United States
would be crucial.

This amendment will turn America
away from the commitment to the
Middle East that Ambassador Stevens
championed and towards isolation.

It will harm America’s interests, will
harm our national security, and will
promote anti-Americanism in precisely
the parts of the world where we need to
be more, not less, engaged.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the

Paul amendment.
e Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, in every
region of the world, the United States
should search for ways to use foreign
aid and humanitarian assistance to
strengthen our influence, the effective-
ness of our leadership, and the service
of our national interests and ideals.
When done effectively, in partnership
with the private sector, with faith-
based organizations, and our allies, for-
eign aid is a cost-effective way not
only to export our values and our ex-
ample but to advance our security and
economic goals.

Foreign aid is a foreign policy tool
used by the United States to work with
other countries. In the case of Libya,
Egypt, and Pakistan, each receives sig-
nificant amounts of foreign aid from
the U.S. taxpayers, and U.S. citizens
expect these countries to meet the con-
ditions we set upon this aid. In the
wake of the uprisings across the Mus-
lim world and the September 11, 2012,
terrorist attack on the U.S. consulate
in Libya, it is imperative that the
United States receive the full coopera-
tion of the host nations in inves-
tigating and prosecuting those respon-
sible for the attacks on our diplomatic
missions and the deaths of four brave
Americans.

Senator RAND PAUL’s legislation
would affect aid for these countries by
effectively eliminating it. The Amer-
ican people deserve to be outraged fol-
lowing these attacks. However, the sit-
uations in these three countries are
very different.

In Egypt, the government has the se-
curity capabilities to protect our Em-
bassy and failed to do so. It was unac-
ceptable that their President didn’t im-
mediately condemn the attacks and in-
stead focused on a YouTube video.

In Libya, there was a terrorist attack
on our consulate which resulted in the
death of four Americans, including the
Ambassador. The Libyan people re-
jected Islamists in their recent elec-
tion, but their pro-Western Libyan
Government does not have the security
capabilities of the Egyptians. So far,
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the Libyans are trying to do the right
thing by working with the United
States to investigate these attacks and
strengthen their own security capabili-
ties. In fact, just yesterday thousands
of Libyans fed up with terrorism took
matters into their own hands by seiz-
ing control of the headquarters of sev-
eral militias and demanding they be
disarmed. Cutting off aid to Libya,
which is trying to help us, is not the
answer as it would weaken their ability
to help us and undermine their efforts
to defeat the terrorists in their coun-
try. It would also represent America’s
stunning rejection of what is clearly
the Libyan people’s will to reject ex-
tremists and terrorists trying to lead
Libya back to darkness.

With Pakistan, I believe we should
condition some if not all of the aid on
the release of Dr. Afridi. He has been
arrested on false charges. The time has
finally come for Pakistan to decide if
they are going to be a truthful ally of
the United States.

Senator PAUL’s legislation lumps in
three different countries with three
very different situations, and I could
not support such a measure as drafted.
Prior to the vote on this matter, I
urged Senator PAUL to comnsider, at a
minimum, restructuring his amend-
ment to recognize that there are con-
siderable differences between Libya,
Egypt, and Pakistan. Since no changes
were ultimately made, I opposed this
measure.®

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

RECESS

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
cess until 11:30 p.m. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:22 p.m.,
recessed until 11:30 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. KERRY).

———

SPORTSMEN’S ACT OF 2012—
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont is recognized.
FOREIGN AID

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, seeing
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee in the chair,
I have a feeling I may be preaching to
the converted, but let me say we, all of
us, were outraged by the video deni-
grating the Muslim faith but then by
the mob violence—some of it encour-
aged by al-Qaida or other extremist
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groups—against our embassies and dip-
lomats in Egypt, Libya, Pakistan, and
other countries around the world. Sec-
retary of State Clinton said it well:
“The United States rejects both the
content and message of that video . . .
and deplores any intentional effort to
denigrate the religious beliefs of oth-
ers.”

The Secretary and President Obama
have also said, repeatedly, that there is
never any justification for the violent
acts that have been perpetrated
against our diplomats, and they have
called on the governments of those
countries to protect our embassies and
consulates. And of course, they are
right.

As far as I am aware we have re-
ceived the condolences and support of
the governments of these countries, as
well as scores of other governments
around the world.

The support and sympathy expressed,
not only by foreign officials but by
countless citizens of these countries
who have denounced the attacks on
United States personnel, needs to be
recognized.

There is no evidence, that I am aware
of, that any of these governments were
responsible for, or had any involvement
in, these violent demonstrations. They
neither ordered nor condoned them. To
the contrary, they have since taken
steps to protect our facilities and per-
sonnel.

That is why I am mystified by the
legislation offered by the junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky, Senator PAUL,
which would cut off aid to key U.S. al-
lies like Israel, Indonesia and Jordan
where such protests have occurred,
even peaceful demonstrations, as well
as security partners like Egypt, Libya,
and Pakistan.

On the one hand, there are some af-
firmations of our policy goals in the
legislation that I agree with—for exam-
ple, we all want those responsible for
the deaths of Ambassador Stevens and
the other Americans in Benghazi, as
well as the destruction of property
there and in Cairo and elsewhere, to be
brought to justice. And already, dozens
of people are under arrest in those
countries.

But anyone who is inclined to sup-
port this legislation should read the
fine print, because the way it is drafted
is not only unworkable, it would serve
to inflame an already dangerous situa-
tion, harming America’s national secu-
rity interests.

For example, all aid would be cut off
to governments in countries where a
demonstration occurred, even a peace-
ful demonstration, until the govern-
ment arrests everyone who partici-
pated, and until the FBI has identified
everyone involved and they are all in
the custody of the United States, even
if we do not have extradition treaties
with those countries.

In other words, we would cut off aid
to the governments of Egypt, Israel,
Jordan, Libya, Pakistan, Indonesia,
Morocco, Nigeria, Turkey, Lebanon,
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Iraq, Afghanistan, Tunisia, Yemen, and
India, among others, until every one of
the thousands of people who partici-
pated in demonstrations in those coun-
tries has been identified by name, ar-
rested, and brought to the TUnited
States and imprisoned.

I have seen unworkable, unwise legis-
lation before, but this may win the
prize. Not only would this be a colossal
waste of FBI resources, it would be im-
possible to implement.

How is the FBI going to determine
the identity of everyone who joined in
these protests? Is that really what we
want the FBI doing?

Are we, who believe in freedom of
speech, really going to fill up our pris-
ons with thousands of foreigners, in-
cluding those who have engaged in
peaceful demonstrations?

Does the author of this amendment
have any idea how much that would
cost U.S. taxpayers?

Are we really going to cut off aid to
the Government of Egypt, which has
reaffirmed its peace agreement with
Israel, sent troops against Egyptian ex-
tremists in the Sinai, deployed police
to protect the U.S. embassy, and is in
the process of negotiating an agree-
ment with the IMF—with U.S. and Eu-
ropean support—to reform its econ-
omy?

Are we going to also cut off aid to
Israel—which we would not do, of
course?

Do we really want to cut off aid to
the Government of Indonesia, the larg-
est Muslim country in the world and a
key U.S. ally in South East Asia?

And Libya, which we helped to lib-
erate, and which has just emerged from
a bloody revolution to overthrow a ty-
rant who posed a real threat to re-
gional peace and security?

As I said before, we are all outraged
and saddened by the tragic events in
Benghazi, Cairo, and elsewhere. There
is no justification for it. We expect to
see those responsible for the violence
to be brought to justice, and we have
insisted that these governments fulfill
their obligation to protect our embas-
sies, as we protect theirs.

But this is no way to honor the patri-
otism and sacrifice of Ambassador Ste-
vens and the others who lost their
lives.

We are not talking about brutal
kleptocracies like the Mobutu Govern-
ment of the 1980s who the junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky spoke of today.

These are fledgling democracies
whose people have been ruled and bru-
talized by corrupt dictators for dec-
ades. They are struggling to draft new
constitutions, elect parliaments, re-
form their police, restructure their
stagnant economies, and manage com-
peting ethnic, religious and political
factions, some of which have been in
conflict with each other for centuries.

We can punish them by cutting off
our aid, even though these govern-
ments had no more to do with orga-
nizing the protests than our govern-
ment had to do with producing the
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anti-Muslim video that is inciting the
protests.

That might score political points for
some back home.

Or we can support them in making
decisions that will improve our rela-
tions and strengthen our security.

Withdrawal is not an option for the
United States. Isolationism is not an
option. Overreacting in ways that em-
bolden violent extremists is not an op-
tion.

This amendment is poorly conceived,
poorly drafted, and would have all
sorts of unintended and dangerous con-
sequences. The best message the
United States Congress could send to
the forces of democracy in these coun-
tries is to defeat it overwhelmingly.

I believe, like so many both Demo-
crats and Republicans who have spoken
against this, it makes no sense.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? The Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, Ameri-
cans are crying out for us to stop giv-
ing away hard-earned tax dollars to
countries that are not our friends. I
agree. We need to review all our foreign
aid and make any aid conditional on
the protection of Americans and of our
interests. But when it comes to the bill
offered by Senator PAUL, I have to say
I do not like how some parts of it are
worded. It has some flaws and Members
on both sides of the aisle have some le-
gitimate concerns. I have been working
all day with Senator PAUL to improve
the language to address concerns on
our side.

Senator PAUL has been more than ac-
commodating on this. He was willing
to limit the scope of the bill to Libya,
Pakistan, and Egypt. With respect to
Libya and Egypt, he agreed to loosen
restrictions so the funds would not
turn off for 60 days, and only turn off if
it was clear their governments were
not cooperating with the investigation
into the attacks and efforts to find the
perpetrators. In short, he was willing
to accept the legitimate concerns that
have been raised by colleagues with re-
spect to the potential unintended con-
sequences of the bill.

Then Senator PAUL asked the major-
ity leader if he could modify the bill.
Senators do this all the time—or at
least we used to. We work together, we
have managers’ amendments, we allow
Senators to modify their legislation to
fix issues raised by other Senators. So
after all this work and this good faith
accommodation by Senator PAUL who,
to address the concerns of colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, was agreeing
to changes that narrowed the scope of
the legislation far beyond what he per-
sonally wanted—after all this, the
other side of the aisle decided to play
gotcha. They would not let him modify
his own amendment. His request was
made 8 to 10 hours before the vote—
plenty of time for Members to review
the changes—but the normal rules of
comity apparently do not apply any-
more in the Senate.
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This Senator is ashamed of the way
the Senate is being run. We have had
an entire Congress of gag rules, limited
debate, limited votes, limited amend-
ments, and the result has been no ac-
complishments. Over the last 2 years,
the Senate has become a laughing-
stock. I may not like the way Senator
PAUL’s bill is worded, his unmodified
bill. I do not agree with the scope of
the conditions in some cases, but I sup-
port the goals of providing account-
ability in our foreign aid, of freeing Dr.
Afridi, and of ensuring that those we
support with our precious dollars are
defending our interests and our dip-
lomats overseas.

I will vote yes on this bill in support
of these principles. The bill will not
pass, but the other side cannot hide
from this issue forever. Senator PAUL
will be back and I will be back with
him. We will get the votes the Amer-
ican people are demanding.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. DEMINT. Certainly.

Mr. KERRY. I ask the Senator this
question. We all understand the normal
rules of the Senate. This is a big pol-
icy, cutting off four countries’ aid with
a set of circumstances that is so rigid
it may encompass countries such as
Israel and others. The normal rules of
comity are that something such as this
would go through the appropriate com-
mittee. That is why we have commit-
tees.

The Senator from South Carolina is a
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. This has never been to the For-
eign Relations Committee. Does the
Senator believe some policy as impor-
tant as this doesn’t deserve a hearing,
doesn’t deserve a process? I think the
Senator knows that as the chairman I
have never slowed down a process of
our committee. The normal rules of
comity ought to require this to go
through the committee.

Mr. DEMINT. I say to the Senator, if
that were true, I think he has to admit
Senator TESTER has one that his side
pushed this night that has not been
through committee, violates the budg-
et, and a number of other things.

The point is this. Senator PAUL has
been working on this legislation for
several months and has been working
to try to get a vote on this floor for
several months and he could not get it.
He was turned down time and time
again. This legislation has been out
there. The issue of foreign aid has been
out there. We have not taken it up as
a committee as we should have. The
fact that he is not given the oppor-
tunity to get a vote on the amendment
of his choice, to modify his own amend-
ment, does break the precedent of the
Senate and does break the comity we
should enjoy here. When a Member of-
fers an amendment, they should be able
to modify it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand to-
night in support of the amendment of
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Senator PAUL to provide limitations on
the amount and scope of foreign aid the
United States sends abroad. This is not
a decision I have reached quickly, nor
is it an issue I take lightly.

I appreciate that, as some of my col-
leagues have pointed out, conditions
already exist on some of the foreign aid
we send to Pakistan, Egypt, Libya, and
Yemen. I respectfully submit, however,
that these conditions are not producing
the desired result nor are they yet
fully enforced.

For example, is Pakistan cooperating
with the United States on countering
terrorism efforts and preventing ter-
rorists from basing or operating in
Pakistan, as is already required in sec-
tion 7046 of Public Law 112-74? Are the
programs and activities we support in
Afghanistan sustainable, as is also re-
quired by section 7046? If the answer to
these and to other questions regarding
this aid could possibly be no, then we
have an obligation to the American
people to at least review this aid and
inspect every single dollar we send
abroad to ensure that the billions of
dollars we send to Pakistan, to Egypt,
and to Libya are well spent.

I support this amendment, if for no
other reason than to begin the debate
on the merit of sending billions of
American dollars abroad each and
every year. When will we stop sending
this kind of money to nations that har-
bor terrorists and imprison those who,
like Dr. Afridi, would defend our inter-
ests?

To be clear, I don’t think the amend-
ment of Senator PAUL is perfect. Many
of my colleagues have legitimate con-
cerns about this amendment’s poten-
tial effect on some of our allies outside
the Middle East. That is why I and sev-
eral other Senators have asked our
staffs to work with Senator PAUL and
his office to narrow the scope of this
amendment. Senator PAUL was respon-
sive to our concerns and was willing to
make the requested changes.

Unfortunately, the majority leader
refused to allow Senator PAUL to mod-
ify his own amendment. I don’t yet
have 2 full years under my belt as a
Member of this body, but I have been
around just long enough to see that
managers’ amendments and modifica-
tions are routinely applied to their own
legislation, and I am very sorry Sen-
ator PAUL was not given the courtesy
that apparently is reserved only for
other Members of this distinguished
body.

In a Senate where the majority lead-
er has recently announced ‘‘the amend-
ment days are over,” I guess I should
not be surprised.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. I will just take 1 minute
before I yield back. With respect to the
question, first of all—I obviously do
not run the Senate so I cannot speak
about what happened with respect to
these other pieces of legislation, but I
am responsible for the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. This particular
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amendment was filed at the desk on
September 19. We are here under rule
XIV. That is not months of work. The
first time I heard of it was when it
came to the desk. So this could well
have been a policy we amended in the
committee, that we worked on appro-
priately, came up with some appro-
priate way of dealing with legitimate
issues.

I am not denigrating the legitimacy
of some of the issues the Senator from
Kentucky raises. We had a very pro-
found conversation with the Foreign
Minister of Pakistan the other day.
The Foreign Relations Committee met
with her. We went into Dr. Afridi’s sit-
uation in some detail, and there are
other issues raised here. But just to
come in out of the whole blue and file
it at the desk and say let’s change
years of policy with a country that we,
in the case of Egypt, desperately rely
on with respect to the peace process in
the Middle East, sustaining the peace
agreement with Israel—it just defies
rationale about how you make good
foreign policy.

I will have more to say about it in a
moment, but I just want to make it
clear this did not come to the floor
until September 19 at the desk and it is
here under rule XIV.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. KERRY. I don’t know how much
time we have.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Nine minutes.

Mr. KERRY. We will hold off and
come back.

Mr. LEE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. KERRY. Not on my time, no. I
will do it on the Senator’s time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Whose time is
being——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If no one yields time, time will be
charged equally to both sides.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise to re-
spond to my friend and distinguished
colleague, the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

In the first place, it is significant.
Dr. Afridi has been in prison for more
than a year. It is significant that this
amount of time has elapsed. It is ap-
propriate that we respond in some fash-
ion. I don’t know why exactly legisla-
tion has not emerged from the Foreign
Relations Committee, on which I sit.
The fact is it has not.

I respect the junior Senator from
Kentucky for having the courage to
bring forward this legislation. Regard-
less, the fact is that this legislation is
now before us. We can argue about how
it got here and about whether it should
have gone through committee, but it is
before us. The fact that it is now before
us means the Senator from Kentucky
who introduced it ought to have cer-
tain prerogatives—prerogatives to
change it or modify it before it gets to
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the floor. That is the point I was mak-
ing, and that is the point I think bears
some mention here. I think that is a
point which was somehow lost in this
discussion today, and that is most un-
fortunate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3576

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the pending busi-
ness be set side and that S. 3576 be
made pending; that the Paul substitute
amendment No. 2849 to S. 3576 be
adopted; and that at the appropriate
time the Senate consider S. 3576 as
amended under the terms of the earlier
order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. KERRY. Yes, I object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. It boggles the mind to
think that Hillary Clinton was on Cap-
itol Hill this week to ask for increasing
aid to Egypt. It boggles the mind that
last month President Obama found an
extra $1 billion to give to Pakistan.

Meanwhile, Dr. Shakil Afridi has
been in prison for a year. He said di-
rectly in interviews that he has been
tortured by the Pakistani Government.
Now he has been imprisoned for life.
The Foreign Relations Committee has
had a year to act on this and has not
been forthcoming in doing anything to
address Dr. Afridi or get him freed or
to attach any restrictions or limita-
tions to foreign aid. The restrictions
currently in place are for the adminis-
tration, and they have been waived.

I say we don’t give up the power of
the purse. I say we Kkeep the power of
the purse and the restrictions with the
legislature. This bill places restrictions
on foreign aid to three countries. This
bill does not end foreign aid, it adds re-
strictions. Some have argued that in-
terrupting foreign aid now could in-
flame the Arab world. Does anyone
think they are not already inflamed?
They are inflamed because our foreign
aid has incensed them. Our foreign aid
bought Mubarak tear gas and police
truncheons. We need to understand
why the Arabs are angry.

Some have argued that aid to Israel
could be ended by this bill. That is ri-
diculous. The bill requires the Sec-
retary of State to allege that a country
did not attempt to protect an embassy
that was attacked. To imply that a
Secretary of State, Republican or Dem-
ocrat, is going to allege that Israel is
not protecting our embassy is absurd.
It boggles the mind to think that any
Senator wants to send foreign aid with-
out conditions to countries that are
burning our flag. I, for one, will not
vote for one more penny to be sent to
the people who riot and burn the Amer-
ican flag. Enough is enough. We are
running a trillion-dollar deficit, and
Americans are tired of their tax dollars
being sent to countries that are burn-
ing the American flag.
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I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on placing re-
strictions on foreign aid.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.
I yield the time to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
say quickly to the Senator from Ken-
tucky, whom I asked the other day
whether he has ever been to Pakistan
or Egypt—I think if he had, he would
know something more about the mil-
lions of people in those countries who
aspire to democracy and who have in-
vested in our values and are trying to
have a different future.

I particularly—‘‘resent’’ is not a par-
ticularly attractive word, but to hear
him say that the Foreign Relations
Committee has done nothing on Dr.
Afridi does a disservice to the efforts
we have been making in what is called
a quiet and thoughtful diplomacy. Not
all diplomacy is conducted by passing a
fly-by-night amendment on the floor of
the Senate, pretending that is going to
improve relations or change the world.
When we sit down with people and talk
through problems, we can work out a
resolution.

We had a long conversation just a
day ago with the Foreign Minister of
Pakistan about Dr. Afridi. That was
not the first conversation. For months
some of us have been talking with
Pakistan about how we resolve this
issue, which does, incidentally, have
something to do with the law of an-
other country, the politics of another
country, and the political demands and
needs of another country. It is not al-
ways the best way to resolve those
things simply by racing to the floor of
the Senate and saying: Here, do what
we tell you. I am afraid that is not al-
ways how it works.

So I think the Senator from Ken-
tucky has a lot to learn about how we
get things done within the inter-
national community.

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Arizona.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I hope
all of my colleagues will take note that
AIPAC disagrees with the view of the
Senator from Kentucky about the ef-
fect this legislation may have on aid to
Israel.

Every Member of Congress and all
Americans should know what happened
today in Benghazi, Libya. The reports
are that as many as 30,000 Libyans took
to the streets in Benghazi, the city in
which Ambassador Chris Stevens and
three of his colleagues were tragically
murdered 10 days ago. These dem-
onstrators marched peacefully to the
gates of the compound of Ansar al-
Sharia, the militia that was respon-
sible for the attack that killed Ambas-
sador Stevens and his colleagues. The
demonstrators conducted themselves
peacefully. According to media reports,
they carried signs that read ‘“The Am-
bassador was Libya’s friend” and ‘‘No,
no to militias.”” When these brave
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Libyans arrived at the gates of the
compound, they told the militia that
they and their violent, extremist agen-
da are not welcome in the new Libya.
Do we want to send a message tonight,
after the people of Libya told the mili-
tants no, that we don’t want to have
anything to do with them, we won’t as-
sist them, we won’t give them what
they need to establish a democratic
and free society?

Because of what Thappened in
Benghazi today, somewhere Chris Ste-
vens is smiling. He is smiling because
this is the real Libya, the Libya he
knew and loved so well. This is the
Libya he wanted America to support
and remain engaged with, the Libya of
which he ultimately gave his life.
These brave people in Libya are friends
of America’s. They want our help, and
they need our help. We must continue
to provide it to them, which is exactly
what Chris Stevens would have wanted.

If the Senate were to cut off all U.S.
assistance to Libya now, as this
amendment before us would do, it
would abandon our friends to our ter-
rorist enemies and destroy America’s
moral standing in the world and do
egregious harm to our national inter-
ests.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President,
much time do we have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Four minutes.

Who yields time?

Mr. KERRY. How much time is re-
maining altogether?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Two minutes 20 seconds on Sen-
ator PAUL’s time; 4 minutes left to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Does the Senator plan
to use his time?

Mr. PAUL. I will reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If no one yields time, time will be
charged equally to both sides.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield
such time as I may use. I will be happy
to have the Senator speak last if that
is what he wants to do.

We have heard today from 110 retired
generals and admirals that the suspen-
sion of U.S. aid is not in America’s in-
terest and that assistance is a critical
component of America’s national secu-
rity strategy.

We have heard from Jewish Ameri-
cans about the impacts this bill would
have on our relationship with Israel at
what they have called ‘‘a time of tur-
moil and uncertainty,” and ‘‘the U.S.
government needs to be able to use all
available tools to influence events in
the region.”

It would affect Israel’s security if the
United States were to suddenly pull
out its assistance and change its rela-
tionship with Yemen and particularly
change its relationship with Egypt.

I have heard from the State Depart-
ment, which said this legislation ‘“‘will
weaken democracies’” and ‘‘play into
the hands of extremists.”

With respect to Libya, Senator
McCAIN has just spoken eloquently
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about Chris Stevens. He knew Chris
Stevens. We knew him on our com-
mittee. He worked for Senator LUGAR,
and we knew him as a Pearson fellow.
There was no more dedicated person.
We just confirmed him and sent him
over this May. I guarantee that the
last thing he would want is his death
being used as an excuse for the United
States to cut off Libya and to dis-
engage.

The 30,000 people who marched today
marched for America. They marched
for themselves. They marched for de-
mocracy. They marched for what Chris
Stevens was investing in. I don’t think
we want to punish those people and
that government because of what hap-
pened.

With respect to Egypt, the United
States derives extraordinarily impor-
tant security benefits from that rela-
tionship. Shutting down American
military assistance to HEgypt would
jeopardize our nonproliferation initia-
tives. It would undermine efforts to
stop the smuggling of weapons and
interdicting of arms into Gaza, which
affects the security of Israel. It would
undermine the 1979 peace treaty be-
tween Israel and Egypt. Those of us
who have traveled to Israel in recent
months have heard concern from
Israeli officials about the prospects of
suspension of American military as-
sistance to Egypt. They have already
talked about it. They are nervous
about it, and they think it would have
a profound negative impact on their se-
curity and Israel.

These are the connections the Paul
legislation just doesn’t face up to. Sen-
ator PAUL’s legislation would essen-
tially shut down our ability to work
with the new civilian government. And
while we are working to build the same
kind of alliance with them we have had
previously, it would really interrupt
that and say to them that the United
States of America is not interested in
having that kind of an alliance.

With respect to Pakistan, the reality
is the United States has vital national
security interests in Pakistan, all of
which are at stake. They have a popu-
lation of 190 million people, a troubled
economy, pockets of extremism, and a
robust nuclear arsenal. We can’t turn
our backs on any of that, and I think
we need to remember that our aid
plays a critical role in supporting our
interests and our values.

The Paul amendment would make us
less secure, and it is in no one’s inter-

est.

Whatever time we have, I reserve the
remainder.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, nothing in
this bill refers to Israel, and nothing
would apply to Israel. To imagine that
any money could be removed from
Israel, we would have to imagine that
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton ac-
cuses Israel of not protecting the Em-
bassy. It is a canard, and it is a typical
one that has been used many times.
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Nothing in the bill says we would
have no aid to these countries. It sim-
ply says to these countries that if they
protect our Embassy—Libya, if you
continue to cooperate and send back
terrorists and catch the assassins, you
will continue to get our aid.

It conditions aid on behavior. Right
now, aid is not being conditioned on be-
havior.

We have Pakistan, which has actu-
ally tortured a friend of America’s. Dr.
Shakil Afridi has been tortured for a
year by the Pakistani Government.

The Foreign Relations Committee
has done nothing to address that, and
so we have Dr. Shakil Afridi now in
prison for years—for the rest of his life,
essentially. I don’t see any action
forthcoming from the Foreign Affairs
Committee.

What I would say to my colleagues is
this is a bill that places restrictions on
foreign aid, it does not end foreign aid.
It doesn’t breach the Israel-Egypt trea-
ty or the Camp David Accords. It is a
canard. It is brought up routinely to
try to prevent any changes or reform
in foreign aid. We always hear it is
going to end aid to Israel. It is a ca-
nard.

What I would say to my colleagues is
this bill does not end foreign aid. It
places restrictions on foreign aid. Ask
the American people: Do you think
these restrictions are appropriate? Do
you think a host country should pro-
tect our Embassy? Do you think a host
country such as Libya should be asked
to continue to cooperate? Do you think
a host country such as Pakistan should
turn over a friend of America and not
imprison and torture a friend of Amer-
ica?

I think these are very reasonable re-
strictions. I think these are restric-
tions we should have. I think these are
restrictions anyone in America would
say are very reasonable, and I urge
adoption of the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, could we
have order in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
order in the Senate.

The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, for such
time as I have left, let me make it
clear: The Paul legislation requires all
identifiable persons associated with or-
ganizing, planning, participating in the
attacks, trespass, breach, or attempted
attack, have been identified by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Bu-
reau of Diplomatic Security, or other
United States law enforcement entity,
and are in United States custody. We
are talking about other countries. That
is an absolutely impossible-to-fulfill
requirement and that is why it would
result in the cutoff of aid automati-
cally, and that is why it is dangerous.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

PROVIDING LIMITATIONS ON
UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port S. 3576.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3576) to provide limitations on
United States assistance, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will read
the bill for the third time.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER)
and the Senator from Washington (Mrs.
MURRAY) are necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. HELLER), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO),
and the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. HELLER)
would have voted: ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 10,
nays 81, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 196 Leg.]

YEAS—10
Crapo Moran Shelby
DeMint Paul Toomey
Grassley Risch
Lee Roberts

NAYS—81
Akaka Durbin Lugar
Alexander Enzi Manchin
Ayotte Feinstein McCain
Barrasso Franken MecCaskill
Baucus Gillibrand McConnell
Begich Graham Menendez
Bennet Hagan Merkley
Bingaman Harkin Mikulski
Blumenthal Hatch Murkowski
Blunt Hoeven Nelson (NE)
Brown (MA) Hutchison Nelson (FL)
Brown (OH) Inouye Portman
Cantwell Isakson Pryor
Cardin Johanns Reed
Carper Johnson (SD) Reid
Casey Johnson (WI) Rockefeller
Chambliss Kerry Sanders
Coats Klobuchar Schumer
Coburn Kohl Sessions
Cochran Kyl Shaheen
Collins Landrieu Snowe
Conrad Lautenberg Stabenow
Coons Leahy Tester
Corker Levin Thune
Cornyn Lieberman Udall (CO)
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Udall (NM) Webb Wicker

Warner Whitehouse Wyden
NOT VOTING—9

Boozman Heller Murray

Boxer Inhofe Rubio

Burr Kirk Vitter

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 60-

vote threshold not having been

achieved, the bill is rejected.
———

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS REGARDING THE NU-
CLEAR PROGRAM OF THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF THE ISLAMIC RE-
PUBLIC OF IRAN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port S.J. Res. 41 by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 41) expressing
the sense of Congress regarding the nuclear
program of the Government of the Islamic
Republic of Iran.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is now 2 min-
utes equally divided.

The Senator f